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Title: A Study of the Impact of the Federal ECIA, Chapter 2, Block Grant
Program on Elementary and Secondary Education in the State of

Leonard Robertson, Portland State University

The Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA), Chapter 2
Block Grant Program consolidated over thirty antecedent special purpose
categorical programs into one educational block grant program with federal
funds apportioned to the states generally on the basis of proportionate
school-age populations. The ECIA specified that state programs are to be
administered within the framework of "nonregulatory gquidance," a federal
stance intended to minimize federal and state interference with local
educational endeavors. Traditionally, federal aid tc elementary and
secondary education has addressed specific needs and purposes thought to

be of high priority in support of a national interest; the ECIA block



grant program represented a dramatic departure from past federal aid edu-
cation policy and practice.

The study concerned the fiscal, govermnance and educational impact of
the ECIA program on elementary and secondary education in Oregon from its
inception in 1983 through the 1985 fiscal year. While several national
studies have been reported, Oregon has not been included in the national
samples; and no block grant research has been reported in Oregon.

A review of the national literature and research provided a ratio-
nale for the development of hypotheses of redistribution of federal aid to
elementary and secondary school districts. 1In addition, increased federal
aid to local educational agencies, a continuation of decreased federal
funding for state educational agency positions, and an expansion of
federal aid to private schools were central hypotheses of the study.

Interviews were conducted with Oregon Department of Education of-
ficials, members of the State Block Grant Advisory Committee and local
educators. State documents and plans were studied and analyzed. Oregon's
309 elementary and secondary school districts and seven state institution
schools were classified into five recipient groups: (1) Population
Center, (2) Suburban, (3) Metropolitan-Urban, (4) Rural, and (5) State
Institutions. School districts' gains and losses within groups and among
groups were computed and reported.

The study found that the block grant program, while relatively small
compared to total educational spending, assumed importance at the local
levels in funding computer acquisition and related staff development pro-
grams. It also has represented an increased access to federal aid for the

private school participants. The study showed that the metropolitan
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school district of Portland and the state institution schools were the
only two groups to lose federal aid in the transition from the antecedent
categorical programs in 1982 to the first year block grant program in
1983. The proportion of federal aid per pupil going to the suburban and
population center school districts increased compared to other recipient
groups. The block grant program for federal aid to education has resulted
in mathematical equity in the distribution of funds by making funding
levels proportionate to the percentage of students in each school district
group.

The study found that the block grant set aside at the state level,
approximately $1.0 million per year, is a significant source of funds to
support educational change and reform. The Oregon Department of Education
has used block grant funds as a major revenue source to support the Oregon
Action Plan for Excellence (OAPE). Also, *“he set aside funds permit ODE
to continue programs and services that otherwise would not or could not be
supported from non-federal funds.

The study concluded that the program had moved federal aid away from
targetad needs; particularly in the metropolitan area of Portland, and
that federal aid in the absence of strongly worded purposes and national
interests can evolve into revenue sharing.

The research on block grants in education has been concerned with
the means and mechanisms used in the block grant programs and has not
been concerned with the more important questions of national interest and
purposes served by federal aid to education. There is a need to address
these larger questions concerning the role of the federal government in

supporting elementary and secondary education.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Background

The politics of education in general, and school finance, in
particular, are shaped by events that reflect broad shifts in economic
and political concepts. Reflecting the economic growth of the nation,
the fiscal condition of public school education improved significantly
in the 1970's. Total revenues increased, educational spending in real
dollars increased, personnel salaries improved, and staffing increased
resulting in fewer pupils per teacher.

As the gross national product (GNP) increased, school revenues
remained a fairly constant 3.8% (GNP) between 1969 and 1979 resulting
in increased educational funding. Education's share of the GNP dropped
to 3.7% in 1980 and to 3.5% in 1981, The recession in 1982 caused a
decline in the growth of the GNP. Since then, school revenues as a
percentage of the GNP have risen slowly leveling at 3.6% in 1984.

Educational revenues as a percent of personal income remained at
about 4.5% to 4.7% between 1969 and 1980. Revenues declined to 4.3% in
1981. An increase of 0.1% occurred in 1981 and 1982. As shown in
Table I, as a percentage of both the GNP and personal income, educa-

tional revenues seem to be stabilizing.



TABLE 1

ELEMENTARY/SECONDARY PUBLIC SCHOOL
REVENUES FOR SELECTED YEARS

Total Percent Total Revenues as a
School Year Revenues of Percent of
Ending (Billions)* GNP** Personal Income
1969 $ 35.5 3.8 4.7
1979 87.4 3.8 4.6
1980 95.1 3.7 4.6
1981 102.8 3.5 4.3
1982 110.1 3.6 4.3
1983 120.4 3.7 4.4
1984 127.6 3.6 4.4
1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984***
GNP $2,329.80 $2,524.60 $2,901.80 $3,041.20 $3,272.00 $3,501.00%*x*

Personal
income 1,892.50 2,079.50 2,380.60 $2,553.50 $2,713.60 $2,930.10%*%*

*National Education Association, Estimates of School Statistics,
selected years.
**As of second quarter, seasonally adjusted, Survey of Current
Business, selected years.
***Estimated

Source: Allen Odden, Education Commission of the States, 1984, p. 1.

The federal share of educational spending reached its high point
in 1979 when 9.3% of public elementary and secondary school revenues
came from federal sources. As shown in Table II, the proportion of
federal spending declined to 6.4% in 1984. During the period from 1969
through 1980, the states, as a source of school revenues, assumed
increased importance with nearly a 10% increase in state revenues.

During the same period, revenues from local sources dropped from 52.7%

to 44.5%, a decline of 8.2%.



TABLE II

DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES BY SOURCE

School Year

Ending State Local Federal
1969 39.9% 52.7% 7.4%
1979 47.1 43.6 9.3
1980 48.9 42.0 9.2
1981 48.8 42.7 8.5
1982 49.1 43.2 7.7
1983 48.4 44.8 6.8
1984 49.1 44.5 6.4

Source: Allen Odden, Education Commission of the States, 1984, p. 3.

In some states, tax limitations and/or taxpayer resistance af-
fected the ability of states to increase educational spending and to

increase the rate of state support. Local and state aid support rates

became disparate among the states.

The New Federalism

Federal participation in public elementary and secondary educa-
tion traditionally has sought to address specific needs and purposes
thought to be in the national interest. Inherent in this liaison of
state and local agencies with the federal government has been the need
to obtain the funds necessary to support federally mandated programs
and to seek competitive grants for innovative projects.

The Reagan election in 1980 reversed this trend and introduced a
new concept of "fiscal federalism." The Education Consolidation and

Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA) was the first expression of the Reagan
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approach to federal aid for education. The Reagan view is that while
education is a public and private good and is deserving of public sup-
port, it is primarily a family, local, and state responsibility. This
philosophy was apparent at the National Republican Convention when,
Ronald Reagan, speaking as a candidate stated:

Everything that can be run more effectively by states and

local governments we shall turn over to states and local

governments--along with the funding sources to pay for it.

(Davis & Shannon, 1981, p. 18)

The passage of the ECIA represented an expression of the

administration's priorities of channeling federal aid to states and

local school districts with a minimum of direction from the federal

government.

The New Legislation -—- ECIA

The Education and Consolidation Improvement Act, commonly refer-
red to as the "Block Grant" legislation, contained two major sections,
Chapters 1 and 2. Chapter 1 included the former Title 1 programs for
low income families and economically deprived students. Chapter 2 con-
solidated the former multiple categorical programs in three major pro—
grams. It also established new procedures for the apportionment of
these funds to the states with "nonregulatory gquidance” to govern the
states' oversight of the funds in elementary and secondary programs.
The act provides that block grant funds can be used by local school
districts to supplement existing programs or to fund new programs au-
thorized by the act. The new procedures emphasize citizen participa-

tion and representation in the governance and control of within state



allocations. ECIA legislation mandates that block grant federal aid
benefit all school children, both public and private, and that govern-
mental interference at both the federal and state levels would be mini-
mized in the allocation and utilization of federal aid (see Appendix
A).

ECIA legislation reflected the posture of the Reagan administra-
tion's “"New Federalism." In an Informational Memo published by the
American Education Research Association, David Florio (1982) writes:

Debate and action over the federal role in education may be as
simple as the President's description of the 'New Federalism,'
that is, a total transfer of funding responsibility and a
'goal' of turning over revenue sources to other levels of
government, with little commentary on essential national

government functions, such as research, data collection, as-
surance of equal opportunities and access. (p. 3)

The Problem For Study and Research

This study concerns the fiscal, governance and educational impact
of the ECIA program on elementary and secondary education in Oregon
from its inception in 1983 through the 1985 federal fiscal year.

While several national block grant studies have been reported,
Oregon has not been included in any of these samples. No research has
been reported concerning the impact of the ECIA block grant program on
elementary and secondary education in Oregon.

The major questions in this study were developed from a preli-
minary study conducted under the supervision of Dr. Max Abbott, Univer-
sity of Oregon, in 1984. Given this preliminary study and a thorough
review of the literature and research on block grants in education, six
major questions were raised:

1. What are the implications of the block grant program for

the governance, administration and financing of elementary
and secondary education in Oregon?



2. 1In what way has the block grant program changed the dis-
tribution of federal aid to Oregon school districts?

3. How have block grants affected the capacity of the Oregon

Department of Education to provide services to Oregon
schools and school districts?

4, How have local school districts utilized block grant
funds? For example, have schoocl districts purchased
computer hardware instead of investing in salary, and
staff development?

5. What is the extent of private school participation in
block grant programs? Who participates, how much is al-

located, what is purchased, and what issues, if any,
exist?

6. What is the role of the State Block Grant Advisory Commit-

tee? Who serves, who appoints, how are decisions made,
and what issues, if any, exist?

Limitations of the Study

This study is properly called an "ex post facto" research study.
Historical data pertaining to the distribution of block grant funds to
local school districts were used to assess redistribution of funds and
analysis of results affecting Oregon school districts. The research is
limited in its ability to project future practices. Changes mandated
by the Federal government could affect future projections.

Data collection and analysis were limited to the Chapter 2 block
grant program of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act.
Excluded from this study are Chapter 1, categorical aid, and Chapter 3,
general provisions of the BAct.

The scarce resources of time prohibited a study of the total
population of 309 public school districts and the private school popu-
lation in Oregon. The practices and opinions of local district person-
nel are reported with no claim made that these can be generalized to

the total populations of 309 school districts and private schools.



Definition of Terms

LEA -- Local Education Agency which may be a school district or

educational service district.

SEA -- State Education Agency which refers to the Oregon Depart-
ment of Education,

Antecedent Programs -- Refers to the federal categorical programs
incorporated into Chapter 2 of the Federal ECIA.

Public Schools -- Refers to schools operated by publicly elected
or appointed school officials in which the program and activities are
under the control of these officials and which are supported primarily
by public funds.

Private Schools -- Refers to schools established by agencies
other than the State or its subdivisions, primarily supported by other
than public funds and who comply with civil rights legislation and are
eligible to receive block grant funds through LEAs.

Recipient Organizations -- Refers to five school groups based on
geographic location and type of organization: Population Centers; Sub-

urban; Metropolitan-Urban; Rural; and State Institutions. {See page 49

for definitions).

Significance of the Study

Chapter 2 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act was
a major shift in the federal government's educational policy. It con-
solidated several antecedent programs into a block grant program with
"nonregulatory guidance" replacing rules and regulations. Where pre-

vious programs had targeted special needs groups, the federal govern-



ment now plays less of a role in setting educational priorities and
providing support for education. With states and localities having
greater control over programs and resources, it would appear that
Washington has "abandoned its responsibilities for the have-nots”
(Kirp & Jensen, 1983, p. 206). This study addresses the issues of
redistribution of resources as it affects special need populations and
will be of interest to educational policy and decision makers in
Oregon.

The flexibility in the use of block grant funds provides oppor-
tunities for local school districts to make choices regarding the use
of funds to reflect different priorities of local school districts.

The examination of the use of funds to determine "sameness" in local
plans or the use of funds for genuine innovation or long-term projects
will be of interest to state departments and school districts in policy
and decision making.

The practice of providing federal aid to private schools occurred
with the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965. The private schools are receiving nearly three times as much
federal education aid under Chapter 2 as they did under the categorical

programs (Henderson, 1984). The responsibility and administrative time
constraints placed on the LEA for coordinating the private school
program and the use of funds by the private schools will be of interest

to taxpayers, state agencies, and policy makers.



Organization of the Study

Including this chapter, the study is organized into five
chapters.

Chapter II -- Review of related literature: Federal aid to edu-
cation and the Chapter 2 Block Grant program are reviewed. The review
centers on the historical basis for federal aid to education and the
evolvement of categorical aid programs. Recent research will focus on
the shift to the Federal block grant program with redistributive ef-
fects upon the states.

Chapter III -~ Research Design and Methodology: The data collec-
tion and data analysis procedures utilized in this study are described.

Chapter IV -- Presentation and Analysis of the Data: This chap-
ter contains tables, graphs, and specific findings.

Chapter V -- Conclusions and Implications: The findings are
summarized, conclusions are drawn, and implications of the findings are

described in the final chapter.



CHAPTER I1I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Historical Perspectives of Federal Aid

Federal support of public school education predates the United
States Constitution. Under the Articles of Confederation, the Ordi-
nance of 1785 was passed reserving tracts of land for the support of
schools. This principle was ratified in 1787 when the Northwest Ordi-
nance dedicated federal land for public school support. The federal
government's purpose was stated in the Preamble to the Act: "Religion,
morality and knowledge being necessary to good government and the hap-
piness of mankind, schools and the means of education shall be forever
encouraged" (Tiedt, 1966).

The Tenth Amendment to the Constitution states that "the powers
not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it to the states, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the
people." Since the Constitution makes no reference to education, the
Tenth Amendment legitimizes education as the legal responsibility of
the states (Johns & Morphet, 1969).

Article 1, Section 8 further establishes the federal role. Com-
monly known as the "General Welfare" clause, the clause deals with

levying and collecting taxes, payment of debts, and providing for the
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. . .common Defense and general Welfare of the United States. . . ."
The passage of the Social Security Act of 1935 was a landmark legisla-
tive enactment regarding "general Welfare." A number of social welfare
categorical programs were created, including old-age assistance, child
welfare, and aid to dependent children. The Supreme Court, in uphold-
ing the constitutionality of the act, established a legal foundation
for the federal grant-in-aid system to reach into domestic areas (Bar-
field, 1981). The significance of the words "general welfare" and the
Supreme Court decision have been interpreted to include education and
provide a Constitutional rationale for federal aid to education (Johns,
Morphet, & Alexander, 1983).

Constitutional omission has caused historians to investigate the
nation's conflicts regarding critical issues affecting national secu-
rity, the economy, or special interests of various constituencies. 2Ad-
dressing this issue, Spurlock (1955) writes, "The failure of the Con-
stitution to mention education represents no compromise nor any intent
to make education an express function of state governments. It prob-
ably represents nothing more than the then prevailing view of education
as a private, or a religious, or a philanthropic function" (p. 15).
This omission, the broad interpretation of Constitutional amendments,
and judicial decisions vested the federal government with implied
powers. The issue is not whether the federal government has powers re-
garding education but the extent to which these powers should be exer-
cised (Johns, et al., 1983).

It is a fact, however, that throughout the nation's history the

Federal government has assisted in financing many types of public
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educational institutions, including the public schools. Public
education has been regulated and controlled to some extent by the
federal government as it has operated practically every type of
educational program and numerous special programs (Johns, et al.,
1983).

In the early 1800's, federal involvement in education was a minor
issue since the few schools in existence were private and usually were
operated by religious sects. The late 1800's were marked by a rapid
increase in the number of public schools, and by 1900, over 90% of the
nation's elementary and secondary schools were in public systems fi-
nanced and directed by the local communities. The debate over public
versus private schools abated in the 20th century when the focus
shifted to questions of financing schools (Eisenberg & Morey, 1969).

Lacking a comprehensive plan for nationalizing American educa-
tion, the federal rcle emerged slowly and usually through a series of
specific responses to the nation's educational needs (National Educa-
tion Association, [NEA], 1983). Underlying these needs, the federal
government's role historically has had five major components:

1. Address social objectives that are perceived to be in the
national interest,

2. Encourage state and local governments to initiate specific
programs or activities,

3. Equalize financial resources between geographical areas of
the nation,

4. Supplement state and local funds to carry out certain pro-
grams of local, regional, or national significance, and

5. Improve state and local administrative structures and
operations (McKeown, 1981, p. 400).
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In the absence of an established pclicy, the federal government
resorted to creative redefinitions of education. For example, early
support for agricultural development precipitated the signing of the
first Morrill Act in 1862 establishing the role of federal aid to edu-
cation. This legislation provided an endowment to states for colleges
to teach "agriculture and mechanical arts.™ The Act was amended in
1890 to include federal support to a broader range of subjects and to
preclude racial discrimination toward those receiving the services of
land grant institutions., With World war I pending and the population
increasing in the cities, the federal government cast education as a
tool for manpower development and passed the Smith-Hughes Vocational
Act in 1917. The federal role expanded at a remarkable rate with World
War II emerging as a good dividing line between historical and modern
federal school aid proposals and programs (Garms, Guthrie & Pierce,
1978).

As Congress responded to the perceived and changing values of the
public, a myriad of legislation was passed affecting education. The
Servicemen's Readjustment Act, commonly referred to as the GI Bill, was
the first major legislation providing funding for veterans to advance
their education. This interaction of state, local, and federal govern-
ments caused Morton Grodzins to write this metaphor in 1960 describing
our current system of federalism:

The American form of government is often, but erroneously,
symbolized by a three-layer cake. A far more accurate image is
the rainbow or marble cake, characterized by an inseparable
mingling of differently colored ingredients, the colors appear-
ing in vertical and diagonal strands and unexpected whirls. As

colors are mixed into the marble cake, so functions are mixed
in the American federal system. (Barfield, 1981, p. 10)
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This mingling of "colors" and "strands" has produced involvement
by the federal government at all levels of the educational structure.
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 viewed education as
the primary tool in the fight against poverty with the enabling legis-
lation providing financial resources accompanied with stringent guide-
lines through state educational agencies to the local school district
level. The ESEA legislation increased the capacity of the states to
intercede on the federal government's behalf at the local school dis-
trict level. State agencies were required to approve local projects
for federal funds and to monitor the programs (Wirt & Kirst, 1983).

The "Great Society” era of the Johnson administration was a time of
rapid growth of federal involvement with 240 categorical aid programs
created, 109 being enacted in one year alone (Barfield, 1981).

Federally funded programs usually were categorical in nature and
were targeted at specific purposes with a body of rules and regulations
to assure accountability and to guard against supplanting state and
local funding with federal aid. Categorical grants formed the backbone
of federal involvement with social programs over the years (Caulley,
1982). Federal and state education agencies provided careful oversight
and monitoring thought to be necessary for the wise and prudent manage-
ment of funds used at the local school district levels. The federal
and state oversight increased the amount of time and resources devoted
to program management at the local levels. Excessive regulation caused
local school boards and administrators to seek more control at the

local level in determining the appropriate use of federal funds.
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Complaints were not based as an attack on federal education aid but as
an effort to reduce federal activities (Jones, 1985).

The Nixon administration attempted to slow this growth with rhe-
toric that the government had taken on too many responsibilities and
was incapable of solving all of the nation's damestic problems (Bar-
field, 1981). However, the demise of the administration resulted in
the dilution of many of the Nixon proposals. The Carter years were af-
fected by persistent inflation and tax revolts calling for constitu-
tional amendments to limit spending and to force balancing budgets.

All of these events had a direct impact on the federal grant-in-aid-
system. Under Carter's direction, the federal aid program to education
was reduced and with the election of Reagan, the machinery was in place
for further financial reductions to education and for a change in
governmental policy from categorical aid to block grants.

The shifting to block grant proposals by the Reagan administra-
tion was based on the ground that more service at less cost would occur
because of administrative efficencies and that block grants would
return the authority to control programs to the state and local govern-
ments. In testimony before the House Subcommittee on Manpower and
Housing, Office of Management and Budgeting Director David Stockman
laid out the political and constitutional arguments for the block

grants:

(Block grants) will return responsibility for determining pro-
gram composition and service levels to the more appropriate
state and local levels of government...We are proposing to move
beyond a strategy of incremental reform...We are proposing to
allow states and localities to respond to and be responsible
for their own needs, rather than to improve nationwide priori-
ties and operating methods defined by Washington...State and
local governments are not ministerial appendages of the Federal
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Government; they are functioning govermnments and should be
treated as such. (Barfield, 1981, p. 35)

The Reagan Administration offered the Omnibus Budget Reconcilia-
tion Act of 1981 as the primary vehicle of the "New Federalism," a pro-
gram designed to reduce the federal regulatory role and provide state
governments broad discretion in allocating federal resources. The "New
Federalism™ was based on the thesis that regulations associated with
federal grant-in-aid programs are unnecessarily burdensome and that
state governments are better equipped to make funding decisions con- .
cerning the design of Federal assistance programs (Committee on Govern-

ment Operations, 1983).

The Education Consolidation and Improvement Act

The Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) consoli-
dated several programs of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) of 1965. Title 1 of ESEA, a multi~billion dollar compensatory
program for disadvantaged children was superseded by Chapter 1 of the
ECIA. The Chapter 1 program continues to provide financial assistance
to state and local education agencies to meet the special needs of edu-
cationally deprived children. With some modifications, the program re-
tained a categorical status with the criteria and regulatory oversight
of the previous Title 1 program.

Chapter 2 of the ECIA repealed 40 antecedent categorical programs
and consolidated authorizations and appropriations into three sub-
chapters. Table II1 shows each subchapter and includes program

purposes which were formerly authorized by Congress in other titles or

acts.
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The categories in Table III are for local planning purposes only
and relate more to the antecedent categorical programs than to future
federal control. There is no requirement for a fixed percentage to be

allocated in each category or that all three categories be utilized

(Jones, 1985).

TABLE III

ECIA CHAPTER 2 BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

Subchapter A--Basic Skills Development
ESEA Title II--Basic Skills

Subchapter B--Educational Improvement and Support Services
ESEA Title IV-B - Libraries and Learning Resources
Title 1IV-C - Improving Educational Practices

Title IV-D - Guidance, Counseling and Testing
ESEA Title VI - Emergency School Aid-Desegregation
HEA Title V-A - Teacher Corps

Title V-B - Teacher Centers
NSFA of 1950 - Precollege Science Teacher Training

Subchapter C--Special Projects

ESEA Title I1II-A - Cities in Schools/Push for Excellence
Title III-B - Metric Education
Title I1I-C - Arts in Education
Title III-D - Preschool Partnership
Title III-E - Consumer Education
Title III-F - Youth Employment
Title III-G - Law Related Education
Title III-H - Environmental Education
Title III-I - Health Education
Title III-J - Corrections
Title III-K - Dissemination
Title III-L - Biomedical Sciences
Title III-M - Population Education
Title III-N - International Understanding
Title VIII - Community Schools
Title IX-A -~ Gifted and Talented
Title IX-B - Educational Proficiency Standards
Title IX-D - Safe Schools
Title IX-E - Ethnic Heritage Programs

Career Education Incentive Act

Follow Through Programs
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Table III (Continued)

In addition to the programs consolidated in the above noted
subchapters, the Secretary of Education, under Subchapter
D-~Secretary's Discretionary Funds, is authorized to carry out directly
or through grants to or contracts with state, local and other
educational agencies, the following programs:

Arts in Education

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education

Educational Television Programming

Inexpensive Book Distribution

National Diffusion Network

Source: Ohio Department of Education, 1982, p. 2.

The objectives of the consolidation, as stated in the law, are to
reduce administrative and paperwork burdens and to permit the use of
federal aid in accordance with the educational needs and priorities of
state and local educational agencies. The law further vests the basic
responsibility for the administration of Chapter 2 monies in an agency
designated by the state (Silverstein & McMullan, 1981). Federal
guidelines are "nonregulatory” and requirements for reporting are
minimal.

The Chapter 2 program has other characteristics that distinguish
it from the antecedent programs. Title IV-B of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the largest of the antecedent programs,
distributed funds through state educational agencies to local school
districts on a formula grant for school aged children. Title IV-B
funds had been used primarily to purchase bcoks, equipment, and

instructional materials and often represented the only federal aid
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received by schools in the rural areas or in small population centers
(Corbett, Rossman & Dawson, 1983).

The funding for the other 27 antecedent programs was awarded on
the basis of competitive grants with the largest grants funded by the
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) to assist school districts undergoing
desegregation. In FY 1981, the ESAA appropriation totaled almost $149
million. Since these funds were concentrated in metropolitan areas,
most ESAA recipients were awarded sizeable grants, often in excess of
$1 million. 1In FY 1982, the first year of the block grant program, the
total appropriation for Chapter 2 was $565 million, a marked reduction
from the FY 1980 antecedent programs allocation of $805 million (Jung &
Stonehill, 1984).

Block grants represent less than 10 percent of all federal spend-
ing on education (Caldwell, 1982). The funding redistribution of the
block grant program has had a profound effect on the way state educa-
tional agencies operate and on urban, desegregating districts. 1In FY
1983, the first year of the block grant program, 25 states and Washing-
ton, D.C. lost large amounts of federal money. Thirteen states gained
significantly and twelve received about the same amount. Figure 1
shows the percentage gains and losses among the states. The actual
percentage change ranged from a loss of 59% in Delaware to a gain of
30.7% in Alaska. Table IV shows the states' dollar gains and losses
with the percentage change.

These significant changes seem to have an impact on policy makers
far in excess of the program's relative dollar amount. 1In 1982, the

American Association of School Administrators issued a policy statement
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TABLE 1V

STATES' GAINS AND LOSSES UNDER BLOCK GRANTS

1981 Actual 1982 Continuing Percent
State Obligations Resolutions Change
Alabama $ 9,310,777 $ 7,638,238 -17.9
Alaska 1,673,421 2,187,360 +30.7
Arizona 5,713,026 5,101,377 -10.7
Arkansas 4,166,966 4,376,070 + 5.0
California 54,246,507 41,310, 341 -23.8
Colorado 5,470,881 5,226,034 - 4.4
Connecticut 7,705,819 5,629,327 -26.9
Delaware 5,334,320 2,187,360 -58.9
District of Columbia 5,081,817 2,187,360 -56.9
Florida 15,189,568 15,789,102 + 3.9
Georgia 12,412,579 10,871,064 -12.4
Hawaii 2,614,896 2,187,360 -16.3
Idaho 2,352,502 2,187,360 - 7.0
Illinois 22,001,556 21,174,245 - 3.7
Indiana 13,296,399 10,588,588 -20.3
Iowa 5,003,104 5,333,733 + 6.6
Kansas 3,998,761 4,131,745 + 3.3
Kentucky 5,886,713 7,062,039 +19.9
Louisiana 11,553,890 8,550,185 -25.9
Maine 2,465,710 2,187,340 -11.2
Maryland 7,231,962 7,901,277 + 9.2
Massachusetts 10,653,970 10,179,203 - 4.4
Michigan 20,542,592 18,242,264 -11.2
Minnesota 6,610,381 7,634,133 +15.4
Mississippi 7,674,512 5,286,720 -31.1
Missouri 17,567,404 8,900,251 -49.3
Montana 2,444,590 2,187,360 -10.5
Nebraska 3,728,418 2,862,882 -23.2
Nevada 1,700,010 2,187,360 +28.6
New Hampshire 2,117,783 2,187,360 + 3.2
New Jersey 15,530,875 13,483,247 -13.2
Nw Mexico 3,514,388 2,666,637 -24.1
New York 48,291,827 31,353,236 -35.0
North Carolina 10,689,571 11,053,883 + 3.4
North Dakota 1,951,219 2,187,360 +12.1
Ohio 25,208,194 20,366,440 -19.2
Oklahoma 5,085,337 5,487,749 + 7.9
Oregon 4,296,691 4,634,193 + 7.8
Pennsylvania 20,340,163 20,977,320 + 3.1
Rhode Island 2,807,257 2,187,360 -22.0
South Carolina 6,436,972 6,207,221 - 3.5
South Dakota 2,003,848 2,187,360 + 9.1
Tennessee 7,862,551 8,583,914 + 9.2
Texas 27,272,790 27,688,367 + 1.5
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TABLE IV (Continued)

1981 Actual 1982 Continuing Percent
State Obligations Resolutions Change
Utah 3,003,797 3,090,754 + 2.8
Vermont 1,809,738 2,187,360 +20.9
Virginia 11,701,345 9,830,541 -16.0
Washington 9,658,260 7,352,566 -23.8
West Virginia 3,282,349 3,654,895 +11.3
Wisconsin 13,788,358 8,923,105 -35.2
Wyoming 1,743,256 2,187,360 +25.4
TOTAL $502,029,000 $429,766,000 -14.4

*Data were obtained from reports of actual obligations by states for
the 29 antecedent programs consolidated into the block grant.

Source: Education Week, March 24, 1982, p. 15.

favoring the government's policy on regulations and reporting proce-
dures that maximize local latitude, reduce paperwork, and keep control
at a minimum. AASA's policy however, opposed the use of the block
grant program for the purpose of reducing federal aid to education
(American Association of School Administrators, 1982). The Educa-
tional Governance Center of the Education Commission of the States
cautioned that although states and local districts had long espoused
the objectives of the block grant program, the funding levels for Chap-
ter 2 might be a challenge to the states and local school districts

flexibility (Education Commission of the States, 1982),

State and Local Educational Agencies' Responsibilities

Congress guaranteed that the operation of the block grant program

would vary from state to state by vesting the responsibility for the
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administration of Chapter 2 funds in the SEAs The requirement for
each state to file a one to three year application for funds with the
Secretary of Education is an assurance that the SEA will serve as the
responsible state agency. The ECIA legislation also requires the es-
tablishment of a State Advisory Committee with responsibilities for
developing a process for allocating SEA's share of the funds, for moni-
toring and evaluating local school districts' programs, the dissemina-
tion of information, and the formula provisions for allocating funds to
the LEAs (Irwin & Jordan, 1982).

A major component of Chapter 2 is the requirement that the SEA
pass through at least 80% of the state allocation to the local educa-
tional agencies. SEAs are permitted to retain up to 20% for state
administrative costs. Forty-five states (including Oregon) pass the
minimum of 80% along to the local educational agencies. Five states
pass through more than 80%: Alabama and Arizona--90%; California--
80.5%; Florida--82.5%; and Pennsylvania--83% (Verstegen, 1983).

The state must also provide for active consultation between the
SEA and a State Advisory Committee (SAC). Appointed by the governor,
the SAC represents parents, community representatives, school district
administrators, teachers, and persons representing other educational
interests. The committee is responsible for devising the allocation
formula of block grant revenues and to review the state and local
school districts' use of funds. Through the involvement of citizens
representing the entire community, an accountability mechanism is built

into the block grant program (Hastings, 1982).
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As states devised distribution formulas, two issues were of major
consideration: (1) The amount of money to be distributed on the basis
of per-pupil enrollment, and (2) the amount of money allocated for
categories of high;cost children. High-cost children are those
attending school in sparsely populated areas and those children identi-
fied as disadvantaged, handicapped, limited English proficiency, and
other children with special needs. The issue was how the allocation
for high-cost children would be divided among the categories and
whether to restrict aid to districts with concentrations of high-cost
children. Table V shows how the states' and territories' formulas are
split between enrollment and high-cost criteria and the various high-
cost factors that were used.

All funds received by both the SEAs and the LEAs are subject to
general requirements. Inherent in the program is the maintenance of
effort by both the state and local agencies that expenditures per pupil
must be maintained at a level of not less than 90% of the second
preceding year prior to the block grant program. To receive block
grant funds, assurances are required from both the SEA and the LEAs
that funding will be used to supplement and, to the extent practical,
increase the level of funds that, in the absence of federal support,
would be available from nonfederal sources for purposes supported by
block grant funds (Silverstein & McMullan, 1981).

Private school participation must be assured by the local school
districts. The ECIA assures equitable participation of the private
schools with equal expenditures for both private and public school

children. Private school children residing in a schocl district are



TABLE V

CHAPTER 2 FORMULA: STATE COMPARISON

MARCH 1, 1984
% of Remaining Gifted Low/
State State funds Dist. on Low Sparse Tax and High
State Approp. Set-aside Enrol./Spec. Needs Income Popul. Effort LEP Talent. Ach. Deseg. Hndcp. Other
Speclal Needs Distribution
AK 2.187,360 20.0 30/70 25.0 25.0 20.0
AL $ 7,633,79% 10.0 80%/20% 8.0 2.0 10.0
Al 5,098,409 10.0 98/02 * * *
AR 4,373,525 20.0 90/10 10.0
CA 41,291,513 19.5 42/58 8.5 1.5 5.0 43.0
Cco 5,222,993 20.0 83/17 16.0 1.0
cT 5,626,052 20.0 21/79 60.0 18.0 1.0
DE 2,187,360 20.0 70/30 10.0 10.0 10.0
FL 15,925,153 17.5 64/36 36.0
GA 10, 864,740 20.0 50/50 50.0
HI®® 2,187,360 20.0 100/0
D 2,187,360 20.0 85/15 10.0 5.0
IL 21,163,056 20.0 70/30 30.0
IN 10,582,428 20.0 83/17 15.0 2.0
IA 5,330,630 20.0 75/25 20.0 5.0
KS 4,129,341 20.90 88/12 9.0 1.0 4 1.6
KY 7,057,931 20.0 84/ 16 7.0 1.0 2.0
LA 8,545,996 20.0 85/15 10.0 .6 b.b
ME 2,187,360 20.0 60/40 40.0
MD 7,896,681 20.0 80/20 11.5
MA 10,173,811 20.0 40/60 60.0 8.5
MI 18,231,652 20.0 58/42 6.0 18.0 18.0

Y4



TABLE V (Contirued)

% of Remalning

Gifted Low/

State State Funds Dist. on Low  Sparse Tax and High
State Approp. Set-aside Enrol./Spec. Needs Income Popul. Effort LEP Talent. Ach. Deseq. Hndcp. Other
Special Needs Distribution-
MS 5,283,645 20.0 95/5 * * * *
MO 8,895,073 20.0 78.5/21.5 18.5 3.0
MT 2,187,360 20.0 71/29 9.0 2.0 18.0
NE 2,861,216 20.0 75/25 5.0 20.0
NV 2,187,360 20.0 90/10 10.0 *
NH 2,187,360 20.0 50/50 *
NJ 13,484,913 20.0 30/70 20.0 5.0 25.0 20.0 *
NM 2,665,553 20.0 70/30 30.0
NY 31,340,643 20.0 86.5/13.6 .3 .2 13.0 8.0
NC 11,047,452 20.0 70/30 30.0
ND 2,187,360 20.0 87/13 2.0 3.0
OH 20,354,591 20.0 75/25 13.0 .04 10.0 1.6
0K 5,484,556 20.0 80/20 5.0 10.0 5.0
OR 4,631,497 20.0 70/30 9.0 .5 2.5 4.0 7.0 7.0
PA 20,966,546 17.0 60/40 35.0 5.0
RI 2,187,360 20.0 60/40 23.0 6.0 11.0
SC 6,203,610 20.0 70/30 30.0
SD 2,187,360 20.0 90/10 5.0 5.0
TN 8,578,920 20.0 88/12 12.0
X 27,672,974 20.0 73/27 15.0 5.0 7.0 .02
ut 3,088,956 20.0 77/23 ® *
17 2,187,360 20.0 60/40 16.0 9.0 15.0
VA 9,824,822 20.0 65/35 18.0 17.0

114



TABLE V (Continued)

% of Remalning Gifted Low/
State State Funds Dist. on Low Sparse Tax and High
State Approp. Set -aslide Enrol./Spec. Needs Income Popul. Effort LEP Talent. Ach. Deseg. Hndcp. Other

Special Needs Distribution

WA 7,348,289 20.0 " 50/50 15.0 5.0 10.0 20.0

L1 3,652,769 20.0 90/10 5.0 5.0
Wl 8,919,131 20.0 50/50 50.0

wY 2,187,360 20.0 59/41 3.0 2.0 35.0 8.0

*Distribution based on a welghted per-pupil formula that takes Into account the high cost of educating special needs
chlldren.

**Hawall has only one school district.

Source: Ann Henderson, National Commlttee for Citlzens in Education, 1984, p. 5.

Le
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served by the Chapter 2 program. Participation is contingent upon
certification of their non-profit and non-discriminatory status. Fund-
ing can be used for programs that are secular, neutral and nonideologi-
cal. Further, it is the responsibility of the LEA to confer with the
private schools and control the funds for those schools. 1If services
are not provided through public channels, the Secretary of Education has
provided a "by-pass” authority to arrange for services to be paid from
state allotments (United States Department of Education, 1982).

Chapter 2 programs focus on the improvement of educational and
instructional capabilities of school districts. Within this broadly
defined framework, local educational agencies use block grant funds with
nearly complete discretion within any combination for the authorized
programs in Chapter 2. In addition, LEAs are authorized to use funds
for educational improvement and support services and for special dis-
trict projects.

Constraints on school district practices are minimal regarding ap-
plications and reporting procedures for Chapter 2 funds. The Rand Cor-
poration (1983), in a study conducted for the Department of Education,
raised doubts about the enforcement mechanisms of the ECIA reporting:

While the State Educational Agencies are responsible for admin-
istering the law and ensuring LEA compliance they lack both
express authority to withhold funds from LEA's at the applica-
tion stage and specific enforcement options. (p. 22)

Rand also noted that, "The absence of federal compliance standards
from most provisions of the law, combined with ambiguities about en-
forcement responsibilities, leave unresolved many questions about what

states must do to ensure compliance." (p. 22)



State Responses to ECIA

Chapter 2 was described as a major shift in the funding and
governance of elementary and secondary education by the federal govern-
ment. Reverberations were felt in state and local educational agenc-
ies, and many concerns were expressed about the new federal program.
Several studies of the program have been reported by major research
institutes on behalf of the National Institute of Education and the
United States Office of Education. Several strands appear to be con-
sistent throughout these studies.

With redistribution of funds to state and local educational
agencies, "winners"™ and "losers" in the process received immediate at-
tention. The major impact, both positively and negatively, was felt
in metropolitan school districts who had received Emergency School As-
sistance Act grants for either court ordered or voluntary desegrega-
tion.

In a report for the U.S. Office of Education, Jung and Bartell
(1983) reported that redistributive effects were even more pronounced
within states. In a study of the fiscal effects of the block grant
program in the largest districts and cities, sample districts were
divided into "winners" and "losers.” Of the 28 districts sampled, 12
districts realized an increase in funding through the block grant pro-
gram. Of these districts, only three districts were operating under a
cour t-ordered desegregation program and several had no desegregation
program. Boston experienced the largest increase, 112.7%, while the
average increase in the sampled districts was 28.28%. Of the 16 dis-

tricts experiencing losses, all had a desegregation plan with 12 of the
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districts operating under court-ordered desegregation. Columbus, Ohio
had the greatest loss, 78.6%, with an average decline in funding among

all districts of 42.9%. (see Table VI)

TABLE VI

BIGGEST "WINNERS" AND "LOSERS" AND SELECTED DISTRICT
CHARACTERISTICS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 TO
FISCAL YEAR 1982

ESAA

Increase or Grant Fiscal Desegregation
District Decrease % Year 1981 §$ Plan
Boston +112.7 $ 63,322 Court-ordered
Prince Georges Co. + 45.2 4,555 Voluntary
Baltimore Co. + 33.7 0 None
Fairfax Co. + 23.7 0 None
Baltimore + 21.3 ] None
Dade Co. + 18.0 593,580 Voluntary
Hawaii + 17.7 444,170 Voluntary
Hillsborough Co. + 11.8 511,020 Court-ordered
San Antonio + 8.6 215,985 Voluntary
Duval Co. + 5.8 314,287 Court-ordered
Montgomery Co. + 4.2 319,350 Voluntary
Memphis + 0.7 389,511 Voluntary

Losers

Columbus - 78.6 $3,171,562 Court-ordered
Indianapolis - 75.8 1,985,275 Court-ordered
Cleveland - 75.2 4,160,674 Court-ordered
Milwaukee - 65.6 6,866,250 Court-ordered
San Jose - 63.5 0 Court-ordered
Washington, D.C. - 52.7 573,642 Voluntary
Dallas - 43.1 1,770,012 Court-ordered
San Diego - 40.1 2,989,351 Court-ordered
Philadelphia - 36.8 2,909,555 Court-ordered
Broward Co. - 34.9 1,405,514 Voluntary
San Francisco - 34.7 882,339 Voluntary
Detroit - 25.4 3,388,321 Court-ordered
Los Angeles ~ 22.8 6,958,231 Court-ordered
New York - 20.5 6,184,208 Court-ordered
Houston - 10.4 1,414,730 Court-ordered
Chicago - 6.3 1,813,025 Voluntary

Source: Planning and Evaluation Service, United States Department of

Education, 1983, p.13.
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In a hearing before the Congressional Subcommittee of the
Committee on Government Operations, Hugh Caumartin, Superintendent of
Schools, Toledo, Ohio spoke on behalf of the American Association of
School Administrators. He noted that the Toledo public schools had
received $1,286,522 annually from antecedent programs. However, during
fiscal years 1983 and 1984, the first two years of the block grant
program, Toledo schools received about $473,000 annually in Chapter 2
funding. He further noted that, while more school districts receive
Chapter 2 funds than with the antecedent programs, the amount of
federal aid to school systems with the highest cost factors, large
urban school districts, funding was reduced by an average of 80% (House
of Representatives Subcommittee Hearing, 1983).

Dr. Wayne Teague, Superintendent of Education for the State of
Alabama spoke on behalf of the Council of Chief State School Officers.
Concurring with Caumartin, Teague voiced a concern that the
redistribution formula had the greatest impact on LEAs which had been
major beneficiaries of the ESAA. 1In an attempt to offset this impact.
the State of Alabama reserved only 10% of the allowable 20% set aside
for use at the state department level. Teague suggested that Congress
should enact a separate program of desegregation assistance, and fund
it adequately without reducing the funds available for Chapter 2 (House
of Representatives Subcommittee Hearing, 1983).

Through their attorney, the Council of Chief State School Of-
ficers, issued a statement requesting a separate program for
desegregation funding and alleged that by comparing Chapter 2 with

antecedent programs is like comparing apples with oranges. The
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Council's conclusion states that "Chapter Two has different goals from
its antecedent programs; one problem before us is to be clear about the
goals of Chapter Two, and to judge the program on its achievement of
those goals" (House of Representatives Subcommittee Hearing, 1983, p.
268).

The results of an NIE study in 1983 supported the research that
districts which lost funds under Chapter 2 were those with large
amounts of ESAA money. Conversely, districts who had received only
Title IV-B funding or no federal aid became winners under Chapter 2.
While metropolitan districts experienced decreased funding, small towns
or population centers and rural districts received increases under the
block grant program (Kyle, 1983).

The interpretation of research on Chapter 2 formula allocations
to local school districts previously receiving ESAA funding under the
antecedent programs can be misleading. Jung and Tashjian (1983)
reported that the formula amounts in 28 sample large urban school dis-
tricts were often supplemented by discretionary grants awarded by the
state agencies. These grants were usually from the state's set-aside
funds. The grants often provided significant amounts of funding, but
were overlooked as a source of Chapter 2 resources.

The redistributive effects of ECIA has caused major concerns in
state departments of education. In a nine-state study, it was reported
that decreased funding occurring at the state level may have had a
greater impact because of the total dynamics of state funding for edu-
cation. Cutbacks in staff at the state level had been occurring for

several years. SEA personnel reductions caused by the 20% set aside of
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Chapter 2 further reduced SEA capacities to serve local school dis-
tricts (Kyle, 1983). Colorado, the smallest state education agency of
any Western state, has a history of strong local control. With a suc-
cession of years of declining revenues appropriated by the state's
General Assembly, the Colorado Department of Education had relied
heavily on funds from various categorical programs. The decline in
federal funding in the late 1970's followed by the administration's
ECIA Chapter 2 program, caused a marked reduction in services and re-
sources available for CDE programs. Funding reductions and nonregula-
tory guidelines have, however, produced some benefits. The Department
feels there is a new relationship between the SEA and the LEAs causing
them to feel more like partners with the LEA coordinators (Rose, 1983).

A policy shift in Pennsylvania has affected the use of Chapter 2
money. Where the focus was on technological initiatives, the policy of
the governor shifted to include fundamental educational improvements.
There had been major cutbacks in the Department of Education during the
last few years and services are now minimal or non existent. The
impact of the shifting of Chapter 2 funds to basic education remains to
be seen (Kuriloff, 1984).

Reductions in legislative apportionments have caused state
departments to reduce both personnel and service. Unilaterally,
departments express concern over future cutbacks feeling that they are
already offering services to local school districts at a minimal level.

A majority of the school districts state that the nonregulatory
guidance concept of Chapter 2 has reduced administrative and paperwork

burdens imposed on local school districts, and it has transferred more
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authority to state and local officials. Hastings and Bartell (1983),
in a three-state study, report the simplification of the application
procedure contributed the most to the reduction in administrative and
paperwork burden. Also reported were reductions in staff time required
to administer the Chapter 2 programs. The response to AASA's member-
ship survey on the impact of Chapter 2 was that local school adminis-
trators had welcomed the increase in discretion and the reduction in
regulatory restrictions (American Association of School Administra-
tors, 1983).

Reduction in paperwork and redistribution of funds have been
instrumental in getting more local school districts to participate in
the Chapter 2 program. For example, in Montana with 564 school
districts, under the antecedent programs fewer than 10 districts
received a grant under any of the 24 federally administered programs
and no district received ESAA funding. Participation in the Chapter 2
program has been much higher with only 15 districts choosing not to
participate in the program (Hastings & Bartell, 1983).

The State Advisory Committee (SAC) was a key factor in the first
year's success of the block grant program. The issues of major concern
to the SACs in their first year were those related to the establishment
of a formula for distributing funds to local school districts and the
purposes for which the SEA's allocation would be used. In Kaleido-
scopes II, a two-year study of nine selected states, it is reported
that states were retaining their formulas without change. The excep-
tion was Washington where a redefinition of the racial isolation

component was deemed necessary (Kyle, 1984). 1In Michigan, during the



35

first year of the block grant program, the SAC experienced a period of
high activity dealing with major policy issues. During the second
year, the committee was "kind of in a state of dormancy for a period of
time" (KRearney, 1984, pp. III-1, III-2). With evaluations of the
program being completed, the committee is again in an active period
considering results and programmatic changes.

The issue of supplementing and not supplanting programs has been
clouded due to a variety of interpretations and evaluators' percep-
tions. The distinction causes concern for many state department block
grant coordinators since there are no specified guidelines to determine
when a district is using block grant funds to supplant, or replace,
local district funds. Case studies did not show a direct misuse of
funds that could be called supplanting, but some districts tended to
think of Chapter 2 funds as a part of general revenue. An emerging
issue is that, without a clear definition of supplanting, Chapter 2
funds might be used for programs beyond the basic ones authorized in
the programs and those already required in a district (Ryle, 1984).

Antecedent categorical aid had supported special need programs.
With nonregulatory gquidance and a minimal level of monitoring, the
Chapter 2 program raises questions about how the block grant money was
actually being spent. A test of the impact of ECIA flexible regula-
tions is the extent to which the antecedent categorical programs would
be funded when districts have the option of reallocation. In a 12 dis-
trict sample in Tennessee, Eyler (1985) reported there had been contin-
uity of the program during the first year of the block grant program.

During year two, only four districts made significant changes.
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An AASA survey revealed that during the first year of the pro-
gram, school districts were continuing to participate in activities
similar to the Title IV-B categorical program. Eighty-eight percent of
the reporting districts spent an average of $15,000 on instructional
materials and school library resources. Emphasis was upon the purchase
of computer hardware and software (Corbett, et al., 1983).

The second year of the program also showed that districts pur-
chased computers, but the focus of the program was expanded. 1In Michi-
gan, Kearney (1984)Vreported districts had not "rushed" out to buy
computers. Those districts that did invest in computers were doing so
as & part of an overall strategy or plan that was carefully laid out.
In Maine, about 34% of the budgeted funds are targeted for use in the
purchase of microcomputer hardware and software (Millett, 1984).

Rose (1985) reported that Colorado is somewhat atypical in the
low proportion of Chapter 2 funds used for computer hardware
purchases., However, Chapter 2 money is used to fund district inservice
programs related to computer skills training. In South Carolina,
expenditures for computers have grown exponentially since block grant
funding has been available with future indications that the trend will
continue, Considerable resources are directed to computer literacy and
programs, not merely to the purchase of equipment and supplies (Cohn,
1984).

Local school districts in the nine~state study reported that dur-
ing the first year of the block grant program a substantial amount of
money was expended for computers and other computer related goods and

services. The rationale for purchasing computer hardware was a "risk-
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avoidance" procedure which would alleviate problems associated with ac-
counting for the use of the funds. A second factor was the uncertainty
over the longevity of the availability of the funds. During the second
year of the program, the use of Chapter 2 funds for computers and re-
lated software and training services was directly related to priorities
established through long-range planning. In many instances, the local
district planning was associated with state-wide goals for computer
literacy and technological development (Kyle, 1984).

The policy of funding private schools with public funds is a moot
issue since the legislation provides that private school students will
be served with certain restrictions. Based on the per-pupil allocation
received by iocal school districts, the private school population is
entitled to an identical per-pupil allocation.

Non-public schools have had a long history of participation in
federal programs. In particular, Catholic schools have participated in
the Chapter 1 categorical program. The flexibility of the Chapter 2
block grant program has increased the private school participation and
is attracting groups never before participating. 1In a news release for
the National Committee for Citizens in Education (NCCE), Henderson
(1984) reported that private schools are receiving nearly three times
as much federal education aid under Chapter 2 as they did under the
separate programs that werec consolidated. NCCE estimates that private
schools have increased their share from approximately $16 million under
the old programs, to about $40 million under Chapter 2 even though the
program's overall funding level was cut 12 percent when Chapter 2 went

into effect in the school year 1982-83. 1In a study of nine states,
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money available for services to children in private schools increased
in every state, doubling in Pennsylvania, tripling in Colorado, and
quadrupling in Michigan and Washington (McGeorge, 1983).

Local school districts have reported few problems in the liaison
with private schools. The process has gone smoothly in the selected
states studied. Concerns surfacing in individual districts center
around the administrative burden placed on them by the requirements to
notify and involve the private schools (Kyle, 1984). 1In Colorado, a
positive aspect was perceived on the part of LEA block grant
coordinators in dealing with the private schools. It was felt that the
relationship developed between the public and the private schools has
built linkage and support for the public schools (Rose, 1984).

Both Nebraska and Missouri State Constitutions were interpreted
to mean that private schools may not receive public funds, including
federal funds, that are administered by state or local units. Both
states use the by-pass provision as outlined in the ECIA legislation
{Egbert, 1984).

With the increased participation of private schools in the block
grant program, questions arise as to the proper level of support of
private schools with public funds. At a National Institute of Educa-
tion symposium in November, 1984, James Rose said, ". . .most states
are taking a hands-off approach. Public school officials feel that the
level of participation of private schools is an issue for the courts to

decide and not school administrators®™ (Stimson & Archer, 1985, p. 24).
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Federal Aid in Oregon

The federal government collects over two-thirds of all incocae
taxes in the United States, and state and local governments are anxious
to share in that revenue (Oregon Department of Education, 1976). How-
ever, the proportion of revenues for public schools is relatively
small. In the State of Oregon, $2,084,192 or 2.03% of a statewide
public school expenditure total of $102,717,491 was supported by
federal aid in 1952-53 (School of Education, University of Oregon,
1954). By 1983-84, $78,458,399 or 4.69% of the total public school
expenditure of $1,672,269,687 came from federal sources. Although
this representd an increase over the 31 year period of $76,375,207, the
percentage increase for total revenues was only 2.66%. In comparing
the national average with Oregon's revenue from federal sources, the
state's share fell 1.71% below the average in 1983-84.

Sources of public school operating revenue in Oregon deviate from
the national trend of inreased level of state support. Table VII shows
all sources of Oregon's operating revenue from 1978-79 to 1983-84.

The level of federal support remained constant from 1978-79
through 1979-80 and showed a decline through 1983-1984. During that
same period, the level of local support increased from 48.64% of total
revenues to 57.58%, or an increase of 8.94%. Nationally, state support
for schools was increasing, but in Oregon this trend was reversed with
the level of state support declining by 3.63% from a high in 1980-1981
of 29.63% of total revenues to 27.57% in 1983-84. The impact of less

federal aid and reduced revenues from state and intermediate sources



TABLE VII

SOURCES OF PUBLIC SCHOOL OPERATING REVENUE IN OREGON

Cash on
Local Intermediate State Federal Hand Total

1968-69 not available

1978-79 575,813,843 61,878,989 358,166,870 64,789,295 123,218,857 1,183,867,954
1979-80 638,628,702 59,464,024 407,478,646 71,262,643 129,093,672 1,305,927,688
1980-81 787,580,666 54,435,407 439,512,342 75,450,691 126,792,222 1,483,872,328
1981-62 858,756,858 32,266,625 444,257,754 74,619,840 144,883,907 1,554,784,984
1982-83 930,322,144 30,272,816 463,811,332 79,469,505 158,241,913 1,662,117,710
1983-84 962,832,003 28,575,577 461,004,027 78,458,399 141,399,681 1,672,269,687
1984-85 not available

Source: Oregon Department of Education, 1985

ov
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caused local school districts to face major fiscal problems in main-
taining programs. Recognizing these problems, the Legislative Interim
Committee on Revenue and School Finance recommended that "To the extent
that revenues are available, Basic School Support appropriations should
be at the 40% level" (Oregon Department of Education, 1980, p. 117).

The depressed economy in the State of Oregon had a further impact
upon local school districts' abilities to raise local revenue. With
budget defeats and the inability of many school districts to establish
feasible tax bases, local school districts have searched for alternate
methods of funding their schools.

Chapter 2 block grant funds have become one of the few programs
available that provide flexibility to local school districts in Ore-
gon. For the 1985-1987 biennium, Oregon's block grant allocation is
$8,923,223 with every district eligible for funds based on student en-
rollment and other criteria as outlined in the Oregon plan (Oregon
Department of Education, 1985). 1In a report to the Legislature regard-
ing the state of school finance, the Oregon Department of Education
cautioned the Legislature about dependency on federal aid. The issue
was the "uncertain future of the 'new federalism' and its approach of
turning over to the states programs created by Congress and funded with
federal dollars®™ (Oregon Department of Education, 1985, p. 27). This
federal policy makes it difficult to predict future federal funds for

Oregon elementary and secondary education.
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Summary

In practice and by interpretation of Federal Constitutional
amendments, publicieducation has been vested in state and local govern-—
ments. However, federal support to education predates the Constitu-
tion, and throughout the nation's history, the Federal government has
assisted in financing many types of educational institutions, including
public schools. In the absence of an established policy toward educa-
tion, federal aid has reflected the changing values of the country
responding to the economic and political trends inherent in each period
of the nation's history.

The "New Federalism" of the Reagan administration was marked by
reductions in federal support and a shift from categorical programs to
block grants. As a part of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981, the
ECIA Chapter 2 block grant program represents a dramatic change in the
federal governmment's operational policy. The block grant program
reduced the federal government's regulatory role and provided the state
governments with broad discretion in allocating federal resources.

This shift does not encourage a discussion of the merits of block
grants vs. categorical grants or whether or not to return to the al-
location of funding for specific categorical programs. The issue con-
centrates on the permissive, flexible oversight and management from the
state level which is inherent in the block grant program.

Several national studies have been reported by major research
institutes on behalf of the National Institute of Education and the

United States Office of Education. Several strands appear to be con-
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sistent throughout these studies. Redistribution of funds has occurred
among states as well as among districts within the states with metro-
politan—-urban school districts who had received ESAA desegregation
funds experiencing the largest reductions. Other districts experienc-
ing losses were those who had been awarded competitive grants while
districts who had received only Title IV-B funding realized substantial
gains,

The legislation provides for private school participation in the
program with responsibility for the administration of the program with
the local school districts. Few problems exist with this participa-
tion, but guestions arise as to the level of public fund support for
private schools.

Studies report that state departments of education have been af-
fected by the funding levels and the regulations for state participa-
tion in the program. In most state studies, reductions in personnel
had occurred prior to the block grant program, and, with a stipulation
as to the percentage of the revenue to be set aside for state support,
services to local school districts were further reduced.

Oregon has not been included in any of the national studies and
only a few local studies have been reported. In a 1984 study, it was
reported that the Oregon Department of Education had been a "loser" re-
sulting from the cutback in federal allocations for antecedent cate-
gorical programs in 1982 and with the further reductions in the block
grant program of FY 1983. To counteract these reductions, reorganiza-
tion had occurred at the state level in an attempt to continue

servicing local school districts (Rose, M., 1984).
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CHAPTER IIIL

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction

A review of the literature and relevant research revealed that
the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 had caused a
redistribution of federal funds among states and also within states
among school districts. Kyle (1984), in Kaleidoscopes 11, reported a
major issue resulting from the transition from categorical aid to the
block grant program centered on distributional effects with discussions
of "winners and losers."™ Other national studies reported that many
local school districts, who had not participated in the antecedent
programs, became recipients of ECIA Chapter 2 block grant funds. The
ECIA block grant program also affected metropolitan-urban school
districts with most of them experiencing major losses in federal
revenues. However, this continued a trend of federal cutbacks to the
ESAA program. Several factors, such as nonregulatory guidelines, ease
of application, program flexibility, and permissive program evaluations
were cited as positive aspects of the ECIA program.

Oregon has not been included in the national studies and research
about redistributive effects and program impacts in Oregon is minimal.

This research study addresses these issues as they relate to the ECIA
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block grant program impact on Oregon public and private elementary and
secondary schools and to the services provided by the Oregon Department
of Education,

The remainder of this chapter describes the research design, pro-

blem for study and hypotheses, procedures for school district analyses,

and statistical design.

The Problem for Study

Several questions concerning the ECIA Block Grant Program were
raised to guide the research study. These questions were developed
after a thorough review of the literature and research concerning
federal aid to education in general and the ECIA Chapter 2 Block Grant

program in particular.

Q1. What are the implications of the block grant program for the
governance, administration, and financing of education in
Oregon?

Q2. 1In what way has the block grant program changed the dis-
tribution of federal aid to Oregon school districts?

Q3. How have block grants affected the capacity of the Oregon
Department of Education to provide services to Oreaon
schools and school districts?

Q4. How have local school districts utilized block grant funds?
For example, have school districts purchased computer hard-
ware instead of investing in salary, and staff development.

Q5. What is the extent of private school participation in block
grant programs? Who participates, how much is allocated,
what is purchased, and what issues, if any, exist?

06. What is the role of the State Block Grant Advisory Commit-

tee? Who serves, who appoints, how are decisions made, and
what issues, if any, exist?
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Based on the review of the literature and the questions raised,

the following hypotheses were developed.

Hi1. The block grant program did not reduce federal aid to Oregon
school districts. As a group, school districts received
higher levels of federal block grant funds than they had re-
ceived from the comparable antecedent categorical programs.

H2. The block grant program guidelines, the recommendations of
the State Block Grant Advisory Committee (SAC), and the de-
cisions of the State Board of Education concerning Block
Grant allocations to local education agencies resulted in:

2.1 A redistribution cf federal aid away from rural area
school districts toward suburban and population center
area school districts.

2.2 A decrease in the allocation of block grant funds to

the state operated institutions, i.e., MaclLaren, Oregon
School for the Deaf, etc.

2.3 An increase in the participation of private elementary
and secondary education schools in federal aid.

H3. The block grant program has continued a trend of decreased
federal aid to the Oregon Department of Education (ODE) for
support of leadership and management services to elementary
and secondary school districts.

H4. The block grant program has had a major impact on LEA
responses to technological changes in both the acquisition
of new technology and the development of personnel in the
use of new technologies.

H5. The inclusion of the Elementary and Secondary Assistance Aid
(ESAA) revenues in Chapter 2 resulted in reduced aid for
high-cost children and a de-emphasis on desegregation
activities in the Portland school district.

Research Design

This study examines the impact of federal policy on Oregon ele-
mentary and secondary education. It is a public policy study utilizing
descriptive research techniques. The research methodology, ex post

facto in nature, analyzed data and events which occurred during the
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federal fiscal years 1982 through 1985. Fiscal antecedent program al-
locations for fiscal year 1982 were recorded for comparison with the
Chapter 2 allocations for fiscal years 1983 through 1985.

The study ex&mined the status, events, and conditions surrounding
the profound shift in federal education fiscal policy as it occurred in
the recent past. While no claim can be made that these changes, fac-
tors, and trends will enable us to predict future federal education
policy, research and knowledge of federal policy and its impact on

education is both useful and necessary for policy-making at the local,

state, and federal levels.

Data Collection

Data to study the impact of the Chapter 2 program in Oregon were
accessed through the Oregon Department of Education. The Assistant
Superintendent for Communication and Government Relations and the As-
sistant to the Deputy Superintendent provided data showing elementary
and secondary pupil membership in Oregon school districts, ECIA school
district allocations, breakdown for high-cost pupils, and the state al-
locations for fiscal years 1983 through 1985. The Department of Fi-
nance provided data showing private school enrolliment in Oregon. The
ODE also provided data regarding participation of school districts in
the antecedent IV-B, IV-C, and the ESAA desegregation program for FY
1982,

The Resident Average Daily Membership (RADM) of each school dis-
trict was collected for fiscal years 1983-1985. RADM is computed by

dividing the total days membership of resident students by the number
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of days taught (Oregon Department of Education, 1984). In FY 1982, the
ODE éllocated funds based on Average Daily Membership (ADM). ADM is
computed by dividing the total students days of presence by the number
of days that schools in the district were in session (Oregon Department
of Education, 1985). ADM data were collected for antecedent programs
distribution.

School districts were coded by county (01 to 36) with state
institutions coded 37. School districts within counties were coded by
school district name and by the Oregon Department of Education's numer-
ical coding system.

Recipient organizations were classified into five groups based on
their geographic location and the type of organization.

1. Population Center School District: School districts includ-
ing cities serving trading and business centers. (n = 91)

2. Suburban School Districts: School districts located in
fringe areas of metropolitan areas, primarily in the
Portland Area. (n = 15)

3. Metropolitan - Urban School District: Portland was desig-
nated as the only metropolitan area school district. (n =
1)

4. Rural School Districts: Small school districts, mostly ele-
mentary, serving rural areas of the State. (2 = 202)

5. State Institutions: Schools operated directly by the State
of Oregon under the direction of the Oregon Department of
Education. (n = 7)
The classification system is a modification of the United States
Census Bureau's Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA)

classification. The definition of a metropolitan area is one of a

large population nucleus, together with adjacent communities which have
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a high degree of economic and social integration with that nucleus.
Each SMSA has one or more central counties containing the area's main
population concentration. The outlying counties must have a specified
level of commuting to the central county and must meet standards such
as population density, growth, and urban population. For example,
according to the SMSA definition, Portland includes not only the
counties of Clackamas and Washington, but also encompasses Clark County
in the State of Washington.

Because of the unique nature of Portland, the school district
needed to be considered as an outlier and treated as a special case.
The definition of SMSA, as in Eugene, would also include Springfield.
Since Springfield has its own school district, these areas were treated
independently. Both Salem and Medford are in the same category as
Eugene.

These modifications and classifications of the five groups of
school districts were validated by ODE officials. As a result, several
districts were reclassified with data arrayed in terms of the
recommended typography.

Per-pupil allocations were computed for the FY 1982 antecedent
Title IV-B, Title IV-C, and ESAA programs. ADM per pupil allocations
were used to compare the antecedent funding with the ECIA program per
pupil allocations from 1983 to 1985. Private school participation data
were not available for FY 1982.

ECIA allocations were summed for the state and for each of the

five population groups according to the districts' ECIA allocation and



51
the RADM for each year. Participating private school pupils in each of
the 309 school districts were reported.

Within each population category, the average dollar per-pupil al-
lotment and the mean per-pupil allocation were computed. The dollar
and percentage loss or gain resuliing from the shift from the antece-
dent program to the first ECIA year was computed to determine redistri-
butive effects of the block grant program. The proportionate number of
pupils compared to the proportionate allocations by classification for

FY 1982 through 1985 was calculated to show trends in the allocations

of the Chapter 2 funds.

Interviews

An initial interview was conducted by the researcher at the ODE
with the Assistant Superintendent for Communications and Government
Relations, and the Assistant to the Deputy Superintendent for Adminis-
trative Services. Questions were general in nature and provided an
overview to federal aid in Oregon and specifically, to the effects of
the Chapter 2 program.

Subsequent interviews at the ODE yielded information regarding
the operation of the program based on school districts' application and
reporting procedures. Information regarding the ODE's use of the 20%
set aside was also secured during these interviews.,

In January, 1985, a Block Grant Coordinator was appointed at the
ODE to monitor the program and to conduct program evaluations in
selected elementary and secondary school districts. Several interviews

were held with the Coordinator who provided further direction to this
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study by assisting with the interpretation of data regarding the block
grant allocations to elementary and secondary school districts.

The State Block Grant Advisory Committee, appointed by the Gover-
nor, exercised a major role in developing the state formula for distri-
bution of Chapter 2 funds. Members of the committee represent various
geographical areas and constituencies. Interviews were held with
members representative of these groups. The selected SAC members were
asked to respond to the following questions:

1. The Oregon distribution formula allocates a 20% set aside at
the ODE level. What criteria were established for this al-
location?

2. The formula has a component for high-cost or special needs
children. This directly affects the Portland School Dis-
trict. What is the rationale for this percentage alloca-
tion?

3. A primary responsibility of the SAC has been to develop the
distribution formula. What changes are anticipated in the
formula?

4, How has the role of the SAC changed during the three years
that the Chapter 2 program has been in effect?

5. The permissive nonregulatory guidelines offer flexibility to
local school districts. How do you see the role of the SAC
in monitoring the use of Chapter 2 funds according to ECIA
general guidelines?

6. What is your opinion about the allocation of block grant
funds for private schoocl students?

7. It has been stated in hearings that regulations are needed
to meet the needs of special groups, i.e., poor,
handicapped, ethnic groups, etc. What is your opinion as to
how the block grant program has affected these groups?

8. What do you see as the future of the block grant program?
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Each of the questions was supplemented with additional questions
and interaction relating to the participants' interest. Questions var-

ied according to the position of the respondent and the geographical

area represented.

Document Analysis

Document analysis at the federal level included Chapter 2 of the
Education Consolidation and Reconciliation Act of 1981 enacted as Sub-
title D, Title V of Public Law 97-35. Hearings before the 28th Session
of the United States House of Representatives also provided a basis for
state level analysis.

At the state level, analysis was made of documents pertaining to
the allocations distributed to local school districts during FY 1982
with antecedent funding and from FY 1983 through 1985 with block grant
allocations. State documents also included Oregon's application to the
federal government for state funding, the formula for distribution of
funds, and state evaluation forms.

At the local level, the 309 elementary and secondary school
districts' applications were analyzed for participation in the
prcgram and the purpose for the requested funding. Local school
district evaluations were analyzed to determine whether the funds had
been used for the purposces requested or if a shifting of priorities had
occurred within school districts and other programs had been
supported. 1Included in the analysis of local documents was the amount
of participation in the program of private elementary and secondary

schools located within the district's boundaries.
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The categorical aid programs funded by the federal government
also required supervision and reporting by state departments resulting
in staff positions to monitor programs. A comparative analysis was
made of the fundiné to the ODE for staff positions, district support
services, and administration costs of the FY 1982 antecedent prodrams
to the three years of the ECIA block grant program. Fiscal vears 1983
through 1985 were analyzed to determine the major uses of the set aside

at the ODE and staff positions supported by the program.
Summary

This is a public policy study utilizing descriptive research
techniques to describe and assess the impact of the Chapter 2 block
grant program on elementary and secondary school education in Oregon.
It compares the allocations of previous categorical aid programs in
1982 through the three years of the ECIA block grant program.

The design of the research, data collection and analysis pro-
cedures appropriate for the hypotheses were described. The following

chapters report the findings and conclusions of the study.



CHAPTER 1V
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Introduction

This chapter presents the findings concerning the effect of the
Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981, Chapter 2 on
elementary and secondary education in the State of Oregon. Data are
presented in four sections: (1) Intergovernmental Relationships; (2)
Responsibilities and activities at the state and local school district
levels; (3) Data analysis for the distribution of ECIA block grants to

public and private elementary and secondary schools, and (4) Summary of

findings.

Intergovernmental Relationships

The implication of the requirements of the Elementary and Secon-
dary Education Act of 1965 spurred "one of the great educational de-
bates of the 1970s--how much control should remain at the federal level
and how much discretion should remain in states and localities."
(Rearney, P., 1979, p. v) On one side, it was arqgued that the federal
government should use its resources to achieve national goals. Clearly
defined federal categorical aid would help to assure that federal

priorities would be met; federal grants in the absence of strong



56

oversight, monitoring, and accountability mechanisms might lead to
federal aid supplanting state and local support. On the other side,
state and local educators, joined by local politicians and states-
rights federalists charged that federal oversight and accountability
led to rules and regulations that were an unwarranted intrusion into
local decisions which distorted local priorities and required inordi-
nate amounts of paperwork and administrative time (Verstegen, 1983).

The Reagan administration sought to slow the growth of federal
aid to education and to reduce federal responsibilities for education
at the local and state levels with the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act of 1981, enacted as Subtitle D, Title V of Public Law
97-35, of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981. Chapter 1 of the Act
continued the current funding formula for ESEA, Title 1, and simplified
the federal requirements for reporting and monitoring the program. 1In
Chapter 2, 44 antecedent programs were repealed and consolidated into
three subchapters: (1) Basic Skills Development; (2) Educational
Improvement and Support Services; and, (3) Special Projects. General
provisions of the act and use of the Secretary of Education's discre-
tionary funds are included in two general subchapters.

The Chapter 2 regulations responded to the criticisms of the
management of antecedent programs. Kimbrough and Hill (1981) reported
that resistance to categorical programs was considered "federal intru-
sion in local education, and it encourages local officials to accept
the management responsibility of multiple programs as an essential

local program responsibility™ (p. 42). Guidelines for Chapter 2
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stressed nonregulatory and permissive guidelines with minimal reporting
by local school districts and state agencies.

The intergovernmental responsibilities required in Chapter 2 are
based on the premise that "greater decentralization of government leads
to more direct participation of the citizenry and therefore greater
liberty through local choice" (Vergstegen, 1983, p. 53). The relation-
ship between the federal government and the states is defined in Sec-
tion 564 of Chapter 2 of the ECIA which designates the State Education-
al Agency (SEA) as being responsible for the administration and super-
vision of the block grant program. The state agency must file an ap-
plication with the federal government outlining a plan that meets the
federal gecvernment certification reguirements.

The intergovernmental relationship is further defined through the
involvement of the public in a State Advisory Committee (SAC). The SAC
is required in Section 564, (2) of the Act which provides:

. » « For a process of active and continuing consultation with
the State educatonal agency of an advisory committee, appointed
by the Governor and determined by the Governor to be broadly
representative of the educational interests and the general
public in the state . . . (and) to advise the State educational
agency on the allocation among authorized functions of funds.

. « «» on the formula for the allocaton of funds to local educa-

tional agencies, and on the planning, development, support,

implementation, and evaluation of State programs assisted under
this chapter.

Elementary and secondary school districts are required to have an
advisory committee to assist and advise on programs supported within

each district. 1In Oregon, local school district advisory and account-

ability committees often serve as the block grant advisory committee.

However, in Portland, the major recipient of Chapter 2 funds in Oregon,
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there is an appointed local block grant advisory committee that
participates in the development and evaluation of the program with the
school district's federal program coordinator. Portland's advisory
committee is comprised of members representing various educational

interests including a representative of the private schools.

Oregon's State Advisory Committee

The Governor of Oregon, as required by Chapter 2 guidelines, ap-
pointed a State Advisory Committee (SAC) representing various con-
stituencies and geographical areas throughout the state. SAC member
nominations were forwarded to the Governor from the ODE after consult-
ing a broad range of educational organizations, interest groups and
people. Oregon's SAC consists of 16 members and is representative of
public and private schools, classroom teachers, parents of elementary
and secondary school children, local boards of education, local and
regional school administrators, institutions of higher education and
the state legislature.

The functions of the advisory committee are to: (1) Establish
the formula for the allocation of funds to local educational agencies;
(2) Advise the state educational agency on the allocation of funds
reserved for state use; and (3) Advise the planning development, sup-
port, implementation, and evaluation of state programs assisted under
Chapter 2 (Oregon State Application, 1985, p. 5).

After the initial appointment of SAC members by the Governor, the
only change that occurred was the addition of one member from the Port-

land area. Representing the only former ESAA District in Oregon, the
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Portland membership was increased from four to five to include members
who were cognizant of the voluntary desegregation program in the Port-
land School District and the curriculum and inservice programs operat-
ing in support of the multiethnic program. 1In addition to the five
Portland area members, two committee members represent private educa-
tion and the remaining nine members represent the rural and population
centers. Members are appointed for a two-year term on a rotating basis
(Appendix B).

The SAC's have functioned quite differently among the various
states and the Block Grant distribution formulae vary markedly from
state to state. 1In reviewing several national studies, Chelemer (1983)
reported that states with strong traditions of local control tended to
have SAC's dominated by local practitioners. 1In states with districts
facing huge cuts in desegregation aid, the SACs became the vehicle for
managing the Chapter 2 formula to dilute the negative effects caused by
the reduction of ESAA funds while states that were not greatly affected
tended to treat their SACs as a "pro forma" exercise. It was also
reported that SEA staff and SAC members were mostly concerned with
minimizing the political fall-out from the losses in the urban dis-
tricts and in protecting the SEAs from losing staff.

Interviews with members of the Oregon SAC did not support find-
ings from other state studies. Responses were positive and consistent
about the posture of the various members of the committee. The cam-
mittee met monthly; meetings were lengthy; and members came to meetings

well prepared to deal with each issue. Members felt that the broad
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range of interests of the various members provided a balance on the
committee and no special interest groups dominated the discussion.

A major task of the committee was to establish the state distri-
bution formula. EAch member interviewed described the process as one
that required a great deal of discusison, review of data relating to
the antecedent categorical programs, and an indepth analysis as to the
impact of the percentage recommended for each of the high cost cate-
gories.

Interviewees stated that the incorporation of the ESAA funds into
the block grant program was of concern to the group. Several members
stated that the federal revenues for desegregation activities should be
removed from the Chapter 2 block grant program. One committee member
stated that the reduction in federal aid for the metropolitan district
of Portland had reduced staff. The member felt that the multiethnic
curriculum developed as a part of the ESAA program was "good on paper,
but with little staff to work with teachers, the application is not."

A private school representative on the committee stated that the
nonpublic sector had been well received by the committee. The issue of
providing public funds to private education was not a factor. The com-
mittee felt that the private schools should receive their "fair share."

Committee members reported that there had been little issue
regarding the 20% set aside for activities generated by the Oregon
Department of Education. The main concern of the committee was that
the ODE's use of the block grant set aside should be channeled toward
"working with students throughout the state and not used only for

administrative costs.”
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Committee members described the formula as one that is "fair" to
all participants in the block grant program. SAC members did not fore-

see a change in the Oregon distribution formula.

State Distribution Formula

The state application for Chapter 2 block grant funds encompasses
three fiscal years. The initial application covered fiscal years 1983
through 1985. Reflecting the state's pupil accounting system, Resident
Average Daily Membership of students was used in allocating funds. For
fiscal year 1986 through 1988, the state's application is based on
Average Daily Membership. The pupil accounting change provides the ODE
with data based on actual school district membership whether resident
or non resident.

ECIA legislation requires that at least 80% of the state's allo-
cation be distribution to local education agency applicants on a
state-determined formula based on relative public and private pupil
enrollment of each local education agency. Adjustments to the formula
provide higher allocations to LEAs with the greatest number or percent-
age of high-cost students such as those from low-income families and
those residing in sparsely populated or economically depressed areas.

The Oregon formula provides for the ODE to retain 20% of the
state's block grant allocation for its own use. The state set aside
funds may be used to assist LEAs in activities and purposes approved in
the ECIA legislation and to provide support services. Support services

include technical assistance and training, development of instructional
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materials, dissemination of information, research and development,
teacher training institutes, and state administration.

The State Board of Education approved the SAC's recammendation of
the 80/20 split for Chapter 2 funds. The intent of the SAC
recommendation was to "channel a portion of the block grant funds to-
ward serving all students and toward helping compensate local school
districts for the cost of educating students in selected "high cost”
categories (Oregon Guidelines, 1984, p. 1).

Of the 80% of funds earmarked for local school districts, 70% is
allocated on the basis of ADM of public and private school pupils
within the boundaries of each school district. The remaining 30% is
allocated on an "equal per capita" basis in high cost categories. 1In
addition to these components, districts with ADMs of 25 or less are
credited with $25 per student for the first four students and $5 per
student for each additional student. Table VIII is a summary of the

formula showing the categories for high cost students.
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TABLE VIII

OREGON'S HIGH COST COMPONENT DISTRIBUTION
FORMULA FOR CHAPTER 2 FUNDS

Low Income Students. Eligible students include those from low

income families, in institutions, and foster homes.

Sparsity. Those districts with an enrollment of 25 students or

less will be credited with $25 per student for the first four stu-
dents and $5 per student for each additional student.

Geographic Isolation. Eligible students include those residents
attending schools in isolated areas. (For example, a school with
an ADM below 100 in grades 9 through 12 where the next high school
is 15 miles or more by the nearest traveled road, and which has
been approved by the Oregon Board of Education as qualifying for
"small school correction" status.)

Handicapped Students. 1Includes students identified as being in at

least one of nine groups: mentally retarded, hard of hearing,
deaf, visually impaired, speech impaired, seriously emotionally
disturbed, orthopedically impaired, learning disabled, or other
health impaired.

Students in Desegregation Programs. Eligible students include

these served by the district in a program that has as its primary
purpose the elimination, reduction, or prevention of minority,
ethnic group isolation in elementary and secondary schools where
minority group students make up a substantial proportion of the
enrollment and is approved by the Office of Civil Rights of the
Oregon Departmnt of Education.

Students in Programs for Limited English-Speaking. Students in

each district who speak little or no English and who are receiving
special instructicn for that reason will be eligible under this
category.

Students in Programs for Talented and Gifted. Students receiving
services in a program for the talented and gifted in accordance
with definitions contained in the Oregon Revised Statutes and the
Oregon Administrative Regulations.

Source: Oregon Department of Education Application, 1985.
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The SAC recommended that the state's set aside funds (20% of the

state grant) be used in the following ways:

1. Seventy percent to be used for general operations.

2. Twenty percent to be used in accomplishing the State Board
Priority which deals with "Improving thé Quality of Educa-
tional Progams."™ This may be approached either by direct
technical assistance from Department personnel or through use
of the competitive grant process.

3. Ten percent to be used for research with specified areas of
State Board interest.

Figure 2 shows the percentage distribution of funds for state and

local school district use recommended by the State Advisory Committee.

Distributed to State Use
Local Districts (80%) Funds (20%)
70% General 20% Directed 10% Grants
Department Operations Toward "Improving for Research

the Quality cf
Educational Programs

Figure 2. Utilization of state level funds.
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In interviews with ODE officials, reactions to the intent of the
formula were consistent with those of SAC members. Interviewees stated
that the formula was fair and designed to provide federal aid to
continue programs that were local school district priorites under the
antecedent categorical programs.

Oregon Department of Education officials reported that an issue
affecting Oregon, as well as other states, has been the reduction of
federal revenue to the metropolitan urban school districts for desegre-
gation purposes. The ESAA program had provided federal resources for
the Portland school district as the district had developed and imple-
mented its voluntary desegregation program. With the elimination of
this program and with the concentration of high cost students in Port-
land, the officials expressed concern regarding the impact on the
school district's desegregation policy. Responding to the effect of
reduced funding for the desegregation program, an interviewee stated
that, due to the commitment of the Portland school district to begin a
voluntary program over ten years ago, the program is currently less
costly to operate than those programs started later or programs under
court ordered desegregation. It was also stated that ". . . these are
changing times. There is no longer any busing--students are staying
home. Our needs today are different.”

Regarding the ODE's use of the 20% set aside, SAC members stated
that the recommendation of the committee was developed as a general
guideline. It was stated that the direction of the SAC was to "let

them (ODE) decide how to use the state set aside."”
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Nationally, Oregon's formula was one of the first to be approved;
it was approved prior to lobbying by interest groups that affected many
other states' block grant formulae. In other states, where the formula
was later developed, allocations tended to favor urban school dis-

tricts.

Oregon Department of Education Utilization

of State Set Aside Funds

The oversight and management of the Chapter 2 block grant program
and other federal programs in Oregon is the responsibilty of the Oregon
Department of Education. Historically, the ODE, as the "pass through"
agency, has had major responsibilities in the processing of local
school district applications for federal aid and for monitoring and
evaluating federal programs. In addition, federal program grants
enabled the ODE to provide support and development for teacher training
and programs in local school districts. Major efforts were directed
toward the rural and small town school districts.

Several ODE programs were curtailed two years prior to the Chap-
ter 2 block grant program when federal programs and revenues were re-
duced. This reduction coincided with a severe economic recession in
Oregon and a general voter resistance to higher property taxes. Fiscal
support and staffing for the ODE were reduced substantially. 1In 1981,
the ODE employed 275 full time equivalency (FTE) positions; within the
1981 to 1983 biennium, 70 FTE positions were eliminated. Currently,
ODE staffing is 204 FTE positions. Of these positions, 11.6 FTE staff

are funded from the block grant set aside. Three of these positions
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are in the School Finance and Data Information Section. These staff
deal with the administration of the state's Basic School Support Law
and determination of entitlements under three state laws and two
federal laws. (Annual Evaluation Report, Oregon Department of
Education, 1985). The remaining 8.6 positions are "part salaries" for
staff who have responsibilities for working with school districts in
program assistance, teacher training, and local school district
inservice.

Oregon funds 5.6% of its total ODE staff from Chapter 2 set aside
funds. This percentage is low compared to other states. For example,
25% of the FTE positions in the Colorado Department of Education are
funded from block grant funds.

The 20% set aside at the ODE is allocated in the three areas of
General Department Operations, Improving Local Instructional Programs,
and Research commissioned by the State Board of Education. Table IX

summarizes the fiscal year 1984 set-aside allocations.
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TABLE IX

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FISCAL YEAR 1984
PROGRAMS FUNDED BY ECIA BLOCK GRANT FUNDS

Personal Services and
Services Supplies Total
General ODE Operations (70%)
Subchapter A
Basic Skills $13,800 $13,800
Subchapter B
Planning, Evaluation $58,077 8,433 66,510
Information Services 25,854 12,500 38,354
School Finance 137,545 13,427 150,972
Computer Services 54,303 54,303
Student Services 93,688 35,460 129,328
Small Schools 35,040 35,040
Subchapter C
Comm. Schools & Colleges 95,724 4,958 100,682
Block Grant Administration 59,321 17,685 77,006
Improve Loc Inst Pgms (20%)
School Imp Strategies 98,393 98,393
Inst Tech Serv 91,554 91,554
Research Commissioned by
State Board of Education (10%)
Research in priority
areas determined by
the Board 69,194 25,780 94,974
Subtotals $672,836 $277,900 $950,736
Carry Over FY 1983 $132,121
Total ODE Operation $1,082,857

Source: Oregon Department of Education, 1985,
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The personal service category reflects the indirect cost rate
based on salaries of ODE personnel. According to ODE personnel, the
categories are "loose"™ due to salaries being divided among several
funds with percentages of salaries balanced with the responsibilities
specified for ODE staff. The direction of the SAC and the intent of
the ODE is to continue assisting school districts with local projects.
To further this commitment to elementary and secondary school districts
and to reduce costs, the Chapter 2 Project Manager (the Assistant to
the Deputy Superintendent) is not paid from the set aside. His
services are "donated" by the ODE.

Twenty percent of the set aside is used for the improvement of
local instructional programs., Portions of 2 staff salaries are funded
in this category to provide assistance to local school districts for
improvement in the areas of library and media. With many school
districts developing computer programs, ODE provides inservice and
teacher training in this category.

The Oregon Action Plan for Excellence (OAPE) is a high priority
of the Oregon Board of Education and the Superintendent of Public
Instruction. This priority is reflected in the SAC formula. Within
the 10% research component of the state set aside, $95,000 was allo-
cated for support of this project. Chapter 2 funds were used to sup-
port the work of the eight task force committees charged with formulat-
ing the components for the OAPE. Chapter 2 funds were also allocated
to develop the state~wide testing project recommended by the OAPE task

force. The funds support 1.0 FTE professional staff and partially
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support three other positions (1.65 FTE) in the development of the
project. Additional funding for this project is from the general fund.
In addition to the FY 1984 20% state set aside, $189,009 was
carried over from FY 1983 to FY 1984 to fund the Oregon Action Plan for
Excellence. According to ODE officials, no carry over is anticipated

for fiscal years 1986 and 1987.

Local School District Applications

The ECIA Chapter 2 block grant program guidelines for participa-
tion in the program must be distributed to all local school districts.
As the agency of record, the ODE has this responsibility in Oregon.

The Oregon guidelines outline the program, the distribution
formula, and application requirements. The following general regula-
tions of the program are explained in the guidelines:

1. Students enrolled in private schools are entitled to
participate in the program and receive equitable benefits.

2. Funds can be used to supplement and not supplant funds from
other than federal souces.

3. Districts may use their allocations to support regional
programs (ESD) in areas of media, guidance, testing, or to
pool grants or to issue contracts to other educational
agencies to achieve a common goal.

4. LEAs must outline authorized activities in Basic Skills
Services, and Special Projects. (Oregon Guidelines, 1984)

Participation of local elementary and secondary school districts
is contingent upon an approved application for block grant funds by the
Oregon Department of Education. The local districts must comply with
the general federal guidelines and submit an outline of the projects

supported by the block grant program. Procedures followed by the
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school district in consulting with the private schools located within
the school district's boundaries are to be included (Appendix C).

Although local school districts have the option of applying for a
one to three year grant, the researcher noted that all districts sub-
mitted a one-year application. ODE officials stated that since there
is a required annual report on expenditure of funds, and future funding
may change, districts opted for the annual application (Appendix D).
Local school district superintendents or designated block grant coordi-
nators are responsible for filing the application and annual report.

It was also found that some districts exercised the option of changing
their project plans in midyear.

The applications of local school districts followed the ECIA
regulations of flexible, nonregulatory, and permissive guidelines for
the first two years of the block grant program. A shift in federal
requirements for FY 1985 occurred with the issuance of "technical
amendments® to the original law. A closer monitoring procedure by the
federal government required the ODE to revise the application form to
provide the ODE and the federal government with more substantive data.
For example, the category under Project Information in the 1984 appli-
cation required only a check mark for allocations in each of the Sub-
chapters requested with a short paragraph describing the program
activity. 1In the 1985 application, the authorized activities must be
described fully with budget allocations specified for both the public
and the participating private schools. In Figure 3, Subchapter A,
Basic Skills Development is used as an example of the changes in the

application procedures.
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AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES PUBLIC PRIVATE

BUDGET

DESCRIPTION OF PLANNED ACTIVITY

SUBCHAPTER A. BASIC SKILLS DEVELOPMENT

A1. Diagnostic assess- $
ment to identify
needs of all
children in the
School.

$

A2. The establishment $
of learning goals
and objectives for
children and for
the Schools,

A3. Preservice or in-~ S
service training
programs for
teachers, adminis-
trators, aides and
support personnel.

A4. Parent involvement [
in instructional
programs.

AS5. Student testing or $
evaluation
programs.

A6. Regional or dis- S
trict learning
centers or pro-
grams that promote
effective instruc-
tion in the basic
skills.

SUBTOTAL FOR SUBCHAPTER A

Figure 3. Subchapter A, Basic Skills Development, Oregon

Guidelines, 1985-1986.

Source: Oregon Application Porm for Grants Authorized under Chapter
2--Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981.
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In a random sample of 56 school district applications, the
researcher found that the consolidation cf funds from previous cate-
gorical programs enabled school districts to concentrate their use of
the grant in a single high priority area. Local school districts, with
the approval of the local block grant advisory committee, have the
flexibility to fund programs that are unique to the needs of district

pupils. Table X shows the percentages allocated in areas:

TABLE X

SAMPLE OF LEA USE OF BLOCK GRANT MONEY
IN 56 OREGON SCHOOL DISTRICTS

No. of
Program Support Districts Percentage
Computer Programs 30 53.5
Reading 7 12.6
Library/Media 8 14.3
Talented and Gifted 3 5.4
Basic Skills 3 5.4
3ids (Chapter 1, Child Dev.) 3 5.4
Bilingual Education 1 1.7
Psychological Support 1 1.7
56 100.0

The review of the applications showed that the purchase of com-
puter hardware and software was the major expenditure in SEA programs.
The reading programs were identified as programs for learning disabled
pupils and reading for pleasure. Basic skills programs were in the
area of writing for the handicapped. Salaries for aides were for pro-
grams where federal funds had caused staff reduction. The psycho-

logical support was requested by a small rural district where students
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needed evaluations that district funds could not support. Reviewing
the year-end reports of the districts showed that the allocations
had supported the requested programs.

The researcher reviewed the applications of the seven state
institutional programs. These applications reflected the unique nature
of each institution. For example, Fairview's application specified the
hiring of a person to program software for the profound, severe and
moderately retarded; Hillcrest's allocation was for media resources in
the areas of job searches and career education; Oregon State School for
the Blind listed the purchase of kits for the blind for a Systems 80
computer; and the Oregon State Correctional Institute's allocation was
for microcomputer software to improve basic skills in math, language
arts, and reading.

In reviewing the applications, the researcher discovered that
each application had been carefully screened by the ODE Coordinator for
Block Grants. On some applications, clarification of terms was re-
quested. For example, one district proposed developing an "enrichment”
program. When the school district representative explained that the
program was for talented and gifted students, the application was ap-
proved.

The ODE Coordinator stated that there had been few problems in
the ODE review and approval of LEA applications. 1In cases where it
appeared that the LEA program would use block grant funds to supplant
rather than supplement local budget support, telephone contacts quickly
resolved the problem. For example, one district proposed the purchase

of textbooks which are traditionally purchased out of the general fund
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budget. The ODE approved the application when the district agreed to
change its application to specify the purchase of supplemental reading
materials for learning disabled students.

In summary, Oregon's transition from categorical federal grants
to the ECIA Chapter 2 block grant program was accomplished without
rancor or public debate of major issues, and with a high level of
satisfaction. The ODE set aside funds of nearly one million dollars
have enabled the ODE to continue programs and services to local school

districts and to pursue educational reform through the Oregon Action

Plan for Excellence.

Redistributive Effects of the Block Grant Program

In FY 1982, antecedent program grants for Oregon's elementary and
secondary schools totaled $2,698,328. The major recipient was Portland
Public Schools receiving $726,000 which included a $359,545 Emergency
School Assistance Act grant. Antecedent Title IV-C funds were
competitive grants awarded to local school districts or to a consortium
of school districts. For example, the Carus School district received a
$20,000 one-year grant for a School Climate program. This grant award
was large relative to the district's pupil enrollment and "distorted”
the summary of per-pupil grants.

fwenty-one school districts and educational service districts
received funding for Improvement in Educational Practices. Major
recipients of these funds were Lane County receiving $107,331,71 (Lane
ESD $34,061, Eugene $71,770, and Springfield $1500) and Multnomah

County (Portland $93,280, Parkrose $1,336, and Sauvie Island $900).
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The Title IV-B funds for Library Resources were non-competitive
and were apportioned though the ODE to all school districts in the
state as well as to the state institutions. For FY 1982, these alloca-
tions totaled $1,590,165.

Under the antecedent program allocations to LEA's, the average
per-pupil allocation in population centers was $5.10 per pupil. The
Rainier district received the smallest allocation per pupil ($2.56) and
Dallas received the highest per-pupil allocation of $36.97. However,
the Federal Grants Coordinator for the school district reported that
Dallas had been designated as the "pass-through" agency for Valley
Educational consortium funds involving school districts in Marion,
Polk, and Yamhill counties. The grant was to develop teaching research
programs for the benefit of the consortium members. 1In real dollars,
Dallas received only the Title IV-B moneys of $7,173 for FY 1982.

The average allocation for suburban school districts was $3.79
ranging from a low of $2.54 per pupil in Tigard to a high of $9.03 in
Bethel. The Portland School District received $15.39 per pupil which
reflected the ESAA grant.

The average per-pupil grant in the rural school districts was
$6.83., Carus received the highest per-pupil allocation of $55.82,
reflecting their one year grant, and Sisters received the smallest
grant of $2.03 per pupil. Actually, the McDermitt school district
received no antecedent dollars per pupil since its students are
tuitioned to a nearby district and they were reported in the average

daily membership count of the receiving district.
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Private schools could participate in the antecedent programs
through either LEA purchase and loan of equipment to private schools,
or directly with private school teachers participating in LEA pro-
grams, ODE officials stated that the Catholic schools were the major
participants in the Title IV-B program. Sata for 1982 private school
participation in the antecedent programs were not available. The
researcher raised the question, "If antecedent funds had been distri-
buted using the block grant formula, how much of the funds would have
been available to private schools?"™ Using 1983 private school data,
the best estimate is that $176,215 would have been available to private
schools in LEA's. Since private school participation in antecedent
programs was much more limited than it is in the block grant program,
this is probably a "generous" estimate of private school participation
in the 1982 antecedent program (Appendix E).

The distribution of antecedent funds over the five types of
recipient organizations was disparate, ranging from an average of $3.61
per pupil in the suburban districts to $15.39 per pupil in the metro-
politan urban (Portland) school district. The nature of the antecedent
competitive Title IV program and the federal funding for categorical
programs designated for high-cost students resulted in a variance
between the percent pupils and percent of antecedent funds awarded to
organizations in the five groups. As shown in Table XI, the metro-
politan urban (Portland) group had 10.7% of the pupils, but received
26.91% of the total funds. On the other hand, the population center

districts had 58.8% of the pupils, but received only 48.6% of the total

funds.
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SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEAR 1982 FEDERAL CATEGORICAL PROGRAM

GRANTS IO FiVe GSROUPS OF RECIPIENT ORGANIZATIONS

Recipient Total Pct of Total Pct of Dollars
Group Allocation Total Pupils Total Per Pupil
Pop Ctr $1,310,207 48.6 257,130.6 58.8 $ 5.10
Suburban 312,802 11.6 82,518.3 18.9 3.79
Metro-urban 726,000 26.9 47,184.4 10.7 15.39
Rural 337,412 12.5 49,415.9 11.3 6.83
Institutions 11,907 0.4 1,343.0 3 8.87
State Totals $2,698,328 100.0 437,592.0 100.0 $6.17

Fiscal Year 1983 Block Grants

The first ECIA Chapter 2 program increased federal aid by over

$1.0 million dollars to local school districts in Oregon.

The newly

developed Chapter 2 distribution formula caused a redistribution of

federal aid among the state's school districts.

As reported in Table XII, the average per-pupil allocations be-

came less were disparate among the five groups under the Chapter 2

block grant program. The average per-pupil allocation in the popula-

tion centers was $7.30, while in the suburban districts, the average

per-pupil allocation was $7.12.

The urban area of Portland received a

per-pupil allocation of $12.04; the average rural area per-pupil
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allocation was $8.10; and the state institution schools received an
avefage of $5.86 per pupil (Appendix F).

The block grant program which apportioned funds more on the basis
of pupil existence and less on the basis of needs and competitive
grants, narrowed gaps between proportions of pupils and proportions of
federal aid allocated to each of the five groups. For example, in the
antecedent categorical programs, the population center school districts
had 58.8% of the pupils and received 48.6% of the federal aid; in the
block grant program these districts had 58.4% of the pupils and now

received 54.0% of the federal aid.

TABLE XII

SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEAR 1983 BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS
TO OREGON SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

Recipient Total Pct of Total Pct of Dollars
Group Allocation Total Pupils Total Per Pupil
Pop Ctr $2,012,947 54.0 275,785.5 58.4 $ 7.30
Suburban 622,482 16.7 87,512.5 18.5 7.12
Metro 657,019 17.6 54,599.8 11.6 12.04
Rural 429,504 11.5 53,049.7 11.2 8.10
Institutions 7,875 0.2 1,343.0 0.3 5.86
Totals $3,729,827 100.0 472,250.5 100.0 $7.90

Transition from Antecedent to Block Grants

The first year block grant program delivered more federal aid
dollars to Oregon school districts; about $1.3 million more. Three of

the five recipient groups received more federal aid dollars, but the
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state institutions and the Portland school district (metropolitan)
received less. While three of the school district groups received more
féderal dollars as a group, not all school districts within the groups
received more federal aid from the block grant program; there were
"gainers" and "losers®™ (Appendix G). Table XIII reports the net

changes within each of the five groups and the state as a whole.
TABLE XIII

THE TRANSITION OF FY 1982 ANTECEDENT GRANTS TO FY 1983
BLOCK GRANTS IN FIVE RECIPIENT GROUPS AND FOR THE
STATE AS A WHOLE

Recipient FY 1982 FY 1983 Dollar

Organization Antecedent Block Grant Change

Pop Ctr $1,310,207 $2,012,947 $ 702,740
Suburban 312,802 622,482 309,680
Metro 726,000 657,019 { 68,981)
Rural 337,412 429,504 92,092
Institutions 11,907 7,875 ( 4,032)
Total $2,698,328 $3,729,827 $1,031,499

Figure 4 graphically illustrates the redistributive effects of
the block grant program over the five groups of recipient organiza-
tions. Within the five groups, the population center and suburban dis-
tricts were relatively large gainers, the Portland (Metro) school dis-
trict and the state institutions were losers, and the rural school dis-

tricts were modest gainers. The redistributive effects result from
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the shift away from a needs based and competitive grants program to a

proporticnate per pupil non-competitive grants allocation program.
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Figure 4. Redistributive effects of change from categorical
antecedent programs (FY 1982) to Chapter 2 Block Grants (FY
1983).
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Not all school districts even within the gaining groups were
gainers. For example, seven of the ninety-one population center dis-
tricts were losers and one of the fifteen suburban districts was a
loser. The losers in these two groups occurred generally as a result
of ambitious local district grantsmanship, or, as in the case of
Dallas, the district served as the flow~through accounting agency for a
consortium of school districts in the antecedent IV-C program. Of the
202 rural and small town school districts, 69 were losers and 132 were
gainers. Table XIV summarizes and describes per-pupil gains and losses

within the five groups and the state as a whole.

TABLE XIV

SUMMARY OF PER PUPIL GAINERS AND LOSERS WITHIN
EACH OF THE FIVE RECIPIENT GROUPS

Recipient Largest Largest
Organization Gain Loss Notes

Pop Ctr $5.14 ($30.39) Gainers ranged from $0.10 to
$5.14 per pupil. (n = 84) Losers
ranged from -$0.22 to -$30.39 per
pupil. (n = 7)

Suburban $4.79 ($ 1.75) Gainers ranged from $1.11 to
$4.79 per pupil. (n = 14) Only
one district was a loser.

Metro ($ 3.34) Portlands loss of the ESAA grant
was only partially offsget by
adjustments in the block grant
formula. (2_= 1

Rural $47.04 (549.37) Gainers ranged from $.07 to
$47.04 per pupil. (n = 132)
Losers ranged from -$0.07 to
-$49.37 per pupil. (n = 69)
McDermit N/A -

Institutions $1.59 ($ 8.54) One institution gained. Losers
ranged from -$2.05 to -$8.54 per
pupil. (n = 6) (Appendix G)
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Figure 5 graphically illustrates the redistributive effects of

the block grant program per-pupil allocations among the five groups of

recipient organizations.
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Figure 5.

Redistributive effects of per-pupil change from

categorical antecedent programs (1982) to Chapter 2 Block Grants

(FY 1983).
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The Private School Gains

No data nor estimates were available for Oregon private school
participation in the fiscal year 1982 antecedent grants program. Pri-
vate schools tripled their access to federal aid in the first year of
the ECIA program in Colorado, and in Michigan, the gain was fivefold.
An estimate of Oregon's private school participation in the antecedent
IV-B and IV-C programs was made by assuming a block grant allocation
distribution scheme. That is, in each district the sum of antecedent
grants was divided by the total public and private school pupils. This
hypothetical per-pupil amount was multipled by the number of private
school pupils in each district and summed for the state to produce an
estimate of $176,215 for 1982 private school participation. The first
year block grant program private school eligibility was $211,707; ap-
proximately a $35,000 increase in the estimated 1982 private school
participation. Again, this is a conservative estimate of gain; private
school participation in the IV-B and IV-C program was minor and often
in collaboration with local school district staff development activi-
ties.

The private school participation and allocation procedures have
raised interesting issues and results. The LEA's block grant alloca-
tion is based in part on the sum of the LEA's Resident Average Daily
Membership (RADM) and an estimate of private school pupils within the
LEA. Often, fewer private school pupils participate than was esti-
mated. Given this situation, an issue arose concerning whether the LEA
should reccmpute its per~pupil allocation using the smaller actual pri~

vate school pupil count. This would, in effect, result in a larger
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per-pupil allocation to the private schools. In the first year, the
LEA'§ did not recompute per-pupil allocations using the less than
estimated private school pupil counts.

A block grant distribution formula may contain a combination of
proportionate per-pupil dollars, and special circumstance high-cost
factors. A first year issue concerned whether the private schools were
entitled to share in only the basic per-pupil allocation or the total
allocation which included the high-cost factors, 1In the second year,
federal non-regulatory guidance became more regulatory and directed
that LEA's must recompute per-pupil allocations using actual private
school pupil participation and that private schools were to share in
the total district allocation including all high cost special circum-
stance allocations. Both of these federal directives benefitted pri-
vate schools.

The requirement that private school pupils must participate fully
in the local district's allocation including all special circumstance
and high cost factors results in private school pupils receiving a
larger statewide average per pupil allocation than do the public school
pupils. 1In Oregon, as in other states, the private school population
is concentrated in the metropolitan urban areas and larger population
center school districts. (In 1983, 53.8 percent of the private school
pupils were located in five LEA's: Portland, Eugene, Medford, Salem,
and Beaverton. Each of these districts was a high-cost formula dis-
trict). LEA's in these areas tend to develop the highest per-pupil
block grant allocation due to the block grant distribution formula and

the existence of "high-cost" students. Since the private schools
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participate in this high cost allocation, the effect statewide is for
relaﬁively larger pupil allocations on the average for the private
schools. Table XV below reports the 1983 private and public school
per~pupil allocations within each of the four school district groups

and for the state as a whole.
TABLE XV

FISCAL YEAR 1983 PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOL ALLOCATIONS
PER PUPIL IN FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT GROUPS AND FOR
THE STATE AS A WHOLE.

Public Average Private Average
Group Per Pupil Per Pupil
Population Center $ 7.30 $ 7.27
Suburban 7.12 6.88
Metropolitan 12,04 12,04
Rural 8.12 6.99
State Average 7.87 8.41

Fiscal Year 1984

Oregon's block grant allocations of $4.61, $4.74, and $4.75 mil-
lion from fiscal vear 1983 through 1985 have been relatively constant.
After deducting the states 20% set aside of approximately $1.0 million,
over $3.5 million have been allocated to LEA's in each of the three
fiscal years. There were no changes in the block grant distribution
formula in the 1983 to 1985 fiscal year programs. However, there have
been changes in LEA public and private pupil counts and there have been

changes in the LEA's pupil participation in special condition and high
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cost programs. The 1984 program allocations to the five recipient
groups and the per-pupil allocations changed only slightly from the
1983 program (Appendix H). As reported in Table XVI below, the

statewide average per-pupil allocation was slightly larger than the

state average reflecting the increase in the state's allocation.

TABLE XVI

FISCAL YEAR 1984 BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS IN FIVE
RECIPIENT ORGANIZATION GROUPS AND FOR THE
STATE AS A WHOLE

Recipient Total Pct of Total Pct of Dollars
Group Allocation Total Pupils Total Per Pupil
Pop Ctr $2,046,876 53.9 270,273.3 58.1 $ 7.58
Suburban 653,991 17.2 89,052.3 19.2 7.35
Metropolitan 650,690 17.1 52,621.0 11.3 12.37
Rural 437,346 11.5 51,869.3 11.2 8.47
Institutions 6,857 0.2 1,200.5 0.3 5.71
State Total  $3,795,760 100.0 465,016.4 100.0 $ 8.15

The 1985 Fiscal Year

The 1985 block grant apportioned slightly more dollars over
slightly fewer pupils statewide (Appendix I). The mix of pupils and
formula factors resulted in a slight dollar per-pupil decrease in Port-
land and per-pupil increases in the other groups. The overall effect
was to move the distribution closer to "mathematical equity" where the

percentage of pupils is closer to the percentage block grant allocation
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in each of the five groups. This occurs as a result of moving away
from a competitive, needs based allocation formula towards a propor-
tionate pupil, non-competitive distribution scheme. As shown in Table
XVII, the comparison of the statewide average per-pupil allocation to
the percent of total pupils results in less disparate per-pupil

allocations in the five recipient categories.

TABLE XVII

FISCAL YEAR 1985 BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS AMONG FIVE
RECIPIENT ORGANIZATIONS AND THE STATE AS A WHOLE

Recipient Total Pct of Total Pct of Dollars
Group Allocation Total Pupils Total Per Pupil
Pop Ctr $2,077,533 54.6 269,802.0 58.4 $ 7.70
Suburban 659,458 17.3 87,178.3 18.9 7.56
Metropolitan 624,853 16.4 52,462.0 11.4 11.91
Rural 437,298 11.5 51,617.2 11.2 8.47
Institutions 7,888 0.2 1,200.5 0.3 6.57
State Totals $3,807,030 100.0 462,260.0 100.0 $ 8.24

Trends from 1982 to 1985

The general effect of the block grant program has been to redis-~
tribute federal aid away from the Portland school district and state
institutions toward the state's population center and suburban school
districts. Rural school districts, as a group, have gained but their
gains have not been proportionate to the population center and suburban
school districts. Figure § illustrates the redistributive effects from

the 1982 antecedent program through the 1985 block grant program.
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The general effect of the block grant program has been to hold
block grant allocations per pupil constant in the metropolitan urban
district of Portand, and to gradually increase the per-pupil allocation
in all other groups. This is ironic in that the Portland located
private schools have increased their access to federal aid through
their association with the Portland school district, but the district
itself has not gained dollars per pupil from the block grant program.
Figure 7 graphically illustrates the dollar per-pupil trends in block
grant allocations from the antecedent program through the fiscal year

1985 block grant program.
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Summary of the Findings

The findings are summarized according to the gquestions raised at

the onset of the study.

Q1. What are the implications of the block grant program for
the governance, administration, and financing of elemen-
tary and secondary education in Oregon?

The block grant dollars of about $3.5 million apportioned to

LEA's are relatively insignificant when compared to total expenditures
of about $2 billion annually. However, the flexibility of acquiring
and utilizing block grants at the local level seems to give LEAs
resources that can be quickly and effectively applied to educational
needs. In a way, the block grants represent a significant resource
available to LEAs for staff development and training programs in the
face of declining state resources and local property tax resistance.

Private school participation has increased. However, the degree

of increase is a matter of conjecture in the absence of 1982 private
school data. It does appear that the block grant program represents a

significant increase in private school access to federal aid.

Q2. In what way has the block grant program changed the dig-
tribution of federal aid to Oregon School districts?

The research found two major redistributive effects of the block
grant program from the 1982 antecedent program through the 1985 block
grant program. First, the federal dollars allocated to the State of
Oregon for the 1982 antecedent categorical and competitive programs
resulted in the Portland metropolitan-urban school district receiving a

higher proportion of federal aid dollars than its proportion of pupil
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population. The block grant program has made federal aid more propor-
tionate to pupil populations. For example, in 1982 the Portland school
district, with 10.8% of Oregon's elementary and secondary pupils,
received 26.9% of the federal aid. By 1985, Portland, with 10.7% of
the pupils, received 16.4% of the Chapter 2 federal aid. Secondly, the
pattern of the block grant program has been one of holding Portland's
per-pupil allocation stable while increasing per-pupil allocations to
the school district groups of suburban, population center, rural, and

to state institutions.

Q3. How have block grants affected the capacity of the Oregon
Department of Educaton to provide services to Oregon
schools and school districts.

The slide in federal funding of Oregon Department of Education

FTE positions began two years prior to the block grant program. The
ODE had reduced in force 70 FTE positions which, in turn, had reduced
programs and services primarily to the state's rural and small town
school districts. The ODE, unlike other SEA‘'s, was not faced with
exceptionally strong pressures to use the block grant set aside to
maintain staffing levels. Only 11.6 out of 204 FTE positions are
funded from the block grant set aside. With these 11.6 FTE funded
positions allocated in the areas of evaluation, staff development and
school finance, it appears that the ODE is able to continue service and
program delivery to the LEA's,

If the question could be restated to include the phrase, "to pro-

vide leadership,” the response would be easier. The block grant pro-
gram has provided the major resource and means by which the ODE and the

State Board have implemented the Oregon Action Plan for Excellence.
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Q4. How have local school districts utilized block grant
funds? For example, have school districts purchased
computer hardware instead of investing in salary and
staff devlopment programs?

Generally, school districts, with the exception of Portland, do

not use block grant funds for recurring staff salary and benefit

costs. A sample of 56 LEA applications showed that over half (53.5%)
of the block grant expenditures go for computer hardware, software, and
related programs. Reading and library programs accounted for over 27%
of LEA expenditures; talented and gifted, basic skills, teacher aides,
bilingual education, and psychological support services accounted for
about 20% of LEA expenditures.

There is great variety in LEA block grant programs and certainly
not all LEAs spend the bulk of their block grant allocations for com-
puter related programs. However, for the state as a whole, the block
grant program has been the major means by which LEA's have responded to
the need to acquire computer hardware, software programs, and staff
development programs.

Q5. What is the extent of private school participation in the
block grant program? Who participates, how much is al-
located, what is purchased, and what issues, if any,
exist?

Based upon local school district applications, it is estimated
that about 67% of the eligible private school pupils participate in the
block grant program. The 1985 block grant allocation program assumed a
private school participation of 28,581 private school pupils in the
program., This raises two equity issues: (1) Artificially high private

school pupil census data distort block grant allocations to LEA's; it

is assumed that for whatever reason some LEA's maintain private school
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pupil levels that are higher than actual participation level; and (2)
if an LEA receives an allocation based on a distorted private school
pupil estimate, are they required to use actual private school pupil
data to recompute the per-pupil allocation for participating private
schools? Thg first issue has not been addressed and procbably cannot be
fully addressed in the absence of reliable private school participation
data. The second issue was resolved hy the Office of Education when it
directed SEA's to require a recomputation based on actual private
school pupil participation,

A major issue concerned allocation of only the basic per-pupil
allocation to private schools and not the special condition and high
cost component additions to the LEA's per-pupil allocation. The Office
of Education again resolved this issue by requiring LEA's to allocate
the full per-pupil allocation to eligible private schools.

Two private school participation trends should be mentioned: (1)
the census count of private school pupils is declining gradually and
the ODE has tightened up its census count procedures, and (2) the
Catholic and Lutheran parochial schools are the major private school
participants. The first year non-participant "fundamentalist" private
schools continue to abstain from the block grant program even after
noting the non-interference stance of the Office of Education, the LEA
and the ODE in dealing with participating private schools.

The ODE reporting procedures on private school participation have
been revised to yield more definitive data on programs and expenditure

requests to LEAs,

Q6. What is the role of the State Block Grant Advisory Com-
mittee? Who serves, who appoints, how are decisions
made, and what issues, if any, exist?
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The implementation of the block grant program was accomplished

quickly, effectively, and efficiently. The working relationship
between the Governor's office and the ODE expedited the appointment of
the state block grant advisory committee. The nominations for the com-
mittee were gleaned from recommendations solicited by the ODE from a
broad range of education interest groups and individuals. The role of
the State Advisory Committee has been to recommend actions and programs
to the State Board. The SAC recommendations concerning the LEA alloca-
tion formula, the ODE set aside rate, and on the use of set aside funds
within the ODE have been accepted by the State Board and put into prac-
tice. As one SAC member said,

There has been a lot of give and take . . . we had a lot of

respect for each other's viewponts . . . our only disagreement

was over the percentage allocations to high cost special needs

programs.

The following chapter presents the major conclusions drawn from

the findings, and reports the major implications of the study.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
Introduction

This study concerned the fiscal, governance, and educational
impact of the Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act, Chapter 2
block grant program on elementary and secondary education in Oregon.

This chapter reports the conclusions and implications of this study.
Conclusions

The following hypotheses were developed following a review of the
literature. The hypotheses are restated here as a means of summarizing
relevant findings and reporting the acceptance or rejection of each

hypothesis:

H1. The block grant program did not reduce federal aid to Oregon
school districts. As a group, school districts received
higher levels of federal block grant funds than they had

received from the comparable antecedent categorical pro-
grams.

This hypothesis is accepted. Contrary to popular opinion, the ECIA
block grant program delivered more federal aid to Oregon LEAS as a
group than did the antecedent categorical programs. One reason for
this was that Oregon had only one LEA (Portland) receiving Emergency
School Assistance Aid. This study examined five classifications of

recipient organizations; four groups were school districts and one
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group was the state institution schools. Of the five groups, only the
metropolitan urban (Portland) and state institution schools received

less federal aid under the block grant program.

H2. The block grant program guidelines, the recommendations of
the State Block Grant Advisory Committee (SAC), and the
decisions of the State Board of Education concerning Block
Grant allocations to local education agencies resulted in:
2.1 A redistribution of federal aid away from rural area

school districts toward suburban and population center
area school districts.

2.2 A decrease in the allocation of block grant funds to
the state operated institutions, i.e., MacLaren, Oregon
School for the Deaf, etc.

2.3 An increase in the participation of private elementary
and secondary education schools in federal aid.

This hypothesis is accepted. The block grant program has caused
redistribution of federal aid among Oregon school districts. The re-
distribution has two major characteristics. The first characteristic
is a movement toward mathematical equity where the proportion of pupils
served is becoming more equal to the proportion of federal aid re-
ceived. The second redistribution characteristic is one where propor-
tionate allocations to the metropolitan-urban and rural school dis-
tricts are decreasing while proportionate allocations to population
center and suburban school districts are increasing.

The state institution schools and the metropolitan school
district of Portland were the only recipient groups to receive less
federal aid under the block grant program. In 1985, the decline in
state institution aid per pupil was reversed and the state institution
allocations per pupil increased for the first time. This reversal

resulted from a decline in overall state pupil participation in the
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face of an increase in Oregon's block grant appropriation. Therefore,
the proportionate pupil allocations were higher. The Portland school
district's loss has not been replaced.

About 67% of Oregon's eligible private school pupils participate
in the block grant program through the local school districts. Private
school participation data for the 1982 antecedent categorical programs
were not available. An approximation of 1982 participation was formu-
lated by conducting a hypothetical block grant allocation. The hypo-
thetical allocation suggests that private school access to federal aid
has increased in the block grant program. Findings in other states,
such as Colorado and Michigan, report that the private schools received
from three to five times as much federal aid under the block grant pro~
gram as they did from the antecedent categorical programs.

H3. The block grant program has continued a trend of decreased
federal aid to the Oregon Department of Education (ODE) for
support of leadership and management services to elementary
and secondary school districts.

This hypothesis is not accepted. The major reductions in
force at the ODE and a reduction in field services to LEAs occurred in
the two-year period preceding the Chapter 2 block grant program. While
the block grant program and ODE's full utilization of the allowable 20%
set aside have not resulted in restoring lost FTE positions, the flexi-
bility of the set aside utilization has permitted the ODE to fund its
major program in school reform and improvement, the Oregon Action Plan

for Excellence.

H4. The block grant program has had a major impact on LEA
responses to technological changes in both the acquisition

of new technology and the development of personnel in the
use of new technologies.
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If the hypothesis could be rephrased to read "LEA's increased
potential for response....," it could be accepted. School districts
are investing a major portion of their block grant allocation in com-
puter hardware and related programs. However, one cannot assume that
these investments have had a major impact on LEA responses to techno-

logical change.

H5. The inclusion of the Elementary and Secondary Assistance Aid
(ESAA) revenues in Chapter 2 resulted in reduced aid for
high-cost children and a de-emphasis on desegregation
activities in the Portland school district.

This hypothesis is not accepted. The inclusion of the ESAA pro-~
gram in the block grant did result in a loss of revenue to the Portland
school district. However, the district continues to pursue the major
policies and programs established under the ESAA program. The desegre-
gation programs have shifted from the earlier massive busing programs
to school level enrichment and staff development. The school district
continues to invest portions of the block grant program along with
Title 1 and general fund budget resources in programs for high-cost
children. It may be that an enlightened school board's commitment to a

policy of and programs for equality of educational opportunity trans-

cended the loss of or access to federal funds.
Implications

Block grants represent a small fraction of the total educational
expenditure in Oregon, but discontinuance of the program would create
short-term financial problems within LEAs. The block grant program has
provided funding to enhance the talented and gifted programs, to

acquire computer hardware and software, and to retain the level of

service in many basic skill programs. Loss of the block grant funding
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would either eliminate many programs or require resources from the
general fund budget to continue programs developed to meet the unique
needs of local school districts and communities. Loss of the program
would be of major consequence to the Oregon Department of

Education. It represents the means for the State Board of Education
and the ODE to be leaders and major participants in shaping educational
change and reform proposals.

While the transition from antecedent categorical programs to
block grants effected redistribution of federal aid away from the
metropolitan urban Portland school district toward the population
centers and suburban school districts, this may be of minor interest
and concern. The appeal of the block grant program seems to override
issues of need, equity, and distribution. While the block grant may
have been viewed as a short-term windfall during its first year, the
program is now viewed as a continuing, stable funding source with few
strings attached. It permits LEAs to develop programs reflecting local
school district priorities that perhaps they would not have done other-
wise or, more probably, wouldn't have done as quickly at the same
level.

The genesis of block grant programs in educaticn lay in the
notion that the federal government could provide a measure of financial
support in the absence of tightly controlled accountability, evalua-
tion, and monitoring mechanisms. Local communities and schools, both
public and private, would be more likely to make the most effective use
of federal aid with a minimum of federal interference. While this may

be well intentioned and feasible, it leads to a vagueness about the
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purpose of federal aid and the future role of the federal government in
finaﬁcing elementary and secondary education.

Throughout this study, financial and programmatic implications
have been analyzed as to the effects of the first educational block
grant in the history of our naticn upon educational policy and fi-
nancial planning. The merging of categorical programs into block
grants has been attempted since 1967. These proposals have failed
since proponents were unable to garner sufficient support in either
Congress or the educational community to ensure passage (Hastings,
1981). A national crisis of rapidly increasing inflation and high
rates of unemployment provided the impetus for the Reagan Administra-
tion's Program for Economic Recovery. With the passage of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, over 80 categorical programs were
consolidated into six human services block grants, including the
Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act, Chapter 2 Block Grants.
Reversing the national trend of the federal government to provide aid
that assured states and local school districts would develop programs
deemed to be in the national interest, the Chapter 2 program with
nonregulatory guidelines caused the pendulum to swing and educators
witnessed the turning back of time (Verstegen, 1983).

While conducting this study, the researcher has been struck with
the notion that this study and most of the block grant research has
been concerned with the means and mechanisms being used in the block
grant program and not concerned with the larger question of national

interests and purposes being served by the block grant program.
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The incorporation of the Emergency School Assistance Aid into the
Chapter 2 block grant program caused discontent in states where metropo-
litan urban school districts were undergoing voluntary or court ordered
desegregation. Whéther Chapter 2 was ever consciously intended to weaken
urban desegregation programs while strengthening services to private
schools is unknown. However, that seems to have been one of the conse-
quences of the block grant program (McGeorge, 1983). This is an issue
that has been brought to the attention of Congress in hearings before the
Congressional Subcommittee of the Committee on Government Operations.

The implications of reduced federal aid to these metropolitan urban dis-
tricts is yet to be addressed by policymakers.

Have block grants been good or bad? The choice is simplistic.
Certainly, permissive and flexible management and oversight have benefit-
ted local school districts even though reductions in some school dis-
tricts have caused programmatic changes. If the intent of the program is
to equalize spending per pupil, it appears that the states' distribution
formulae, including Oregon's, have achieved that goal. If the intent was
to continue providing federal aid to local school districts with large
concentrations of high cost pupils, the program is open to challenge.

The allocation of federal revenues in the absence of strongly con-
ceived purpose can be defined as revenue sharing; over time, the Chapter
2 block grant program may evolve into an education revenue sharing pro-
gram. In times of economic difficulty and revenue shortfalls, the justi-
fication for continued educational block grants may be questioned. The
prospects of this implication may require lawmakers and educators to face
critical policy issues in the future regarding the responsibilities of

the federal government for American education.
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Chapter 2—Consolidation Of Federal
Programs For
Elementary And Secondary
Education

SEC. 581. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

It is the purpose of this chapter to consclidate the program

authorizations contained in—

1) titles I, 111, IV, V, VI, VIII, and IX (except part C) of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965;

2} the Alcohal and Drug Abuse Education Act;

{3) part A and ssction 532 of title V of the Higher Education Act
of 1965;
{4) the Follow Through Act (on a phased basis);
(5} section 3{aH1) of the National Science Foundation Act of 1950
rclating to precollege science teacher training; and

6) the Career Education Incentive Act;

into a single suthorization of grants to States for the same

purposcs set forth in the provisions of law specified in this

seatence, but to be used in accordance with the educational

aeeds and peiorities of State and local educational agencics as

determined by such agencies. 1t is the further purpose and in-

teat of Congress W finuncially assist State and local educa-

ticnal aguncics to impruve elementary and secondary educa-

tion {including preschonl education) for children attending

both public and privete schools, and to do so in a manner

designed to greatly reduce the enormous edministrative and

paperwork burden imposed on schools at the expense of their

ability to educate children.

The basic responsibility for the administration of funds made

available under this chapter is in the State educational agencies,
¢ it is the inecat of Congress that this respunsibility be carried

out with 8 minimum of paperwork and that the responsibility for

the design and implementation of programs assisted under the

chapter shall be mainly that of local educational agencies, schoot

superintendents and principals, and clussroom teachers and sup-

porting personne, bucuuse they have the most direct contact with

students and are most directly responsible to parents.
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SEC. 562. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS:
DURATION OF ASSISTANCE

There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be
necessary for fiscal year 1982 and each of the five succeeding
fiscal ycars to carry out the provisions of this chapter.

During the period beginning July 1, 1982, and ending September
30, 1987, the Sccretary shall, in accordance with the provisions of
this subtitle, muke payrients to State educational agencies for the
purposes of this chapter.

Funds available under previously authorized programs shall be
available for the purpose of such payments in accordance with
section 514(b}{2) of the Omnibus Education Reconciliation Act of
1981.

SEC. 563. ALLOTMENTS TO STATES

From the sums appropriated to carry out this chapter in any
fiscal year, the Sucretary shall rescrve not o exceed 1 per centum
for payments to Guum, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the
Trust Territory of the Pucific 1slunds, and the Northern Mariana
Islands, to be allotted in accordance with their respective needs.
The Sccretary shall rescrve an additional amount, not to exceced 6
per centum of the sums appropriatad, to carry out the purposes of
section 583. From the remainder of such sums the Sceretary shall
allot to cuch State in an amount which bears the same ratio to the
amount of such remainder as the school-age population of the
State bears to the school-age population of all States, except that
no State shall reccive less than an amount equal tw 0.5 per cen-
tum of such rumainder.
For the purposes of this section:
(1) The term *“school-ayge population™ means the population aged
five through seventeen.
{2} The term “States " includes the fifty States, the District of Col-
umbia, and Puerto Rico. ’

SEC. 564. STATE APPLICATIONS

Any State which desires to recvive grants under this chapter shall

file an application with the Sueretary which—

(1) desi;mates the State educational agency as the State agency
responsible for the administration and supervision of pro-
grams assisted under this chupter;

(2) provides for a process of active and continuing consultation
with the State educational ugency of an udvisory committee,
_appuinted by the Governor und determined by the Governor
Lo be Lraadly representative of the ducational interests und
the generul public in the State, including persons represen-
talive of —
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(A) public and private elementary and secondary school-
children;

(B) classroom teachers;

(C) parents of elementary and secondery schoolchildren;

(D) local boards of education;

(E) local and regional school administrators (including prin-
cipals and superintendents);

(F) institutions of higher education; and

(G) the State legislature,

to advise the State educational agency on the allocation
among authorized functions of funds (not to exceed 20 per
centum of the amount of the State’s allotment) reserved for
State use urder section 565(a), on the formula for the alloce-
tion of funds to local educational agencies, and on the plan-
ning, development, support, implementation, and evaluation
of State programs assisted under this chapter;

{3) sets forth the plunned allocation of funds reserved for State
use under section 565(a) among subchapters A, B, and C of
this chapter and among the authorized programs and projects
which are to be implemenied, and the atlocation of such funds
required to implement section 586, including administrative
costs of carrying out the responsibilitics of the State ¢duca-
tional agency under this chapter:

{4) provides for timely public notice and public dissemination of
the inforination provided pursuant to paraygraphs (2) and (3);

{5} beginning with fiscal year 1984, provides for an annual
evaluation of the effectiveness of programs assisted under
this chapter, which shall include con:ments of the advisory
committee, and shall be made available to the public; and

(6) provides that the State educutional agency will keep such
records and provide such information to the Secrvtary as may
be required for fiscal audit and program evaluation (consis-
tent with the responsibilities of the Sceretary under this
chaper), und

(T) contains assurances that there is compliance with the specific
requirements of this chapter.

(b) An application filed by the State under subsection (a) shall be for
a period not to exceed three fiscal years, and may be amended an-
nuolly as may be necessary Lo reflect changes without filing a
new application.
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SEC. 565. ALLOCATION TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

From the sum made availsble ezch ycar under section 563, the
State educational agency shall distribute not less than 80 per cen-
tum to local educational agencies within such State according to
the relative enrollments in public and nonpublic schools within
the school district of such agencics, adjusted, in accordance with
criteria approved Ly the Secretary, to provide higher per pupil
allocations W local educutional agencies which huve the greatest
numbers or percentages of children whose education imposes a
higher than uverage cost per child, such as—
(1) children from low-income families,
(2) children living in economically depressed urban and rural
arcas, and
{3) children living in sparscly populated areas.
The Sceretary shall approve criteria suggested by the State
educational sgency for adjusting allocations under subsection (a)
if such criteria are reasonubly calculated to produce an equitable
distribution of funds with refcrence to the factors set forth in
subsection (a).
From the funds paid to it pursuant Lo sections 563 and 564 dur
ing cach fiscal year, the State educational agency shall distribute
to cach locul educational ugency which has submitted an applica-
tion as required in section 566 the amount of its allocation as
determined under subsection (a).

SEC. 566. LOCAL APPLICATIONS

A local educational agency may receive its allocation of funds
undcr this chapter for any year in which it has on file with the
State educational sgency an application which—

{1) sots forth the planned allocntion of funds among subchapters
A, B, and C of this chapler and for the programs authorized
by such subchapters which it intends to support, including
the allocation of xuch funds required to implement section
586;

{2) provides assurances of compliance with provisions of this
chapler relatingg to such programs, including the purticipation
of children enrolled in private, nonprofit schouls in accordance
with section 586;

{3) agrees Lo kevp such records, and provide such information to
the State wducationul opency a3 reasonably may be requined
for fixcal audit snd program cvaluation, consistent with the
responsibilities of the State agency under this chupter; and

(4) in the allocation of funds for progrums authorized by this
chupter, and in the desigm, planning, and implenwentation of
such programs, provides for systematic consultation with
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parents of children attending elementary and secondary
schools in the arca served by the local agency, with teschers
and sdministrative personnel in such schools, and with other
groups as may be decmed appropriate by the local educational
&gency. .

(b) An application filed by a local educational agency under subsec
tion (a) shall be for a period not to exceed three fiscal years, may
provide for the allocation of funds emong programs and purposes
authorized by this chapter for a period of three years, and may be
amendcd annually as may be necessary to reflect changes without
filing a new application.

c) Each local educational agency shall have complete discretion, sub-
ject only to the provisions of this chapter, in determining how
funds the agency receives under this section shall be divided
among the purposes of this chapter in accordance with the ap-
plication submitted under this section.

Subchapter A—Basic Skills Development

SEC. 571. USE OF FUNDS
Funds allocated for use under this subchapter shall be used by State
and local educational agencics to deve'lop and implement a com-
prehensive and coordinated program designed to improve elementary
and secondary school instruction in the basic skills of reading,
mathematics, and written and oral communication, as formerly
suthorized by title 11 of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1963, relating to basic skills improvement, including the
special mathematics program as formerly authorized by section 232
of such title.

SEC. 572
STATE LEADERSHIP AND SUPPORT SERVICES

{a} In order to achicve the purposes of this subchapter, State educa-
tional aguncies may use funds reserved for State programs to
make grants to and enter into contracts with local educutional
agencies, institutions of higher education, and other public and
private sgencies, organizutions, and institutions—

{1) tocaury out planning, research and development, demon-
stration projects, training of leadership personnel, short term
and regular session leacher training institutes; and

(2) for the development of instructional muteriuls, the dissemina-
tion of inforination, and Wwehaical assistance to local educa-
Gona! agencies.

Each State educutional agency may also use such funds for

technical agsistance gnd training for State boards of education.
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State educational agencies may support activities designed to
enlist the assistance of parents and volunteers working with
schools to improve the performance of children in the basic skills.
Such activities may include—

(1) the development and dissemination of materials that parents
may usc in the home to improve their children’s performance
in those skills; and

(2) voluntary training activities for parents to encourege and
assist them to develop their children in developing basic skills:

except that such activities conducted in local areas shall be con-

ducted with the approval of and in conjuction with programs of
local educational sgencics.

SEC. §73. SCHOOL LEVEL PROGRAMS

In planning for the utilization of funds it allocates for this chapter
(from its allotment under section 565) a local educational agency
shall provide foe the participation of children enrolled in private
elementary and secondiry schools {and of teachers in such
schoals) in uccordance with section 586. Such plans shall be
develupnd in conjuction with und involve continuing consultation
with teachers and principals in such district. Such planning shall
include a systematic strategy for improving basic skills instruc-
tion for all children which provides for planning and implementa-
tion at the school building level, involving teachers, ad-
ministrators, and (to the extent practicuble) parents, and utilizing
alt svailable resources in a comprehensive program. The progrums
shall include—

{1) diugnostic asvessment Lo identify the necds of all children in
the school;

(2} the establishownt of learning gaals and objectives for children
and foe the school;

{3) to the extent practicable, pre-service and in-service training
and development programs {or teachers, administrators,
teacher aides and other support personnel, designed to im-
prove instruction in the basic skills:

{4) activitics desigmcd to enlist the support and participation of
parents to aid in the instruction of their children; and

(S) procedures for testing students and for evaluation of the ef-
fectivenesy of programs for maintsining a continuity of cffort
for individual children.

The programs described in subsection (1) may include such

arrawide or districtwide activitica us learning centers accessible

to studenty and parents, denonstration and troining programs for
parcents, and other activitics desigined to promote more cffective
instruction in the basic skills.
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Subchapter B—Educational Improvement
and Support Services

SEC. 576. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

It is the purpose of this subchapter to permit State and local educa-
tional agencies to use Federal funds (directly, and through grants to
or contracts with educational agencies, local educational agencies, in-
stitutions of higher education, and other public and private agencies,
organizations, and institutions) to carry out selected activites from
among the full range of programs and projects formerly authorized
under title IV, relating to ¢ducational improvement, resources, and
support, title V, relating to State leadership, title VI, relating to
emergency school aid, of the Elementary and Secendary Education
Act of 1965, section 3(alil) of the National Science Foundation Act of
1950, relating to precolleye science teacher training, and part A and
section 532 of title V of the Higher Education Act of 1965, relating to
the Teacher Corps and wacher centers, in accordance with the plan-
red «llocation of funds set forth in the applications under sections
564 and 566, in conformity with the other requirements of this
chapter.

SEC. 577. AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES

Programs and projects authorized under this subchapter include—

(1) the acquisition and utilization—

(A) of school library resources, textbooks, and other printed
and published instructional materials for the use of
children and teachers in public and privale elementary
and secondary schonls which shall be used for instrue-
tional purposes only, and

(B) of instructional cquipment and material suitable for use in
providing education in academic subjects for use by
children snd teachers in clementary and secondary schools
which shall be used for instructional purpmes only,

which tuke into account the needs of children in both public

and jrivate schools bused upon periodic consultation with

teuchers, librarians, media specialists, and privale school
officials;

{2) the development of programs designed to improve local
-educationul practices in elementary and secondary schools,
and particulorly sctivities designed to address educational
prublems such us the education of children with special necds
{educetionally deprived children, gifted and talented children,
including children in private schools);



(3) programs designed to assist local educational agencies, upoa
their request, to more effectively address educational pro-
blems caused by the isolation or concentration of minority
group children in certain schools if such assistance is not con-
ditioned upon any requirement that a local educational agency
which assigns students Lo schools on the basis of geographic
attendance arvas adopt any other method of student assign-
ment, and that such assistance is not made available for the
transportation of students or teuchers or for the acquisition of
equipment for such transportation;

(4) comprehensive guidance, counscling, and testing programs in
elementary and sccondary schools and State and local support
services necessary for the effective implementation and
evaluation of such programs tincluding those designed to help
prepare students for employment);

(S} programs and projects to improve the planning, mznagement
and implementation of educational programs, including fiscal
management, by both State and local educational agencies. and
the cooperation of such agencies with other public agencies;

(6) progrums and projects to assist in teacher training and in-
service staff development, particularly to better prepare both
ncew and in-service personnel to deal with contemporary
teaching and lcarning requirements cnd to provide assistance
in the teaching and learning of educationally deprived
students; and

(7) programs and projects to assist local educational agencies to
mect the needs of children in schools undergoing desvgrega-
tion and to assist such agencics to develop and implement
plans for desegregation in the schooly of such agencies.

Subchapter C—Special Projects
SEC. 581. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

It is the purpose of this subchapter to permit State and local educa-
tional ajrencics to use Federal funds (directly and through grants to
of contracts with cducational agencies, local educational agencies, in-
stitutions of higher education, and other public and private apvncies,
organizations, and institutions) to carry out selected activites {rom
among the full range of proprams and projects forinerly authorized
under title T reluting to xpecinl projects, title V11, relating to com-
munity schooly, and title IX (except part C), reluting to rfted and
talented children, educational proficicncy standards, safe schools pro-
gram, and ethnic heritzyze program, of the Elementary and Sccondary
Education Act of 165, the Carcer Education Incentive Act, and part
B of title V of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, reluting to
Follow Through programy, in accotdunce with the planned allocation
of funds st forth in the applicutions under sections 564 and 566, in
conformily with the other requirenmwents of this chapter.,
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SEC. 582. AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES

Programs and projects authorized under this subchapter include—
(1) special projects (as may be determined to be desirable by the

t4

State or loca! educationnl agencies) in such areas as—

(A) preparation of students to use metric weights and
measurements when such use is needed;

(B} emphasis on the arts as an integral part of the curriculum;

{O) i) in-school partnership programs in which the parents of

school-age children participate to enhance the education
and personul development of the children, previously
authorized by part B of the Headsturt-Follow Through
Act;

(ii) preschoal partnership programs in which the schools
work with parents of preschool children in couperation
with programs funded under the Headstart-Follow
Through Act;

(D) consumer education;

(E) preparation for employment, the relationship between
basic academic skill development and work experience,
and coordination with youth employment programs car-
ried out under the Comprehensive Employment Training
Act;

(F) career education previously suthorized by the Carcer
Education Incentive Act

{G) environmental education, health education, education
about lepal institutions and the American system of law
and its undcerlying principles. and studies on population
and the effects of population changes:

(H) academic and vocational education of juvenile delin-
quents, youth offenders, and adult eriminal offenders; and

{I}) programs to introduce disadvantaged secondary school
students Lo the possibilities of careurs in the biomedical
and medical sciences, and to encouruge, motivate, and
ausist them in the pursuit of such carcers;

the use of public education facilities as community centers
operated by a local education agency in conjunction with other
local governmental agencies and community orsanizations
and groups to provide educations!, recreational. heulth care,
cultural, snd other reluted community and huinan scrvices for
the community served in uccordunce with the neds, interests,
and concerns of the community and the agreement und condi-
tions of the governing bLoard of the local oducational aguncy;
and

118



(3) additional programs, including—

(A} special programs to identify, encourage, and meet the
spocial educational needs of children who give evidence of
high performance capability in areas such as intellectual,
creative, artistic, loadership capacity, or specific
academic ficlds, and who require services or activitics not
ordinarily provided by the school in order to fully develop
such cupabilities;

(B) establishnmwnt of educationul proficiency standards for
reading. writing, mathematics, or other subjects, the ad-
ministrution of examinations to measure the proficiency
of students, and implementation of programs (coordinated
with those under subchapter A of this chupter) designed
to assist students in achieving levels of proficiency com-
patible with established standards;

(Q) programs designed Lo promote safcty in the schools and
to reduce the incidence of criine and vandalism in the
school environment;

(D) planning. developing, and implementing ethnic heritage
studies programs to provide all persons with an oppor-
tunity to learn about and appreciate the unique contribu-
tions to the Anmerican nutional heritage nmade by the
various cthnic groups, and to enable students better to
understand their own cultural heritage as well as the
culunal heritage of others; and

(E) programs involving training and advisory services under
tite 1V of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Subchapter D—Secretary’s Discretionary Funds
SEC. 583. DISCRETIONARY PROGRAM AUTHORIZED

{a) From the sums reserved by the Secretary pursuant to the second
sentence of section 563a) the Seenttary is suthorized to carry out
dircetly or through grants to or contracts with State and local
educational aprencies, institutions of higher education, and other
public ond private agencies, organizations, and institutions, pro-
grams and projocts which~

{1) provide a national source for gathering and disseminating in-
formution on the effectiveness of programs designed Lo meet
the speecial educational needs of educationally deprived
children, and uthers served by this subtitle, and for assessing
the newds of such individuals, including progrums und pro-
jects formetly authorized by section 376 of the Elementary
and Sccundory Education Act of 1965 and programs and pro-
jecin formerly funded under the “*National Diffusion
Network™ progrum;

119



)

\a)

(2) carry out research and demonstrations related to the purposes of
this subtitle;

(3) are designed to improve the training of teachers and other in-
structional personnel needed to carry out the purposes of this
subtitle; or

{4) are designed to assist State and local educational agencies in
the implcmentation of programs under this subtitle.

From the funds reserved for the purposes of this section, the

Secretary shall first fund—

(1} the Inexpensive Book Distribution Program (as carricd out
through “"Reading is Fundamental™) as formerly authorized
by part C of title I of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965,

{2) the programs of national significance in the “Arts in Educa-
tion" Program as formerly authorized by part C of title 111 of
such Act, and

(3) programs in alcchol and drug abuse education as formerly
authorized by the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education Act.

at least in amounts necessary to sustain the activities described

in this sentence at the level of operations duning fiscal year 1981,

and then utilize the remainder of such funds for the other

authorized activities described in subsection (a).

Subchapter E—General Provisions
SEC.585 MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT:
FEDERAL FUNDS SUPPLEMENTARY

(1) Except as provided in parugraph (2}, 2 State is entitled to
receive its full allocation of funds under this chapter for any
fiscal year if the Sccretary finds that either the combined
fiscal effort per student of the ajrgregate expenditures within
the State with re<pect to the provision uf free public educa-
tion for the preceding fiscul year wus not less than 90 per cen-
tum of such combinced fiscal ctfort or spmgate expenditures
for the sccond preceding fiscal ycar.

(2) The Sceretury shall reduce the amount of the ullocution of
funds under this chapter in any fiscal vear in the exact pro-
portion o which the Stute fails to meet the requirements of
paragruph (1) by falling below Y0 per centum of Loth the fiscal
effort per student and the apgregate expenditures (using the
muasure most favoruble to the Stute), and no such lesser
amount shall L usd for computing the cffort required under
pucagraph (1) for suhsequent yeors,

(3) The Sccrvtary may wuive, for one fiscal year only, the require
ments of this subsaction if he determines that such a waiver
would be equitable duc to exceptivnal or uncontrolluble cir
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cumstances such as a natura! disaster or a precipitous and un-
forescen decline in the financial resources of the State.

(b) A State or local educational agency may use and allocate funds
reccived under this chapter only so as to supplement and, to the
extent practical, increase the level of funds that would. in the
absence of Federal funds made available under this chapter, be
made available from non-Federul sources, and in no case may
such funds be usid s0 as to supplunt funds {rom non-Fedcral
sources.

(&) The Sccretary is specifically authorized to issue regulations to en-
force the provisions of this section.

SEC. 586. PARTICIPATION OF CHILDREN
ENROLLED IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS

(&) (1) To the extent consistent with the number of children in the
school district of a Jocal educutional agency which is eligible
to recuive funds under this chapter or which serves the area in
which a program or project assisted under this chapter is
located who are enrolled in private nonprofit elementary and
sccondary schools, or with respect to instructional or person-
nel training programs funded by the State educational apeney
from funds reserved for State use under section 565, such
sgency after consultation with appropriate private school of-
ficialy shall provide for the benefit of such children in such
schonls secular, neutral, and nonideolugical services,
materials, and equipment including the participation of the
teachers of such children (and other educational personnel see
ving such chiliren) in training programs, and the repair,
minor remodelingg, oe construction of public fucilitics as may
be necesiary for their provision (consistent with subsaction (c)
of this section), or, if such service, materials, and equipnent
are nat feasible of necessary in one or mwore such private
schools as determined by the local wducational agency after
conxultation with the approprinte private schoal officials,
shall provide such other arramement s as will assure equitable
participation of such childeen in the purposes and benefits of
this chapter.

(2} i no proyrutn or project is carried out under subsaction (al(1)
of this section in the schoul district of a loval educational
apency. the State educational apzency shall make ar
ranpement s, such as throupgh contracts with nonprofit agen-
cics or organizations, under which children in private schools
in that dixtrict ure pravided with services and materinls to the
extent that would have oveurred if the local educational agen-
¢y had reccived funds under this chapter.
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(3) The requirements of this section relating to the participation
of children, teachers, and other personnel serving such
children shall apply to programs and projects carried out
under this chapter by a State or local educational agency,
whether directly or through grants to or contracts with other
public or private agenciey, institutions, or organizations.

(b) Expenditures for programs pursuant to subsection {a) shall be
equal (consistent with the number of children to be served) to ex-
penditures for programs under this chapter for children enrolled
in the public schools of the local educstional agzency, taking into
account the needs of the individual children and other factors
which relate to such expenditures, and when funds available to a
local educational agency under this chapter are used to concen-
trate programs or projects on a particulur group, attendance area,
or grade or age level, children enrolled in private schools who are
included within the group, stlendance area, or grade or age level
sclected for such concentration shall, after consultation with the
appropriate private school officiuls, be assurd equituble partici-
pation in the purposes and benefits of such programs or projucts.

() (1) The control of funds provided under this chapter and title to
materials, equipment, and property repaired, remadeled, o
constructed therewith shall be in a public agency for the uses
and purposes provided ih this chapter, and a public agency
shall administer such funds and property.

{2) The provision of services pursuant to this section shall be pro-
vided by employees of a public agency or through contract by
such public ugency with u person, an association, agency, or
corporation who or which, in the provision of such services, is
independent of such private school and of any religfious
organizations, and such cinployment oe contract shull be
under the control and supervision of such public agvncy, and
the funds provided under thus chapter shall not be com-
mingled with Stawe or local funda.

{d) 1f by reason of any provision of law a State or lncal cducationsl
agency is prohihited frum providing f{or the participation in pro-
grams of childrun enrclied in privute elementary und secondury
schools, us required by this scction, the Secretary shall waive
such requirements and shall arrunge for the provision of services
to such children throussh arrangements which shall be subject to
the requirements of this section.

(e} (1) If the Sccrelary determines that a State or local educational
sguency has substantially failed or is unwilling to pruvide for
the participativn on an equitsble busis of children enrolled in
private elementary and sicondary schools as required by this
saction, he may waive such requirements and shull arrunge foe
the provision of services Lo such children through arrunge-
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ments which shall be subject to the requirements of this
saction.

{2) Pending final resolution of any investigation of complaining
that could result in a determination under this subsection or
subsection (d), the Socretary may withhold from the allocation of
the affected State or local educational agency the amount he
estimatad would be nocessary Lo pay the cost of those services.

Any determination by the Secretary under this section shall con-

tinue in effoct until the Secretary determines that there will no

longer by eny failure or inability on the part of the State or local

educational spency to meet the requirements of subsections (a)

and (bl

When the Sccretary arranges for services pursuant to this sec-
tion, he shall, after consultation with the sppropriate public and
private school officials. pay the cost of such services, including
the administrative costs of arranging fur those services, from the
appropriate allotment of the Staw under this chapter.

{1} The Sceretary shall not take any final action under this sec-
tion until the State educational agency and the local educa-
tional agency affected by such action have had en opportun:
ity, for at least forty-five days after nceiving written notice
theren{, Lo submit written objections and to appear before the
Scerctary or his designee to show why that action should not
be taken.

{2) 1f a State or local agency is dissatisfied with the Secretary's
finul action after a proceeding under paragraph (1) of this
subsection, it may within sixty dayvs sfter notice of such
action, file with the United States court of appeals for the cir
cuit in which such State is located a petition for review of
that action. A copy of the petition shall be forthwith
transmitted by the clerk of the court to the Secretary. The
Sccrctary thercupon shall file in the court the record of the
proceedings on which he hawed this uction, as provided in sec
tion 2112 of title 28, United States Cade.

3} The findings of fuct by the Scervtary, if supported by
substuntial evidence, shall be conclusive; but the court, foe
guad cause shown, may remand the case to the Sceretary to
take further evidence and the Secretary may thereupon nuwke
new or madificd findings of fact and may modify his previous
action, and shall file in the court the record of the further pro-
cvedings. Such new or madified findings of fact shall likewive
be conclusive if supported by substantic! evidence.

(4) Upon the fiting of such petition, the court shall have jurisdie
tivn Lo alfirm the action of the Necrvtary o to set it aside, in
whale or in part. The judgent of the court shall be subject
to review by the Supreme Court of the United States upon
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certiorari or certification as provided in section 1254 of title
28. United States Code.
Any bypass determination by the Secretary under titles If
through V1 and VIl1 and IX of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 prior to the effective date of this chapter
shall remain in effect Lo the extent consistent with the purposes
of this chapter.

SEC. 587. REPEALS

Effective October 1, 1982, the provisions of —

(1) titles I1, HIL IV, V, VI, VIII, and 1X (except part C) of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965;

2 pfart A and section 532 of title V of the Higher Education Act
of 1365;

{3) the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education Act; and

(4) the Carcer Education Incentive Act. are repealed.

Effective October 1, 1984, subchapter C of chapter 8 of subtitle A
of title VI of this Act, relating to Folow Through programs is

repealed.
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APPENDIX B

OREGON'S STATE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

FOR CHAPTER 2 BLOCK GRANTS



OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

700 Pringle Parkway SE

Salem, OR 97316

CHAPTER 2

April 10, 1984

CONSOLIDATION EDUCATION GRANTS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Name

Representing

Term

Kathleen Bowman
1515 SW Fifth Ave.
Suite 500
Portland, OR 97201

Sister Mary Breling
6235 NE 10th
Portland, OR 97211
PHONE: 287-2332

Thelma Unthank Brown
534 NE 43rd
Portland, OR 97213
PHONE: 287-8797

Maurice J. Caba

6770 Parkway
Gladstone, OR 97027
PHONE: 249-2000, Ext.

Barbara Hasek

P.0. Box 452
Springfield, OR 97477
PHONE: 747-8352

Addie J. Haynes
4114 NE 19th Avenue
Portland, OR 97211
PHONE: 252-1716

Donna B. Hitchman
Route 1, Box 504
Warrenton, OR 97146
PHONE:

Robert Humphreys

14765 Waldo Hills Drive SE

Sublimity, OR 97385
PHONE: 873-4905 or
769-6668

861-2547 (Home)
325-2862 (Office)

Public

Private Schools

Elementary Principal

Fed. Program Director

Teacher/Coordinator
(Succeeds J. Hartzog)

ESD Business Manager
(Succeeds D. Cushing)

ESD Board Member

11/1/83-10/31/84

11/1/83-10/31/85

11/1/83-10/31/84

11/1/83-10/31/84

11/1/83~-10/31/84

11/1/83-10/31/85

11/1/83-10/31/85

11/1/83-10/31/84
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Delna L. Jones

State Representative

1625 SW Pheasant Drive

Aloha, OR 97006

Phone: 642-3102 (Home)
242-5624 (Office)

David J. Madian
2435 NE 17th Ave.
Portland, OR 97212
PHONE: 281-1764

Patricia A. Schmuck
Lewis & Clark College
615 SW Palatine Hill Rd.
Portland, OR 97219
PHONE: 246-~6161, Ext.

Legislator
(Succeeds Rep. J. Hamby)

High School Student
(Succeeds K. Anderson)

Private Higher Education

345 (College)

345-7425 (Home-Eugene)

H. Wesley Smith

1386 Woodland Drive

Ashland, OR 97520

PAONE: 482-1611 (School)
482~0843 (Home)

Samuel D.

Curry ESD

P.O. Box 786

Gold Beach, OR 97444

PHONE: 247-6681
247-6760 (Home)

Wilson

Preston H. Winn
P.0. Box 214

Moro, OR 97039
PHONE: 565~3296 or
565-3500

Nancy Wiprud

1380 N. Gould
Coquille, OR 97423
PHONE: 396-2235

William Worrell, Chair

Bend Admin. School Dist. 1

520 N.W. Wall Street
Bend, OR 97701
PHONE: 389-9711

(Curry ESD)

Junior High Principal

ESD Superintendent
(Succeeds C. Seger)

High School Teacher
(Succeeds D. Iverson)

High School Teacher

LEA Superintendent

11/1/83-10/31/85

11/1/83-10/31/84

11/1/83-10/31/84

11/1/83-10/31/85

11/1/83-10/31/85

11/1/83-10/31/85

11/1/83-10/31/84

11/1/83-10/31/84
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CONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVEMENT
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FOR DEPARTHENT ySE ONLY

Project No. _ __ Date Recelved

1985 -86
OREGON APPLICATION FORM FOR GRANTS
AUTHORIZED UNDER CHAPTER 2--
EOUCATION CONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 198}

See accompanying guidelines before completing
this application.

No funds from this grant may be obliigated

until after the date noted on the *"Notification
of Project Approval®™ (form S81-3140) for this
project from the Department of Education.

A. GENERAL INFORMATION

Please type or print. Submit one copy and keep the other for your record.
Parents, teachers, administrators and appropriate others must be consulted
in the 51anqing and implementation of programs.

School District Name and Number

2.

Street Number City Zip Code County
3.

Superintendent
4.

Person(s) Responsible for this Application Phone Number(s)

5. The district will be notified of its actual block grant award follow-
ing approval of this appliication. Please plan your application based
on the estimated entitlement given here. No expenditures of these
funds may be made until after the district receives its official
*Notification of Project Approval® (Form 581-3140) for this project.

6. Applications may be made tor a period of up to three years. Mylti-
year projects will require supplementary fnformation on an annual
basis only. Please check the duration of this project:

1 C__1 C7

1 yr. 2 yr. J yr.

Form 581-4%40 (Rev. 4/85) dcll4la
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Please note: Systematic consultation with parentls, teachers,
administrators and representatives of other appropriate groups is
required in planning and {mplementing this project. Please record
and place in your project files the names, dates and a brief
description of events for all consultatlion activities associated with
the project.

PARTICIPAYION OF STUDENTS FROM PRIVAIEL SCHOOLS

The district must consult with representatives of private schools within
district boundaries when planning this project. These contacts must be
documented. Maintain a 1ist of contacts and document rationale for non-
participating private schools. See accompanying guidelines.

8.

10.

Public school representatives are required to explain the benefits
and requirements of Chapter 2 to representatives of private nonprofit
schools and to invite participation in the program. List private
schools within the district boundaries, representatives contacted and
participation status. Use additional sheets {( needed.

Participation

"Private Schoal(s) Contact Person Status
YES NO
- - (] (]
—_ {] (1
(] (]
- —— (] (]
— (1 ()

1ndicate the reason(s) given by private school representatives who do
not elect to participate

On what basis will the amount of funds to private schoo! students be
determined?
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C COUPERATEVE PROJECTS

LR

12.

An tducation Service Oistrict (£5S0) may apply for a Grant only if
local school districts authorize the transfer of thelr entitlements
to the tS0. Offictal letters to this effectl must be attached to the
application. 1f applicable, list districts transferring entitlements
to the t50. Use additional sheet as needed.

Grant Amounts to
Official District Name Authorizing Administrator be Transferred

A A oA et A

Other Arrangements. Two or more districls may enter into a consor-
tium agreement or contract with other agencies to provide services to
the district. Explain any such arrangement on a separate sheet and
check the following box.

See attachment. []

D. PROJECT INFORMATILION

13.

Indirect Costs. [f the school district has a current ifndirect cost
rate approved by the Oregon Department of tducation, 1t may deduct
ils indirect costs from the entitlement before funds are allocated
for programmatic purposes. 1f the district elects to claim indirect
costs, please indicate:

a. Currently approved indirect cost rate _ X
b. District entitlement 3
¢. Indirect cost (a x b) = b
d. Fund available for Chapter 2 purposes (b - c) = %

Budgetl information and project activities. Grants may be used for
any one or more of the activities Visted under subchapters A, B and
C. See Guidelines. Complete the applicable spaces in the following
chart. Include the budget and activities of public and participating
private schools. The total budget must equal the district's entitle-
ment, and the actlivity must correspond to an authorized activity.
Please use additional sheets {f needed to describe activities.



AYTHORTZED ACTIVITLES.

SUHCHAPTER A

Al

“the school,

Biagnostic assessment |
1o identify the needs |
of all children in |

}

oot
PUBLIC [PRIVATE |

BASIC SKILLS DEVELOPHENT

)
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DESCRIPTION Of PLANNED ACTIVIlY

The establishment of
learning qoals and
objectives for children
and for the schools.

Preservice or inservice
training programs for
teachers, administra-
tors, aides and support
personnel.

Parent invaolvement fin
instructional programs.

Student testing or
evaluation pragrams.

Regional or district
learning centers or
programs that promote
effective instruction
in the basic skills,

SUBTOTAL FOR SUBCHAPTIER A

SUBCHAPTER 8,

E0UCATIONAL TMPROVEMENT

AND SU

PPORT SERVICES

B1.

Acquisition of library
resaurces, supplementary
textbooks and other
instructional material.

)

$

B3.

instructional equipment
suitable for use in
academic subjects.

Improvement programs
for children with
special needs.

B4.

Programs that address
problems caused by
isolation or concen
tration of minority
group children.

Guidance, counseling
and testing programs
and support services.

Planning, management
and tmplementation
activities for educa-

tional programs.
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BUOGET T
AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES _ _ [PUBLICJPRIVATE | DESCRIPTION OF PLANNED ACTIVITY

UBCHAPTER 8. EOUCAI[ONAQ_LE?ROV[HEN] AND SUPPORT SERVICES (continued)

B8!. leacher training and ) 3
inservice staff
~development programs.
BB8. Projects to develop % 1
and implement plans
for deseqreqation.

SUBTOTAL FOR SUBCHAPTER 8 3 ]

SUBCHAPTER C. SPECIAL PROJECTS

Cl. lInstructicnal programs ) 1
in metric measurements.

C2. Integrating the arts b )

_ into the curciculum.

€C3. In-school partnership b3 %

programs involving
parents of school-age
____children.
C4. Partnership programs 3 1
involving parents of
. preschool children.
€5. Consumer education. b 3

C6. Programs that relate $ )
basic academic skills
and work experience or
coordinating with youth
equipment programs.

C?7. Career education 3
_____programs.
CB8. Programs in environ- b 3

mental education,
health education, law
and legal institutions,
and on populations.

C9. Progrems for juvenile % $
delinquents and adult

_ __ triminal offenders. .

C10. Programs which encour- ) s
age disadvantaged sec -
ondary students into

- blomedical careers. . }__ _ _
Cil. Operating communilty 3
centers in conjunction

_ with other organizations. _ _ _ o L e




k. ENROLLMENTS, PARTICLPANTS AND PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES

15. Complete all applicable spaces in the chart.
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Public

Private

.

Total District Enroliment

Nutber of Participating Students

—

Line 02 (private)
Per Pupil Expenditures » BFrom Item 14, Line DI {public)

Use public and private
Enroliment figqures above

16. 1f the per pupil expenditures between public and private schoo!l

students differ, explain the reason for the difference.

(ECIA Advisory Committlee Meeting 3/22/85)
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CLHTLE {CATION ARD ASSURANCES to the folloming assurances:

1t

Oated

The applicant will administer each program covered by the application in acoordince with 411
appliceble statutes, regulations, program plans, and applications;

The applicant will muke reports to the Oregon Department of Education or State Board of
€ducation ond to the U.S. Secretary of Education as may reasonidly be necetsary to enable
the state agency or board and the secretary to perform their duties and the local
educational agency will maintaln such records, ?rescludlog the records required under section
43} of the Genera‘ Educational Provistons Act, and glve access to those records, as the
state agency or board or the secretary deem necessary to perform thelr duties;

The spplicant will comply with Title vI of the Clvil Rights Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-352)
and all regulations issued by the U.S. Oeﬁ:rmt of Education purtuant to the title, to the
end that no person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national
origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise
subjected to discrimination under any pruyram or activity for which the applicant received
federal financlal assistance;

The applicant will comply with OAR SH1 21 045, OAR 581-21-046, and OAR S81-21-049,
Discrimination Prohibited, and ORS 326.051 and ORS 659.150 and all rules issued by the State
8oard of Education, to the end that no person in Oregon shall, on the basis of age,
handicap, national orlgin, race, marital status, religion or sex, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any
education progrim or activity adwministered or authorized by the board;

The aogliunt will comply with Title 1X of the Education Amendments of 1972 (Public Law
92-318) and all regulations issued by the U.S. Oepartment of Education, pursuant to the
title, to the end that no person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be
excluded from participation in, be denied employment in, or be swlected to discrimination
under any education program or activity receiving federal financlal assistance;

The applicant witl eu-ol{ with the Family Educational Rights and Privaecy Act of 1974
(Buck ley Amendwents -Publiic Law 93-390) and all regulations issued by the U.S. Depirtrent of
Education pursuant to this Act;

The filing of this application has been authorized bzo't_he governing body of the Vicant,
and the undersigned representative has been duly authorized to file this application for and
in behalf of saird applicant in connection with this application;

The applicant will comply with Section S04 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1913, and all
regulations pertaining thereto, prohibiting discrimination on the basts of handicap in all
programs and activities receiving or benefiting from federal financlal assistance;

Funds received under this grant wiil be used to supplement district flscal effort and will
not be used to supplant funds for activities nomlly supported by the district;

The applicant will comply with the regu\mmeﬂts in Section S86 of the ECIA Chapter 2 Act
which pertaing to the participation of children enrolled in private nonprofit sctools
located within the attendance area of the public school district;

The applicant agrecs to keep such records, and provide such information to the ttate
educationa] agency as reasonably required for fiscal audit and program evaluation;

The applicant egrees to systematically consult with parents, teachers, adninistrators and
other appropriate grows 1n the ailocation of funds and in the planning and implementstion

of authorized activities under Chapter 2.

y certily aTT the Facts, Tlgures and representalions smude in this
aplication, lncluding all exhibits and attachments hereto made as part of this
lication, are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and bellef.

- ’ TToralure of Superintendent or Aulhorlied O cer

Please Tndlcate tTtTe, 1T other than Superintendent
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Oregen Depantment of Education ECIA Chapter 2

700 Pringle Parkway SE Ottice of the Deputy Superintendent
Salem, OR 97310

ANNUAL REPORT FOR ECIA CHAPTER 2

District Name and Number

County Project Number

On any given Chapter 2 project, federal law permits expenditure of funds over a two-year period. An annual
report, required for each project, may take one o! two forms: (1) an interim report if the expenditure ot some
tunds will be carned into the second year, or (2) a tinal report as soon as all bills are paid following compiation of
the project, but not later than 60 days after June 30 of the second fiscal year. Submit one copy of the annuai
report to: :
Director, ECIA Chapter 2

Oregon Department of Education
700 Pringle Parkway SE

Salem, OR 97310-02%0
Telephone {503) 378-2061

CHECK ONE

INTERIM REPORT (This 1s an INTERIM REPORT. if the distnict plans to spend any remaming tunds.)

FINAL REPORT (This is a FINAL REPORT, it the balance is "0 or it the district does not plan to
spend any remaining tunds from this grant.) If expenditures were less than funds drawn from the
allocation, the ditterence should be returned to the Oregon Department of Education.

| certity that all the nformation contamned heren is true and compiete 10 the best of my knowledge and behef.

Narme 0! Person Compienng Repon T skephone Number
Tine Daie
Supenmencent 3 S«nature T slephone Number

Form 581-4595 (Rev 2/84)



PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL QUESTIONS L) cedifitionngl shuset, ol necessuy

A ECIA Chapter 2 Proosct Expendituras by Sute aptees

PLEASE INDICATE EXPENDITURES BY SUBCHAPTER

AREAS

Subw hagiter Afaa

Sulxchapter A — Basic Skills Development

Reading

Mathematics

Written/QOral Commurication

Espondiure

Comprehensive School Leve! Programs

Subchapter B — Educationat iImprovement and Suppont

.
Library Resources/Textbooks/instructional Matenals

Microcomputer Equmém

Other instructional Equipment
(laentdy)

Improve Local Educational Practices

1solation/Concentration Minonty Group Children

Gudance/Counseiing/Testing

Improving Planning/Management/implementation of Education Programs

Teacher Traiming/in-Service Stal! Development
(Igenuty Area)

Desegregation Programs

Other (Icdentify)

Subchapter C — Special Projects

Artn Cornculum

Career Education

Environmental Heaith/Law Related Education

Talented and Gifted

Safety in Schoois

Other (Identily)

Grant Total

138
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B8 Are the purposes different from those in the distnct's approved apphcaton? ____Yes ___ No
I “yes.” explain how they differ on an attached sheet.

C  Special Equipment Purchases. List each piece of equipment costing $300 or more

Date of Acquisibon tem Descnption and Serisl Number Urnt Cost Wheve ltem s Housed (School)

D. Student Data

Pubiic School Private Schoot

Number of students served by project

Grant funds spent for children $ $

E. Protect Development. Were participating private schools involved in the design, planning and implementation of
this project? ——Yes ___No _____ DoesNotAppty

F. How many from each category were involved in the design, planning, and implementation of this project?

Superintendent ___Teachers ____Parents . Students

Building Administrators — . Other (Idently)

G. What impact(s) did this project have on improving school programs or student achievements? (Use additional
sheets if needed)

H. O the district comply with the ten assurences in the applicaton? ___Yes _____ No

I "NO."” please explain.




APPENDIX E

FISCAL YEAR 1982 ANTECEDENT PROGRAM GRANT
ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON SCHOOL DISTRICTS



FISCAL YEAR 1982 FEDERAL ANTECEDENT FROGRAM GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
PRIVATE SCHOOL PUPIL DATA ESTIMATED FROM
PRIVATE SCHOOL DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS BASED ON HYPOTHETICAL BLOCK

SCHOOL DISTRICTS.
1983 DATA.

80N

(NOQTE:

GRANT PROGRAM ALLOCATION)

141

POPULATION CENTER SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 91

DIST DISTRICT ANTECEDENT DISTRICT EST. PRIV TOTAL PER PUPI EST PRIV
CODE TYPE NAME GRANTS  ADM-1982 SCH PUP PUPILS AMOUNT SCHOOL ¢
0100% 1 BAKER 89,158 2,361.8 26.8 2,388.6 $3.83 $103
02017 t PHILOMATH $10,%548 1,280.1 1,2780.1 8.2 20
02509 | CORVALLIS $19, 290 6,623.0 2%59.8 5,882.8 $2.80 728
0035 1 MOLALLA $5,77% 1,027.7 1,027.7 $5.62 20
03046 1 SANDY $8,071 1,464.8 1,464.8  $5.51 20
03062 + OREGON CITY 18,700 6,212.2 539.0 6,7%51.2 $2.77 81,493
03084 1 CANBY 85,599 1,940.9 69.3 2,030.2 $2.76 $191
03108 1 ESTACADA 6,899 2,367.7 19.0 2,386.7 $2.89 255
O3UH1 t CANBY UHS 3,371 1,179.0 1,179.0  $2.86 $0
O3UH2 1 SANDY UHS 5,544 1,197.5 1,197.5  $4.63 30
O3UH4 1 MOLALLA UHS 82,709 921.2 921.2 %2.94 0
04001 1 ASTORIA 26,321 1,6%2.0 164.0 1,816.0 $3.48 $571
04010 1 SEASIDE 4,217 1,461.0 1,461.0 $2.89 $0
05001 1 SCAPPOOSE $10, 250 1,789.8 26.7 1,816.5  $5.64 151
05005 { CLATSKANIE 25,985 1,7%9.9 1,759.9  $3.40 30
05013 1 RAINIER %4, 163 1,626.0 1,626.0 $2.56 20
0%%02 1 ST HELENS 36,616 2,332.9 28.0 2,360.9 $2.80 78
06008 1 COQUILLE" 26,239 1,433.8 32.4 1,4566.2 $4.26 $138
04009 1 COOS BAY 315,906 4,514.4 72.0 4,%86,4 $3.47 $250
06013 1 NORTH BEND $20, 299 3,069.7 172.4 T.2642.1 $6.26 $1,079
06041 1 MYRTLE POIN %5, 070 1,086.1 1,086.1 $4.47 %0
06054 1 BANDON 410, 658 884.9 13.0 897.9 $11.87 $154
07CU 1 CROOK CTY $14,473 2,283.0 100.0 2,383.0 $6.16 8616
08017 1 BROOKINGS/H 3,176 1,432.5% 19.0 1,451.5 $2.88 55
09001 1 BEND $25, 587 7,421.7 521.4 7,943.1 $3.22 $1,680
09002 1 REDMOND 23,551 3,.%82.8 I,582.8 $6.%7 20
10004 1 ROSEBURG $20, 247 65,024.7 258.2 6,282.9  $3.22 832
10019 1 SOUTH UMPQU 89,229 2,092.4 128.0 2,220.4 $4.16 $532
10105 1 REEDSPORT $5, 092 1,334.8 1,334.8 $3.81 $0
10116 1 WINSTON-DIL 35,319 1,766.2 22.0 1,788.2 $2.97 55
10130 1 SUTHERLIN 96,062 1,271.6 1,271.6 $4.77 20
13001 1 BURNS $3,934 610.2 610.2 $&.45 30
1ZUH2 1 BURNS 1,275 z82.% 382.5  $3.33 30
14001 1 HOOD RIVER $10,8&9 2,690.7 78.0 2,768.7  $3.93 2306
15004 1 PHOENIX $10,922 1,965%5.2 189.0 2,154.2  $5.07 958
1300% 1 ASHLAND .9,14) 2,681.8 40.0 2,721.8 $3.3& $134
15006 1 CENTRAL POI  $24,272 3,968.2 3,948.2  $6.12 $0
15009 1 EAGLE POINT 39,470 2,922.6 2,922.6 $3.24 30
1503% 1 ROGUE RIVER 87,499 1,255.1 109.0 1,364.1 95.64 515
15549 1 MEDFORD 58,932 9,193.3 1,040.0 10,233.3 $5.76 5,989
16509 1 MADRAS $8,4308 2,221.3 7.0 2,228.3  $3.79 $27
17007 1 GRANTS PASE 14,531 3,687.6 434.0 4,121.6 $3.53 1,530
17600 1 JOSEPHINE 223,058 6,378.7 96.0 65,474.7  $3.%6 342
18001 1 KLAMATH FAL $8,391 2,092.2 i 2,092.2 $4.01 20
18CU 1 KLAMATH CU 20,248 7,110.4 36.0 7,146.4 $2.83 $102
18UH2 1 KLAMATH UNI 56,532 1,903.8 4.0 1,957.8 $3.34 %180
19007 1 LAKEVIEW 32,960 1,030.2 1,030.2 $2.87 0
20001 1 PLEASANT HI 6,819 1,333.7 180.0 1,514.7  $4.50 $810
20004 1 EUGENE $127,164 17,213.8 1,963.0 19,178.8 $4.63 $13,029
20019 1 SPRINGFIELD $27,8%1 9,1%51.9 9,151.9 $3.04 20
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142

FISCAL YEAR 1982 FEDERAL ANTECEDENT PROGRAM GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON

SCHOOL. DISTRICTS.
1983 DRTA.

(NOQTE:

GRANT FROGRAM ALLOCATION)

FOPULATION CENTER SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

DIST

N = 91

PRIVATE SCHOOL PUPIL DATA ESTIMATED FROM
FRIVATE SCHGOL DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS BASED ON HYPOTHETICAL BLOCK

SCHOOL

141

L )

80

.19
28
%1,%86
s1,848
379
20

%46
308
0

0

%0
3490

| Jo]
$21,177
$1,259
0
1,102
0

0

0
s1,8686
$73
$173
20
$I72
4820
30
$428
.27
8430
819
$840
8511
30

0
$395
8567
0

849,207
*5.21

DISTRICT ANTECEDENT DISTRICT EST. PRIV TOTAL PER PUPl EST PRIV
CODE TYPE NAME GRANTS  ADM-1982 SCH PUP FUFILS -AMOUNT
BmAas mawves - -
2c028 1 FERN RIDGE *a, 397 1,739.7 34.0 1,773.7  $4.73
20040 | CRESWELL 87,762 995.1 99%.1 $7.80
20045 1 SOUTH LANE 17,717 2,9%2. 2,952.7  $4.00
20069 1 JUNCTION CI s@, 227 1,700.7 4.0 1,704.7  $4.83
20097 1 SILSLAW $64,807 1,400.9 12.0 1,412.9  $4.82
21CU ¥ LINCOLN COU 819,946 5, 115.3 442,0 5,557.8 83,59
22008 1 GREATER ALB 928,370 7,636.3 s28.0 8,164.3  $3.%0
22016 1 LEBANON 9, 443 1,%01.8 98.0 1,599.8 $5.90
220%% 1 SWEET HOME 9,711 2,491.7 2,491.7  $3.90
22UH1 ©  LEBANON UMS 84,079 1,372.3 15,8 1,387.8 $2.94
23008 1 ONTwRIO 1%, 332 2,476.9 8%.0 2,%63.%° 8%5.98
23018 1. VALE 2,725 s59.2 5%9.2  $4.87
22026 1 NYSSA 5, 005 1,024.5 1,024.5  $4.89
2IVHT 1 VALE UM ©1,563 347.7 337.7  s4.3%
24004 | SILVERTON $3, 923 9%0.9 203.0 1,153.9  $3.40
24015 1 NORTH MARIO 8,964 1,346.9 a1,346.9 36,47
24024 1 SALEM $182,118 22,551.7 2,947.4 25,519.1 97.14
24077 1| STAYTOM 34,088 708.0 315.0 1,023.0 $4.00
24091 I MT ANGEL 4,886 b41.4 bh41.4 7.62
23103 |  WOODBURN $9,370 2,089.8 272.0 2,361.8 34,05
JaUH4 1 STAYTON UHS 81,772 538.9 538.9 $3.29
24UMS | CASCADE UHS 6,423 1,043.2 1,043.2  %6.16
Z4UM7 1| SILVERTON U 33,439 828.3 828.3  84.1%
27002 | DALLAS 95,171 2,523.2 s1.0 2,574.2 $36.97
2701T 1 CENTRAL 14,754 2,143.2 11.0 2,174.2  $6.79
29009 1 TILLAMGCK $5, 666 1,935.2 61.0 1,996.2  $2.84
30008 1| HERMISTON 9,041 3,143.9 3,143.9  s2.88
0016 |  PENDLETON 12,993 3,363.0 99.0 3.362.0 $3.7%
30031 1 MILION-FREE 33,407 757.4 226.2 9683.6 $3.47
TOUHS 1 MCLOCUGHLIN 1,892 6.7 azs.7  $4,33
71001 1 LAGRANDE 15,324 2,824.0 83.0 2,907.0  $3.27
32021 1 ENTERPRISE $2,201 578.1 7.3 =85.4 83.76
33012 1 THE DALLES 86,827 2,325.7 164.2 2,489.9 82,74
34007 1 HILLSBORO 910,343 3,301.3 284.0 z,%685.3  $2.88
I401T 1| BANKS s7,881 1,039.7 124.0 1,163.7  $4.77
34015 | FOREST GROV 810,320 3,763.3 196.0 3,959.3 2,61
34086 | SHERWOGD 7,639 1,308.7 1,308.7 +5.84
SAUHT I HILLSBORO U 817,393 =,147.8 %,147.8 e3.I8
36029 1  NEWBERG 818,718 3,469.4 74.8 3,534.2 5,28
36040 1 MCMINNVILLE 9,083 3,242.5 216.5% 3,459.0 e2.62
35046 | SHERIDAN s3,021 581.9 =81.5 5,20
NO =  91TOTALS $1,310,207 257,130.6 13,272.9 270,403.5

AVEFR AGES .4.83 LOW = 82,

W/0 PRIV SC 39.10 MEAN= 84,81

HIGHe 834.97
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FISCAL YEAR 19682 FEDERAL ANTECEDENT PROGRAM GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON

SCHOOL UISTRILCTS.
1983 DA1A,

(NOTE:

GRANT PF.OGRAM ALLOCATION)

SUBURBAMN SCHOGL DISTRICTS.

DIST

CODE TYFE NAME

0003
3007
03012
03113
20082
24003
25004
24007
26028
26040
<4031
26UH2
24023
24029
PLIVEL: ]

NO =

NNNNNNNNNNNNRAONN

PRIVATE SCHOOL PUPIL DATA ESTIMATED FROM
FFRIVATE SCHOOL DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS BASED ON HYPOTHETICAL BLOCK

N = 1S
DISTRICT ANTECEDENT DISTRICT EST. PRIV-  TOTAL PER PUP! EST PRIV
GRANTS  ADNM-1982 SCH PUP PUPILS AMOUNT SCHOOL
WEST LINN $9,38% 3,411,959 44.0 3,455.5 $2,72 8120
LAKE OSWEGD 35,663 S,751.9 404.0 6,155.9  $5.79 82,331
NO CLACKAMA  $36,177 11,870.0 102.% 11,972, $3.02 s310
BGLADSTONE .S, 443 1,912.6 166.3 2,080.9 $2.62 8440
BETHEL $30, 486 3,397.1 3,397.1 $9.03 0
PARKROSE $11,366 3,487.5 3,487.%  $3.32 ')
GRESHAN 224, 148 4,799.4 94.0 4,89I.4 . $5.34 2502
REYNOLDS 316,871 6,312.7 1631 6,477.8  $2.50 2430
CENTENNIAL s14,0%6 4,810.7 4,810,7 $2.92 %0
DAVID DOUGL 817,180 s,902.2 %,902.2 $2.91 0
RIVEFDALE 8631 202.8 202. $3.11 0
GRESHAM UHS s7,788 2,6%54.2 2,0%4.2  $2.73 20
TI1GARD $13, 886 6,068.7 184.0 6,250.7 $2.%54 $448
REEDVILLE $3,931 1,520.9 1,520.8 82.%9 0
BEAVERTON $81,389 20,218.% 2,9%0.1 23,168.6 $I.51 $10,343
1 STOTALS $312,802 62,%18.3 4,112.0 86,630.3 $14,973
AVERRGE $3.61 LOW = $2.%54 .04
w/Q FRIV SC 83.79 MEAN = $3.5%
HIGH = 89,03
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aon
FI8CAL YEAR 1982 FEDERAL ANTECEDENT PROGRAM GRANT ALLOCATIONS8 TO OREGON:
SCHQOL CISTRILTS. (NOTE: PRIVATE SCHOOL PUPIL DATA ESTIMATED FROM

1983 DATA. PFPRIVATE SCHOOL DOLLAR ALLODCATIONS BASED ON HYPOTHETICAL BLOCK
GRANT PFOGRAM ALLOCATION)

METROPOL ITAN URBAN (PORTLAND) SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 1,

DIST DISTRICT ANTECEDENT DISTRICT EST. PRIV TOTAL PER PUPL EST PRIV
CODE TYFE NAME GRANTS  ADM-1982 SCH PUP FUPILS AMOUNT SCHOOL
SBERS SSE™ EREBELSeEXNTD L 3 1 3 I 1 3 3 L 1 1 1 F 1) E L L 1t r ] ] ]
26001 3 PORTLAND $726,000 47,184.4 6,450.4 53,534.8 $13.34 287,313

Ww/0 FRIV SC $15.39
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80N
FISCAL YEAR 1982 ANTECEDENT PROGRAM GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRILT8. (NOTE: PRIVATE SCHOOL PUPILS DATA ESTIMATED FROM

1983 DA1A. FRIVATE SCHOOL DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS BABED ON HYPOTHETICAL BLOCK
GRANT Pf.0GRAM ALLOCATION)

RURAL SCHOOL DISTRICTE. N = 203

DIST DISTRICT ANTECEDENT DISTRICT EST. PRIV TOTAL PER PUFI EST PRIV
CODE TYFE MNAME GRANTS ADM-1982 SCH PUP FUPILS AMOUNT SCHOOL o
EWAEEG SE: T COOURaSamES L LT L] ] EBEDWNSN SEASANE®N
1016 4 HUNTINGTON sl,111 142.9 0.0 143.9 $7.72 L D)
010T0 4 BURNT RIVER $1, 9464 122.4 0.0 122.4 $.3.92 [ ]
Olu6l & PINE EAGLE 1,631 443.2 442.2 $5.98 30
D2007 4 ALSEA $1, 164 190.8 190.3 $6. 10 80
02323 4 BELLFOUNTAIL 83835 74.2 74.2 $11.52 L
02024 4, IRISH BEND $437 8.6 c8.6 $11.04 0
V202F 4 MONKOE 713 179.6 179.6 s3.58 $0
w2026 4 ALPINE $1,323 93.1 T, $14.23 | 18]
OIUHL 4 MONRGE UHS s394 193.7 152.7 $3.86 L 15}
03013 4 WELCHES $863 323.4 S2T.4 82.467 1 18
02025 4 DICKEY PRAL $1,0108 80.8 680.8 -$12.60 $0
0J0246 4 DAMASCUS UN 2, 396 a19.0 819.0 82.93 0
03029 4 - CARUS 21,0350 I77.1 I77.1 =3.82 $0
0T032 4 CLARKES s, 367 234.35 234.3 $6.48 80
03044 4 DBORING 43,062 483.8 246.0 729.8 84,20 81,032
03043 4 BULLRUN 1, 441 1.4 91.4 $135.77 L Il
03053 4 COLTON $2,4048 as9.9 8%5%9.9 $2.80 $0
03067 4 BUTTE CREEK 81,352 =3J0.8 270.8 $Z.86 0
01080 4 SCHUEBEL 913 86.1 86.1 $10.63 $0
03084 4 MU InG 82,413 311.9 12.0 222.9 $7.34 289
2087 4 MAPLE GROVE %488 35.6 .6 812,71 20
03091 4 NINETY ONE 83,059 431.6 4Tl.4 $7.09 0
03092 4 RURAL DELL 8349 126.9 126.9 84,32 0
02107 4 COTTFELL 564 189.7 189.7 $2.97 L D)
w3116 4 REDLAMD .1,88% 319.7 S519.7 $3.82 $0
73003 &4 LEWIE & CLA 8896 320.9 82.0 4Nz, 9 $2.22 $182
4008 8 JEWELL %1, 645 116.3 116.3 814,12 0
04011 4 OULNEY 81,337 46.8 66.8 82T.01 $0
04020 4 WARRENTON-H 82,35T6 781.2 781.2 s2Z.2 0
0S047 &4 VERNLNIA 2,877 665.8 L65.8 84,32 [ 1]
06031 4 POWEFS 81,342 149.8 149.8 8.9 E 1%
08002 4 PT ORFORD-L 2, 309 S312.90 T12.0 84,90 L O]
vB003 4 GOLD BEACH ¢1, 408 325.1 S28.1 $2.48 L V]
08N04 4 AGNESS 192 6.3 6.3 $29.54 0
08012 4 OPHIR 81,474 S1.0 S1.0 s32.82 80
08016 4 PISTOGL RIVE 312 19.0 19.0 $14.42  I¢]
0BO23I 4 UPPEFR CHETC 568 36.7 6.7 $13.48 0
0BUH1 4 GOLD BEACH 8923 273.0 278.90 43.36 *0
49006 4 SISTERS 811 399.35 -99.3 83.03 20
090135 4 BROTHERS 293 16.3 16.T 817.98 0
10v01 &4 QAKLAND 82, 616 261.7 3&1.7 4. 66 0
10012 4 GLIDE $3, 4446 952. 6 95s.6 .41 840
10013 4 DAYS CREEK 82,062 237.3 269.0 526.3 $3.92 e1,0Z4
10021 4 CAMAS VALLE $1,452 188.9 198.9 $7.49 L M
10022 & NO DOUGLAS 82,432 633.6 40.0 673.6 $3.91 $1356
10032 4 YONCALLA 62,047 465.1 4635.1 34,40 $0
10034 & ELKTON 8934 216.0 216.90 4,32 30
10045 &  UMPOUA .1,382 &0.48 0.4 $22.88 30
10070 4 RIDDLE 82, 164 3T6.1 37801 84,04 30
10077 & OGLENCALE $1,4667 09. 4 S09.4 2.27 0w
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BON
FISCAL (EAR 1782 ANTECEDENT PROGRAM GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL SISTRICTB. (NQTE: PRIVATE SCHOOL PUPILS DATA ESTIMATED FROM
1983 DAFA. FRIVATE SCHOOL DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS BAGED ON HYFOTHETICAL BLOCK
GRANT PIiOGRAM ALLOCATION)

RURAL SUHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 203

DIST DISTRICT ANTECEDENT DISTRICT EST. PRIV TOTAL PER PUPI EST PRIV
CODE TYI’E NAME GRANTS ADM-1982 SCH PUP FUFILS AMOUNT SCHOOL e
REEE RNM.4E - MMM EaRn MEUBSES SEEEELEN
10123 4 ASH YALLEY 283 29.0 29.0 $12.28 0
11007 &4 ARLIHIGTON 8973 149, 2 149.3 $6.52 L I
11011 4 OLEa 324 17.0 17.0 819,06 0
11025 4 COND'N 84627 192.9 192.9 +3.23 L 1
12003 4 JOMN DAY 2,777 B806. 6 306.6 3T.44 $0
12004 4° FRAIRIE CIT 81,126 211.8 211.8 #5.22 L D]
12006 & MT YERNON 8650 170,14 170.1 +3.82 0
12008 4 MONUMENT *1,399 87.2 87.2 816.03 L 1]
12015 4 DAYVILLE 82,1328 96.0 6.0 822,27 0
12017 4 LONG CREEK $1,780 107,9 tU7.9 $16.50 L
13004 & CRANE $1,707 &5.7 65.7 $2%.98 0
13005 4. PINE CREEK +2.6808 14,1 14.1 $20.43 £ 19
13007 4 DIAMIND 333 15.7 15.7 321.21 $0
13010 4 SUNTEX 171 6.1 6.1 $28.03 $0
13017 4 DREWSEY 3423 19.0 19.0 $22.26 0
12014 &4 FRENCH GLEN 8107 ?.Q 9.0 $11.89 ®)
12018 4 LAWEH 84469 11.3 11.3 $41.20 $0
13028 4 DOUME Q s4b 7.0 7.0 $6.57 30
12029 4 ANDRLEWS 8243 11.6 11.6 $20.95 0
L20UT0 4 HINES 4733 221.8 221.8 $3.32 0
13032 4 SOD HOUSE 8240 12.6 12.6 $17.68 0
12033 4 FIELLS-TROU 282 16,1 14.1 $17.32 0
12UH1 4 CRANE UHS 1,89 93.9 5.9 $19.72 30
L5040 4 APPLEGATE 4 81,439 140.6 140.6 $10.25 L V]
13039 4 PROSPECT 82,392 226.9 226.9 #10.54 0
15091 4 BUTTE FALLS 2,278 258.3 2TE.3 $8.081 0
13094 4 PINEHURST 393 1S.4 15.4 $28.32 30
145004 & CULVER 1,844 302.3 302.3 s6. 11 k 171
15008 & ASHWOQD 159 4.0 4.0 28.73 L D
16041 4 BLACK BUTTE $192 14.6 14.6 813.13 L ]
19005 4 UNION 81,436 S6.9 6.9 $235.24 0
19011 & PAISLEY 81,726 180.9 188.9 $9.14 0
19014 4 SILVER LAKE 32, 3446 175.7 173.7 13,3 0
19018 & PLUSH 870 3.1 T. s22.28 $0
19021 4 ADEL 339 20.8 0.8 #25.91 0
20032 4 MAPLETON 2,378 421.8 421.8 $6.02 30
20066 4 CROW-APPLEG 2, 664 396.0 396.0 246,73 0
20068 4 MCKENZIE 2,916 423.4 42T.3 $6.89 s0
20071 4  LOWELL 2, 609 430.4 T.0 43T.6 $6.02 318
20076 4 OAKRIDGE 35, 242 9264.8 926.8 335,66 %0
20079 4 MARLOLA $2,014 Zau. 4 260. 4 $35.29 L 1]
20090 4 BLACILY 81,387 148. 4 108. 4 49,42 0
22004 4 GRIGGS 8309 7.7 7.7 sit.16 30
22013 4 SODAVILLE $1,034 63.3 &2.8 8146.460 L V]
22029 4 MARI-LINN 8846 206.4 06,4 %410 L ]
22030 4 SANDRIDGE 8683 23.3 <5.3 827.00 )
2203T 4 HAMILTON CR 823 220.8 0.8 $3.74 (1)
22042 4 HARKISBURG 2,057 335%.7 282.7 $5.82 L 1]
22044 4 HARRIS 308 0.0 0.0 #10.27 10
220463 4 WYATT 973 &2.4 &2.4 8.13.562 L V]
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BOUN
FISCAL YEAR 1982 ANTECEDENT FROGRAM GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS., (NOTE: PRIVATE SCHOOL PUPILS DATA ESTIMATED FROM
1987 DATA. PRIVATE SCHOOL DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS BASED ON HYPOTHETICAL BLOCH
GRANT PROGRAM ALLOCATION)

RURAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 203

DIST DISTRICT ANTECEDENT DISTRICT EST. PRIV TOTAL PER PPIL ELT PRIV
CObE TYPE NAME GRANTS ADM-1982 SCH PUP PUPILS AMOUNT SCHOOL
HEmN TEDS EEEBEE 91 08 0sm.

2207T 4 LACOMB $1,477 265.7 262.7  s%.%& %0
22078 4 DENNY 366 21.9 Z1.8 $17.02 0
22081 4 GORE *1,042 63.2 63.2 $16.49 0
22089 4 CROWFOOT 21,963 =99.0 =99.0 $3.°8 *0
22098 4 SCI0 03,934 629.0 629.0  $6.26 20
27102 4 TENNESSEE 637 10S.5 105.8  s6.04 0
22124 4 LOURDES 241 28.2 8.2 +8.%% %0
22129 4 MILL CITY-G s1,542 =74.3 74,3 $2.49 0
T2=%2 4 CENTRAL LIN 3,454 B847.0 847.0 $4..% %0
2TUHS 4 . HARRISBURG 8602 208.3 200.3 $2.89 0
22001 4 BROGAN s186 10.2 10.2 s18.24 20
2T0U3 4 JORDAN VALL 396 110.3 110.3  $3.59 0
23012 4 JUNTURA 601 18.2 18.2 $33.02 20
2T0Z9 4  ANNEX 1,301 B81.4 1.4 $16.797 0
22042 4 WILLOWCREEK +1,311 89.4 89.4 $14.66 0
230%1 4 MCDERMITT 30 0.0 0.6 $0.00 s0
2Z061 4 ADRIAN 1,596 334.1 3T4.1 8478 %0
2Znes 4 HARPER 92,023 ga.t 88.1 $22.99 su
22081 4 AROCK 391 27.1 27.1 $14.83 20
T4UHL 4 JORDAN VALL $1,266 5.8 6.8 $22.29 0
24007 4  SUBLIMITY 81,314 202.4 202.4  $4.49 0
24010 4 EVERGREEN $1,021 63.2 63.2 $16.16 0
24011 4 AUMSVILLE 81,669 %02.8 502.8 $3.32 10
2801 4 PIONEER +828 5.7 IT.7 824.57 0
2414 4 JEFFERSON 24,546 9%a.8 958.8 %4.74 0
24020 4 MARION 81,243 77.0 77.0 916.14 0
24021 4  BROOKS 2569 108.8 108.8  $5.23 U
24042 4 VICTOR POIN 154y 140.3 140.3  $3.86 0
240as 4 ST. PAUL $1,133 148.3 101.0 249.3  $3.5% 8360
240%0 & PRATUM 3743 30.9 30.9 $11.10 %0
240%1 4 NORTH HOWEL Sty 31.0 1.0 s14.38 20
24060 4 ELDRIEDGE *1,070 7.4 7.4 910,644 20
24061 &4 WEST STAYTQ 821 78.2 75.2 $10.92 20
24063 4 BETHANY *1,287 78.1 78.1 917.7& 0
24073 4 SCOTTS MILL 1,021 153.9 153.8  s&.64 0
24076 4 GERVAIS $1,683 230.9 91.0 3T1.9  $%.°3 478
24079 & TURNER 913 190.2 190.2 $4.80 20
24082 4 PARKERSVILL s683 34.2 4.2 $20.0% 0
24093 4 SILVER CRES 533 115.1 115.1  s4.80 sc
2412T 4 DETROIT s1,342 143.3 143.5  $9.33 £0
24126 4 NORTH SANTI $1,330 =4.7 4.7 $324.21 20
24174 4 BUENA CREST se1s 49.4 9.4 $16.50 0
24142 4 MONITOR 1S13 162.3 162.3  $3.16 0
24144 & CLOVERDALE 11,142 Q0.3 80.3 $14.22 20
24%30 4 CENTRAL HOW 21,532 8a. 6 86.6 ©17.869 10
28UHL 4 GERVAIS UHS 21,621 263.0 263.0 9%6.15 0
25001 4 MORROW 19,796 1,637.7 1,637.7 $3.98 0
26006 4 ORIENT +3,988 %79.0 679.0 $3.37 $0
26019 4 SAUVIES ISL 1,747 57.0 S7.0 #30.469 %0
26039 & CORBETT 2,022 7%0.8 7%0.8  $2.71 %0
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80N
FISCAL YEAR 1992 ANTECEDENT PROGRAM GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS. (NOTE: PRIVATE SCHOOL PUPILS DATAR ESTIMATED FROM
1983 DATA, PRIVATE SCHOOL DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS BASED ON HYPOTHETICAL BLOCI:
GRANT PROGRAM ALLOCATION)

RURAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 203

DIST DISTRICT ANTECEDENT DISTRICT EST. PRIV TOTAL PER FIUPL ET PRIV
CODE TYPE NAME GRANTS ADM-1982 SCH PUP PUPILS AMOUNT GSIHOOL o
L L1 AT S RSN & LSS sNna
26046 4 BONNEVILLE 343 19.9 19.9 $27.39 $0
27021 4 PERRYDALE $283 151.1 1S1.1 $2.53 0
27057 4 FALLS CITyY 8524 191.4 19.0 210.48 $2.55 $48
27062 4  VALSETZ 2,125 84.6 Bb4.4 924.34 0
28003 4  RUFUS $940 72.7 72.7 12,93 30
28007 4 WASCO 8973 79.4 78.4 $12.31 0
28012 4 SOUTH SHERM 568 144.5 144.3 $3.93 $0
Z0UH1 4 SHERMAN UHS 323 144.3 144.3 $35.53 30
29008 4 BEAVER 581 154,.2 154.2 .77 suU
29012 4 ° HEBO 913 690.9 60.9 $15.02 30
219022 4 CLOVERDALE 8414 176.3 S$0.0 226.3 $2.71 134
9036 4 NEAH-KAH-NI 83,453 819.2 819.2 4,22 0
IFUHT 4 NESTUCCA UH 8777 181.6 t1e1.6 $4.28 L 18)
0001 4 HELIX 3T19 113.8 112.9 $2.80 ¢
0002 4 PILOT ROCK 3,617 493.3 493.9° $7.33 80
I0004 4 TUM-A-LUM 3966 0.0 0.0 $0.00 %0
INONS 4 ECHO 8630 196.3 196.3 $3.21 %0
J0006 4 UMATILLA 33,044 911.2 911.2 $3.34 $0
TN010 4 FERNDALE 81,484 291.0 291.0 $5.10 80
0017 4 UMAPINE $1,I33 90.6 .6 $14.71 %0
I0N29 4 ATHENA~WEST 2,424 533.1 Z2.1 4. 55 %0
30041 4 STANFIELD 837,218 S11.9 S11.3 96.29 0
0080 4 UKIAH %1,789 76.2 76.2 923.48 0
1005 4 UNION 2,793 480.7 480.7 $5.31 0
Z1008 4 NORTH POWDE $2.462 135.7 155.5 $13.33 30
T1011 4 IMBLER $2.018 I21.3 331.3 $6.39 0
21013 4 COVE $1,376 265.0 265.0 $S.19 30
21022 4 ELGIN $I.424 640.2 640.2 $3.35 L Dl
2016 4 JOSEPH $1,420 388.0 588.0 $3.44 0
TA012 & WalLlLOwa 81,453 336. 4 3S6. 4 $4.108 L 1
32054 &4 TROQY 827 ?.6 ?.6 824.49 0
009 4 CHENOWITH 29,787 g98.9 898.9 €32.92 0
IZ014 4 PETERSBURG 1,771 96.1 86.1 $20.37 L D]
SI029 4 DUFUR 1,246 212.4 212.4 $5.937 0
IZ2040 4 TYGH VALLEY 1,229 79.0 78.0 ®17.17 %0
33042 4 WAMIC 2963 72.4 2.4 $1.958 20
II0S0 4  ANTELOPE 204 10.0 10.0 $20.40 L 1]
084 4 MAUPIN 8912 140.3 149.3 $6.13 L ]
IZUHL 4 WASCO CTY U 419 134.5 134.3 83.12 0
S4001 4  WEST UNIDN 81,426 921.2 321.2 $2.74 | 28]
4039 4 GRONER 8733 246.4 246.4 $2.97 %0
24058 & FARMINGTON 4108 224.4 224.4 $2.73 0
24079 4 NORTH PLAIN %1,118 287.2 287.2 +3.89 30
2451t 4 GASTON 2,183 448. 6 399.0 8467.6 $2.92 11,003
SS001 4  SPRAY *1,332 70.6 70.6 $21.70 $0
3021 4 FOSSIL 914 127.4 127.4 $7.17 30
73033 4 MITCHELL 2,033 B4.3 684.3 824.73 0
4004 4 AMITY 2,228 578.0 338.0 4. 14 0
76008 4 DAYTON 3,394 730.3 738.3 84.40 |
26011 & CARLTON 835 273.3 27S5.3 $3.03 [ I
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80N
FISCAL “EAR 1982 ANTECEDENT PROGRAM GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
CCHOOL DISTRICTS. (NQTE: PRIVATE SCHOOL PUPILS DATA ESTIMATED FROM
1993 LAA.  PRIVATE SCHOOL DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS BASED' ON HYFOTHETICAL BLOCK
GRANT FPHOGRAM ALLOCATION)

FURAL SUHOOL DISTRICTS., N = 203

DIST D DISTRICT ANTECEDENT DISTRICT EST. PRIV TQTAL PER PUPI EST PRIV

CODE TYPE HAME GRANTS  ADM~1982 SCH PUP FUPILS AMOUNT SCHOOL
EWMEME WEIw -- L Lty T 1)
T6016 6 YAMMILL 32,377 502.2 T02.2  $4.73 %0
T6030 4 WILLAMINA 3,763 953, 17.0 980.% - $3.84 s6%
T&UHI 4. YAMH-CARLT $1,082 T62.2 362.2 $2.99 $0
NG = 203TOTALS $337,412  49,415.9 1,329.0 50,744.9 %4,722

AVERAGE $6.73 $I.55

wW/0 PRIV SC° $5.83 LOW = $0.00 <--MCDERM

MEAN = $11.06
HIGH = $353.82
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F1SCAL “EAR 1982 ANTECEDENT PROGRAM GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL. DISTRICTS. (NOTE: PRIVATE SCHOOL PUPILS DATA ESTIMATED FROM
1982 LA'A. PRIVATE SCHOOL DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS BASED ON HYFOTHETICAL BLOCK
GRANT PH:OGRAM ALLOCATION)

STATE INSTITUTIONS. N = 7, SUMMARY OF STATE TOTALS AND AVERAGES

DIST DISTRICT ANTECEDENT DISTRICT EST. PRIV TOTAL PER PUPl EST PRIV
CODE TYI'E MAME GRANTS ADM-1982 SCH PuUP PUPILS AMOUNT SCHiOOL s
-, mEmm

27001 § 0SSB 442 S3.0 $8.24
27002 3 QSsSD 81,4673 221.0 $7.57
27003 § MACLAREN $3,423 475.0 $7.87
T7004 S HILLULREST $963 60,0 $16.03
I7006 § FAIRVIEW 83,6469 24L.0 314.06
7007 § HOSFLTAL SC 8978 249.0 $2.93
I7008 3 WYNNE WATTS 737 &4.0 $11.83
NQ = 7T0TALS 11,907 1,343.0

AVERAGE $68.87 $9.93

SUMMAKY. STATE TOTALS AND AVERAGES

TOTAL $2,699,328 437,592.2 2%,154.3  462,7%6.5 176,218
N o= 3.7 AVERABE +5.76 LOW = $0.00 $7.00
W/0 PRIV SC $6.17 MEAN = 8.90

HIGH = $35.82



APPENDIX F

FISCAL YEAR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT
ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON SCHOOL DISTRICTS



FISCAL YEAR 1583 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TD OREGON

80N

SCHOOL LISTRICTS.

POGPULATION CENTER SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

DIST

CODE TYFE NAME

Saas amee

01003
vl017
02509
[Ph{¥A.3
BAVE 7°
03062
0I0Rs
03108
USUHL
OIUH2
D3UHS
Q4001
J4010
03001
Q3008
05013
05502
06008
q4&u09
VeO13
DITPL 33
Go0US4A
O7CY
0817
0900})
vINV2
1U004
10019
10105
10116
10120
13001
12UH2
14001
15004
12003
19008
15009
12023
12349
15309
17007
17400
18001
18U
18UH2
19007
<00}
20004
w019
2uo28
VIV Th)
Z00AS
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N = 91
DISTRICT DISTRICT PRIVATE TOTAL ECIA PER TOT EST PRIV.
RADM-1983 PUPILS PUPILS FY 1983 PUPILS 5SCH %

BAKEK 2,390.3 26.8 2,417.1 817,908 7.4} 8199
PHILULMATH 1,312.1 1,312.1 49,717 $7.41 0
CORVALLIS 6,780.46 259.8 7,040.4 848,474 $4.89 1,789
MOLALLA 1,0%5%.2 1,05%5.2 $7,592 $7.29 0
SANDY 1,4862.9 1,462.9 10,349 7,21 30
OREGON CITY 6,586.86 3539.0 7,10%.6 352,912 $7.4% 34,014
CANDBY 1,928.7 9.3 1,998.0 $14,4%48 €7.24 L 313N
ESTACADA 2,499.8 19.0 2,%18.8 18,521 7.3% 3140
CANBY UHS 1,219.1 1,219.1 49,370 $7.4&9 0
SANDY UHS 1,145.0 1,145.0 38,008 $6.99 0
MOLALLA UHS 97%.% 975.5 $5.565 $6.73 ')
ASTORIA 1,%516.8  164.0 1,680.8 12,809 7,62 $1,0%0
SEASIDE 1,%09.7 1,509.7 $11,036 $7.31 $0
SCAPFOOSE 1,811.3 28,7 1,828.0 812,578 - $6.04 $183
CLATSKANIE 1,780.7 1,780.7 $12,060 $7.3 0
* RAINIER 1,584.2 1,584,.2 11,502 $7.26 20
ST HELENS 2,3%0.3 28.0 2,378.3 $16,355 $6.88 $193
COQUILLE 1,%513.9 32.4 1,544.3 811,878 $7.68 3249
COQS BAY 4,777.0 72.0 4,849.0 $54,%500 87.11 512
NORTH BEND 3,188.% 172.4 3,360.9 $2T,726  $7.06 1,217
MYRTLE POINT 1,094.3 1,094, 23 9,100 48,32 0
BANDON 960.8 13.0 973.8 +7.891 $8.10 %103
CROON CTY 2,795.3 100.0 2,49%5.3 $17,617 $7.06 +70a
BRO0OK INGS/HA 1,477.9 19.0 1,496.9 $11,455 $7.565 8143
BEND 7,4%1.3 %21.4 7,972.7 853,464 $6.71 $7,497
REDMOND 3,590.6 3,590.6 325,351 $7.09 0
ROSEBURG 6,348.0 2%8.2 b,606.2 $50,140 $7.5%59 $1,940
SOUTH UMPGUA  2,212.8 128.0 2,340.8 17,334 87.41 1948
REEDSPORT 1,361.¢ 1,361.1 28,960 $4.%0 20
WINSTON-DILL  3,823.2 22.0 1,B847,2 $17,044 $7,06 153
SUTHERLIN 1,307.% 1,307.5 811,085 8.48 0
BURNS 407.3 607.3 34,082 84.67 *0
BURNS 42S.0 425.0 42,913 $6.88 L I3}
HOOD RIVER 2,719.9 78.0 2,797.9 820,705 87.40 577
PHOENIX 1,965.0 189.0 2,174.0 816,332 $7.80 $1,437
ASHLAND 2, 4699.08 40,0 2,7%9.0 82¢,222 €7.28 4293
CENTEAL POIN  4,104.S 4,104.% 830,458 $7.42 0
EAGLE POINT 3,017.6 3,017.6 21,209 $7.03 S0
ROGUE RIVER 1,297.3 109.0 1,406.9 89,621 $6.054 8754
MEDFORD 9,56827.0 1,040.0 10,4667.0 880,476 $7.%4 $7,B846
MADRAS 2,198.3 7.0 2,208.3 817,533 $7.9% [ 3-7-1
GRANTS PAGS 3,751. 4 434.0 4,18%5.4 30,849 $7.37 2,199
JOSEFHINE 6,617.8 96.0 6,713.4 49,017 $7.30 8701
KLAMATH FALL 2,063.8 2,043.8 815,079 ¢7.31 30
KLAMSTH CU 7,379.0 3&4.0 7,413.0 931,583 6.9 $2%0
KLAMATH UNIF  2,081.7 54.0 2,108.7 18,052 $0.37 2363
LAKEVIEW 992.3 992.3 47,772 $7.83 40
PLEARSANT HIL  1,332.9 180.0 1,%32.9 $10,374 $5.77 $1,218
EUGENE 17,649.6 1,965.0 19,614.6 $180,622 7,17 414,083
SPRINGFLELD 9,470.3 9,470.3 847,153 $7.09 0

FERN RIDGE 1,749.8 J4.0 1,803.8 $13,329 ¢7.39 22
CRESWELL 1,029.1 1,029.1 17,451 $7.29 0
SOUTH LANE 3,073. 6 3,073.6 324,08 7.82 40



FISCAL YEAR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO QOREGON
SCHOOL. DISTRICTS.

POPULAT [ON CENTER SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 91
DIST DISTRICT DISTRICT PRIVATE ToTAL ECIA
CODE TYPE NAME RADM~199%  PUPILS PUPILS FY 1987
BAES WERE Seaa -
20069 1 JUNCTION CIT  1,755.7 4.0 1,759.7 $17,817 97.8S
20097 1 SIUGLAW 1,446.4 12,0 1,458.4 $10,026 $6.87
IZICU 1 LINCOLN COUN  %,100.7  442.0 s,%42.7 333,939 e8.11
22008 1| GREATER ALBA  7,741.7  $28.0 8,269.7. +%8,%09 $7.08
22016 1 LEBHNON 1,%70.3 98.0 1,6068.3 12,290 7.37
22055 1 SWEET HOME 2,%57.4 2,%67.4 $17,70% $7.48
22UHL 1 LEBANON UHS 1,474.5 18.8 1,490.0 10,208 $6.85
23008 1 ONTHK10 2,542.9 8%.0 2,627.8 $20,474 $7.79
2301 1 VALE 589.3 589.7 85,114 $8.43
23026 1+ NYSIA 1,081.4 1,081.4 43,992 $8.321
23UHI 1 VALE WH 240.8 340.8 $2,803 38.46
24004 | SILZERTON 9%3.4  203.0 1,1%6.6 28,844 $7.48
24012 1 NORTH MARION  1,358.0 1,3%8.0 $11,590 $8.53
24024 |  SALEM 2,839.0 2,967.4 2%,806.4 $1680,%8 $7.00
24077 1 STAYTON 73%.1  315.0 1,0%0.1 97,277 $6.93
24091 1 MT ANGEL 687.6 687.6 $%,080 $7.39
24103 1I© WOODBURN 2,08%.9 272.0 2,327.9 321,532 $9.2%
24UH4 1 STAYTON UHS 544.0 44,0 84,762 $7.99
Z4URT 1  CASCADE UHS 1,083.1 1,053.1 46,059 $7.469
24UH7 T SILVERTON UH 830.8 830.8 $5,933 s7.14
27002 1| DALLAS 2,5%30.8 1.0 2,%81.8 $13,952 $7.33
2701T | CENTRAL 2,197.6 11.0 2,208.6 318,129 $8.21
29005 1 TILLANOOK 1,9%0.0 61.0 2,011.0 $15.428 97.647
20008 1| HERMISTON 3,13%5.0 3,13%.0 $21,532 $64.87
0016 1| PENLLETON 3,3%0.8 99.0 3,489.8 $26,072  $7.47
0031 | MILTON-FREEW 738.9 226.2 965, 1 37,148 $7.41
SOUHS 1 MCLOUGHLIN U 446.9 446.8 $3,66%5  $8.20
21001 | LAGRANDE 2,8%6.8 63.0 2,919.8 $20.930 $7.17
32021 1 ENTERPRISE 501.4 7.3 408.7 84,321 $7.10
32012 1 THE DALLES 2,374.2  164.2 2,%78.4 $17,902 $7.0%
23007 1 HILLSBORO 3,339.2  284.0 3,623.2 826,452 $7.30
401 1|  BANKS 1,089.9 126.0 1,213.9 $9,I26 $7.68
23018 1| FOREST GROVE  3,700.4 196.0 3,896.4 828,409 $7.29
34088 | SHERWOQD 1,344.3 1,344.3 210,005 $7.434
JAUHT 1| HILLSBORO UH  4,979.0 4,979.0 35,036 $7.04
36029 | NEWBERG 3,453.3 74.8 3,528.1 24,356 $6.90
4040 1 MCMINNVILLE 3,202.0 216.5 3,418.5 427,459 $6.86
36048 | SHERIDAN 6%6. 3 6%56.3 5,432 $8.31
NG = TOTALS 262,312.6 JI272.9 27%,768.8 $2,012,747 $7.4C
AVERABGES $7.30 LOW = s6.58

MEAN = 87.43
HIGH = $9.2%

153

PER TOT EST PRIV.
PUPILS SCH s

$31
+82
$3,384
2,776
722
30
sLub
stal
%0

$0

)
$1,552
80
$20,763
2,183
$0
$2,%16
80

$0

30
174
390
4348
30
4730
$1,67%
0
359S
$52
$1,158
82,077
95T
1,329
L 10

0
L339
$1, 436
L D}

390,426
$7.27



FISCAL

ON

SCHOOL. JISTRICTS.

SUBURBAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N =

D1ST

JI0N3I
02007
03012
ullls
nos2
24003
S4004
26007
26028
24040
26051
26UNH2
24023
33029
74048

NQ =

NNNRNBRBRNBDHNBDRBRDBY

DISTRICT DISTRICT
CODE TYRE NAME

RADM-1983

WEST LINN
LAKE QSWEGO
NO CLACKAMAS
GLAUSTONE
BETHEL
PARRROSE
GRESHAM
'REYNUILDS
CENTENNIAL
DAVID DOUGLA
RIVERDALE
GRESIHAM UHS
TIGARD
REEDVILLE
BEAVERTON

13 TOTALS,

AVERAGE

3,337.4
5,812.6
2,138.4
1,918.6
3,623.7
3,%a7.%
4,882.0
6,298,2
4,912.1
8,972.7

296.8
2,921.4
s,976.8
1,%06.2

20,286.1

83, 400. S
$7.12

13

PRIVATE
PUPILS

44.0
404,90
102.3
168.3

4.0
1635. 1

184.0
2,950.1

4,112.0

fEAR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT 4! LOCATIONS TO QOREGON

TOTAL ECIA
PUFPILS FY 1962

3,301.4 +24,49%
6,216.6 . 445,425
12,240.9 $91,478
2,086.9 s15,301
3,423.7 325,400
3,%547.3 22,718
4,976.0 33,281
6,4563.3 s46,986
4,912, +I5,804
=,972.7 $4%,991

296.8 1,716
2,921.4 $20,831
6,160.8 341,411
1,%06.2 $10,748

23,206.2 $157,080

87,512, $622, 482
LOW =
MEAN =
HIGH =

154

PER TOT EST PRIV.
PUFPILS SCH

87.24
$7.31
27.47
7.23
87.29
+7.2%
846,69
$7.27
$7.29
$7.70
+5.78
$7.08
$6.72
7.14
$6.77

+5.78
$7.09
$7.70

519
$2,9%2
37646
$1,224
30

L ]
2629
81,200
0

0

20

%0
$1,2377
$0
19,969

28,205
$4.88
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FISCAL YEAR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHQOL DISTRICTS.

METROFOL ITAN URBAN (PORTLAND) SCHOOL DISTRICTS., N = |

DIST DISTRICT DISTRICT PRIVATE TOTAL ECIA 'PER TOT EST PRIV.
CODE TYFE tAME RADM=-1983 PUPILS PUPILS FY 1983 FUPILS GSCH ¢

26001 3 PORTLAND 48,109.4 6,450, 4 354,359.8 $637,019 $12.04 877,677
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BON
FISCAL YEAR 1783 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO CREGON
SCHOQL DLISTRICTS.

RURAL AIND SMALL TOWN SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 203

DIST DISTRICT DISTRICT PRIVATE TOTAL ECIA PER TOT EBT PRIV,
CODE TYIE MAME RADM-1983 FUPILS PUPILS Fy 1983 FUPILS SCH s
EEEE XEiia Saa - = - AL ..

010146 4 HUNTINGTON 164.2 164.2 42,486 $13.14 0
G10T0 4 BURNY RIVER 126.1 126.1 +2,1387 $13.85 30
Ui061 4 FINE EAGLE 428.3 428.3 $2,477 s8.11 L1
2007 4 ALSLY 194.1 196.1 ° 41,982 910.11 0
02023 4 BELL:'OUNTAIN 73.0 z.0 8474 $6.49 0
12024 4 IRISHM BEND 29.7 9.7 8282 $9.49 L V)
02025 4 MONRUE 192.0 192.0 $1,275 87.16 L0
2026 4 ALPINE 6.7 96.7 4826 $0.5%4 30
O2UHL 4 MONRUE UHS 164.1 164.1 81,292 $7.87 30
0301T 4 WELCHES 327.3 327.3 42,287 846.99 )
UI025 4 DICHLY PRAIR 83.0 83.0 3556 86.54 $0
03026 4 DAMALCUS UNI 833. 4 8IT.4 $4,089 $7.31 $0
03029 4 CARUSY 480.9 480.9 82,102 $6.45 L )
wI0I2 4 CLARIES 238.2 278.2 82,033 88.33 $0
03044 4 BORIMG 496. 6 246.0 742.6 3,244 ¢7.20 $1,770
0N3045 4 BULLRUN 6.0 96.0 4548 $6.73 %0
N30S3 4 COLTN 891.93 891.3 86,431 $7.44 $0
03067 4 BUTTE CREEX 2T3.8 232.8 81,350 $6.463 10
03080 4 SCHUCBEL B6.1 86.1 4617 87.17 $Q
02084 4 mMUAINO 316.6 12.0 l28.86 2,497 %8.21 398
03087 4 MAPLLE GROVE 37.1 37.1 3276 $7.44 30
OIZ091 4 NINETY ONE 450.4 4%0. 4 7,22 87.39 0
03092 4 RURAL DELL 130.6 120.6 $1,076 $7.93 Q0
0IlN7 4 COTTRELL 197.2 197.2 41,387 #7.352 $0
03116 & REDLAND 744.3 734.3 +35,4657 $7.560 L ]
wa00S 4 LEWIS & CLAR $00.4 82.0 582.4 $3,929 $6.746 L]
04008 4 JEWELL 108.7 we.7 $1,3593 $14.47 EYV]
D411 & OLNEY 104.8 104.8 %807 $7.70 *0
UdNI0 4 WARRENTON-HA 6£92.6 692,646 5,068 $7.32 80
13047 4 VERNONIA &76.5 676,35 $5,248 $7.7& 0
06031 4  POWERS 166.7 166.7 $2,681 #16.08 0
8002 4 PT OnFORD~LA S14.4 S14.4 $4, 934 $9.63 L V]
8003 4 GOLD BEACH 317.1 J17.1 $2,286 97.21 0
VBO04 4 AGNESS 13.0 15.0 29T 819.353 80
08012 4 OPHIR 47.8 47.8 83524 97.73 $0
08014 4 PISTOL RIVER s.2 23.2 8387 s16.48 30
0802 4 UPPER CHETCO 39.2 9.2 8429 87.23 o)
08Ut 4 GOLD BEACH U Slé.3 16,8 84,105 $7.95 30
09006 4 SISTERS 323.2 333.2 93,494 $6.58 L D
09015 4 BROTHERS 16.4 16. 4 8393 $24.09 10
1000: & OAKLAND 376.8 476.8 84,777 $8.28 $0
10012 4 GLIDE 1,023.2 1,023.2 87,349 7.18 30
10013 4 DAYS CREEK 236. 4 2469.0 325. 4 $3,433 86.354 1,759
10021 4 CAMAS VALLEY 197.0 197.0 1,497 $7.460 0
10022 4 NO DOUGLAS 6462.3 662.3 85,130 €7.7% 0
10032 4 YONCALLA 470.8 49,0 Si0.8 84,081 $7.99 8320
10034 4 ELKTON 223.3 222, 81,722 $7.70 0
10043 &4 unPQUA 107.7 107.7 %4610 $83.74 0
10070 4 RIDDLE 367.8 $67.8 84,401 98.10 0
10077 4 GLENDALE S71.2 $71.2 44,082 7.3 0
10123 4 ASH VALLEY 32.6 2.4 4227 sa.96 0



BON

FISCAL YEAR 1783 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TG OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

RURAL AND SMALL TOWN SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

DIST

CODE TYPE NAME

11002
11011
11025
12003
12004
120606
12008
12016
12017
12004
12008
13007
13010
12013
17016
13018
12028

3029
12030
13022
13033
1JUH1
15040
13059
15091
15094
16004
16008
16041
19003
L9011
19014
19018
19021
200322
0066
20068
<0071
200768
20079
=0090
22004
22013
22029
220%0
22033
22042
22044
22063
22073
22078

bb.b’.’bb.bb.h’b&b.bbbhb&bbaObhb.bb?bbbb&bb&&b.ba&b

N = 203

DISTRICT DISTRICT PRIVATE TOTAL
RADM~1983 PUPILS PUPILS

mEsn

ARL INGTON 141.9 141.9
OLEX 2.4 23.4
CONDON 212, 212.7
JOMN DAY =8.8 828.8°
PRAIRIE CITY 236.7 2346.7
MT ERNON 192.0 192.0
MONUMENT 92.7 2.7
DAYVILLE 8g.1 88,1
LONG CREEK 121.8 121.8
CRANE 71.0 71.0
PINE CREEK 8.3 a.3
DIAMIND 15.2 15.2
SUNTEX 4.3 4.3
DREWSEY 19.0 19.0
FRENCH GLEN 2.8 2.8
LAWEN 6.8 8.8
DOUBLE Q 4.8 4.8
ANDREWS 16.8 16.5
HINES T10.6 310.6
SOD HOUSE 14.1 14.1
FIELOS-TROUT 14.0 14.0
CRANE UMS 83.3 .3
APPLZGATE 40 202.3 <02.3
PROSPECT 248.35 248.5
BUTTE FALLS 2359.7 259.7
PINEHURST 18.3 18.2
CULVEIR 304.53 I04.3
ASHWOOD 11.0 11.0
BLACK BUTTE 11.3 11.3
UNION 8s.8 8%5.8
PAISLEY 124.2 124.2
SILVER LAKE 248.5 248.9
PLUSH 3.9 .9
ADEL 23.5 25.3
MAPLITON 433.2 433.2
CROW-APPLEG- 420.9 420.9
MCKENZIIE 419.4 419.4
LORELL 4346.3 3.0 439.3
QAKRIDGE 947.8 947.8
MARCILA 379.2 I79.2
BLAC.H#.Y 166.4 166.4
GRIGGS 30.6 39.6
SODAVILLE &7.6 &7.6
MARI -LINN z12. 212.93
SANDIIDGE 27.9 27.9
HAMILTON CRE 222.8 223.8
HARR [ SBURG 194.0 194.0
HARR1S 23.3 23.3
WYATT ss.8 55.8
LACO1D 279. 4 279.4
DENNY 17.9 17,9

ECIA
FY 19683

$1, 444
2516
1,248
35, 701
2,111
41,462
$1,3518
$1,287
2,197
581
82,44
$399
167

$4354-

3163
222
t Jajal]
#3280
1,853
+384
229
$1,19%
$1,3I33
$1,772
1,493
$307
$2,698
8228
s278
1,279
s1,894
$4,433
222
s$664
83,593
93,449
4,312
87,584
84,8848
$2,798
$2,5680
$200
521
81,331
*217
81,732
*i,354
333
247
81,915
331

157

PER TOT EST PRIV.

PUPILS

SCH s

$10.19
822,08
$7.37
$6.88
48.92
$7.61
816.34
$15.74
$18.04
$8.18
$29.64
$26.25
$37.11
$22.89
$98.93
$25.00
$46.88
$23.03
85.97
$27.23
$168.50
$14.31
46,69
$7.13
46.52

-
2.2

$9.84
$21.36
$24.60
$14.91
$135.25
$17.84
839, 49
$26.04
$8.52
$8. 467
$10.28
8. 16
$7.27
$7.14
$16.11
85,54
$7.86
$7.30
87.78
87.74
24.98
$14,29
6. 22
$6.806
$108.49

40
80
[ 1o}
+0
$0
0
30
L 1V
30
0
0
80
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80N .
FISCAL YEAR 1983 FEDERAL. ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TQ OREGON
SCHOOL CISTRICTS.

RURAL APD SMALL TOWN SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 203

DIST DISTRICT DISTRICT  PRIVATE TOTAL ECIA PER TOT EST PRIV,
CODE TYFE NAME RADM-1983  PUFILS PUPILS FY 1983 PUPILS SCH ¢

mEEnam A%y 3 GESs mmw ARNARESEm BEANESEEE INSRASwmPN
22081 4 GORE 74.0 74.0 50T $6.80 50
22089 4 CROWFOOT 518.4 616.4 . 84,242 $7.02 $0
2209% 4 SCIO 498.4 698. 4 $5,3I21  $7.42 0
22102 4 TENNESSEE 113.2 113.2 sdue $7.12 30
22124 ¢  LOURCES 27.3 27.3 1568 $5.79 $0
22129 4 MILL CITY~BA 550.5 £90.% 24,070 %6.89 0
22882 4, CENTRAL LINN 848.9 868.9 66,528 $7.52 ')
22UHS 4 ' HARRISBURG U 3s1.8 361.8 82,535 7,28 s
23001 4 BROGAN 14.5 1.9 3204 $20.97 su
2I00T 4 JORDAN VALLE 42.0 a2.0 $753 $17.93 0
23012 4 JUNTURA 0.0 30.0 $3Z1 $11.03 30
2T029 4 ANNEX 133.7 133.7 S1,1% . $8.65% .0
27042 4 WILLOWCREEK 80.8 80.8 $82% $10.21 20
23051 4 MCDERMITT 15.9 19,3 $243 $1%5.68 30
23061 4 ADRIAN 2.9 32, 23,345 $10.0% %0
a3 4 HARPER 74.9 74.9 31,337 $17.87 %0
27081 4 AROCK . T4, 4 J6.4 3209 13.98 0
2ZUM1 4 JORDAN VALLE 107. 4 107.4 798 $7.43 30
24007 4 SUBLIMITY 192.0 19%.0 81,633 $8.46 30
24010 4 EVERCREEN 62, 62.8 $520 38.28 $0
24011 4 AUMSVILLE 522, s22.% $3,702 $7.09 0
24012 4 PIONEER 8.4 za.6 $434 s11.24 0
24014 4 JEFFERSON 99%. 8 98s%.8 $8.984 9.11 0
23020 4 MARION 90.8 90.8 $730  s@.04 0
24031 4 BROOKS 99. 4 98. 4 2984 $9.70 0
24042 4 VICTOR POINT 137.1 127.1 1,072 $7.82 0
4045 4 ST. FAUL 178.4  101.0 279.4 2,157 $7.72 780
24050 4 PRATUM 51.4 S1.4 2339  $6.50 0
24051 4 NORTH HOWELL o8.6 28.6 4295 $13.81 5O
24060 4 ELDRIEDGE &5.4 65. 4 28629 $9.62 0
T3041 4 WEST STAYTON =s.3 5.3 2510 $9.22 20
24063 4 BETHANY 82.0 82.0 410 $7.44 20
24073 4 SCOTTS MILLS 147.0 147.0 81,174 $7.99 $0
24076 4 GERVAIS 224.1 91.0 31S.1 $3,326 310.56 2961
24079 & TURNER 195.3 195.S 81,584 8.10 80
24082 4 PARKERBVILLE R as.9 2419 9.1 80
24093 4 SILVER CREST 120.4 120. 4 $869 $7.22 0
24123 4 DETROIT 143.7 14,7 81,530 $11.34 20
24126 & NORTH SANTIA 66.2 44,2 8631 $9.83 20
24134 4 BUENA CREST s5.3 5.3 471 38.352 30
4142 4 MONITOR 185.7 185.7 81,459 $7.86 80
24144 &4 CLOVERDALE 92.7 92.7 620 $6.69 80
24540 4 CENTHAL HOME 9@.1 98. 1 2420 $6.32 0
24UML & GERVAIS UHEB 298.2 298, 2 $3,120 $10.50 80
25001 4 MORRUM 1,6146.0 1,616.0 311,440 $7.00 ')
26006 4 ORIENT 699.3 699.3 $4,805 %4.87 0
26019 4 SAUVIES ISLA 175.9 1335.9 3892 $6.51 0
25039 & CORBETT 729.3 729.3 5,104 $7.00 0
260846 4 BONNEVILLE 42.4 42,4 $352 $8.30 0
27021 & PERK:DALE 127.8 137.8 $1,092 ©87.92 0
270%7 4 FALLL CITY 193.8 19.0 212.8 81,259 $7.37 140



8ON
FISCAL YEAR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON

SCHOOL [ ISTRICTS,

RURAL. AMD SMALL TOWN SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 203

oIST DISTRICT DISTRICT PRIVATE TOTAL ECIA
CODE TYFE rAME RADM-1983  PUPILS PUPILS FY 1983
SAmEES EASSE WEREER mme
27062 & VALSETZ 7.4 97.4 $1,2%7
28003 & RUFUS 78.2 78.2 36435
28007 4 WASCO 70.9 70.9 5658
28012 4 SOUTH SHERMA 143.6 143. 4 s1,068
20UHL & SHERMAN UHS 139.53 139.% $1,070
29008 4 BEAVLR 1%8.0 128.0 31,203
29013 & HEBG 48.3 48.3 480
29022 4, CLOVERDALE 196.7 0.0 244.7 $1,5383
290%& 4 NEAH-KAH-NIE 84%5.6 845.6 37,255
29UH3 4 NESTULCCA UHS 202.9 202.9 1,549
TO00L 4 HELIX 110.4 110.9 s644
T0002 4 PILOY ROCK 39.7 529.7 3,193
TO004 4  TUM-A-LUR 77.3 77.3 FY.vvs
I000S 4 ECHO 194.1 194.1 $1,292
I0006 & UMATILLA 897.1 897.1 86,08
0010 4 FERNCALE 213.7 213.7 81,648
ZOUIZ &4 UMAPILNE 2.1 92.1 784
TA029 4 ATHENA-WESTO 536.7 536.7 84,342
I0061 4 STANFIELD %00.53 %00. 9 3,937
TJ080 4 UKIAH 7%.0 7%.0 1,069
TI100% 4 UNION s17.8 517.8 83,493
31008 4 NORTH POWDER 170.4 170.4 32,054
1011 4 IMBLER I%5.9 I%%8.9 42,579
Z101% 4 COVE 272.3 272.32 81,928
I102T 4 ELGIN 4629.4 629.4 3,990
2006 4 JOSEFH 3I71.6 371.8 2,903
SI012 4 WALLOWA 347.1 S67.1 32,902
2054 4 TROY 10.4 10.6 8255
II009 & CHENOWITH 933.0 933, 37,184
I30U14 4 PETEFSBURG 112,23 112.2 +78s
33029 & DUFUR 20%.8 20z.8 31,3590
II040 & TYGBH VALLEY 80.4 80.4 $386
IT042 4 WAMIC 71.7 71.7 330
330%0 & ANTELOPE 17.8 17.8 83462
32084 & MAUPIN 151.9 151.9 908
IIUML 4 WABCO CTY UM 142.2 142.2 81,045
33001 4 WEST UNION 536.9 536.9 3,862
54039 4 GRONER 253.4 253.4 81,864
33058 4 FARMINGTON V 243.4 243.4 s1,848
23070 4 NORTH PLAINS 299.4 299.4 $2, 397
24511 4 GASTGN 452.2 399.0 8%1.2 S, 160
5001 4 SPRAY 66.0 664.0 1,130
33021 4 FOSSIL 127.6 127.6 $1,6833
I30SS 4 MITCHELL 91.8 91.8 1,383
35004 4 AMITY 579.6 578.4 4,733
I6008 4 DAYTON 77%.0 77%.0 $7,233

159

PER TOT EST PRIV,
PUPILS G&CH #

$12.68
+8,235
7.97
$7.44
$7.47
$7.61
$9.94
$4.70
48.93
$7.72
$6.01
$7.77

. 86,03

48.466
$6.78
$7.81
8,31
$8.09
87.87
$14.25
$7.13
$12,0S
87.2%
$7.08
$7.13
s7.081
7.91
24,06
$7.70
46,99
$7.80
$7.29
$7.3%9
$20.34
$6.350
7.2
$7.19
87.36
$7.59
+68.34
6. 06
17,12
14,37
$138.07
38,22

$9. 34

0
[ 19)
0
0O
L 18]
| 1>)
$
8325



8ON

FISCAL YEAR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL CISTRICTS.

RURAL AND SMALL TOWN SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

DIST
CODE TYFE

T6011L
6014
6030
Z&UH1

NO

FY s

23

N = 203
DISTRICT DISTRICT PRIVATE TaTAL
NAME RADM~1983 PUPILS PUPILS
CARL.TON 286.3 2686.3
YAMHMILL 306.3 506.3
WILLAMINA 959.2 17.0 976.2
YAMH-CARLT U 7.9 373.9
TOTALS S51,720.7 1,329.0 $3,049,.7
AVERAGE $8.12

ECIlA
FY 1982

82,061
3,741
+7,398
+2, 658

$429,304
LOwW
MEAN
HIGH

160

FER TOT EST PRIV,
PUPILS SCH s

$7.20
$7.29
$7.%8
$7.07

= 85.74
=$10.91
=339.49

s
*0
129
0

%9, 289
36.99
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BON
FISCAL “EAR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.
STATE INSTITUTIONS. N = 7., STATE TOTALS AND AVERAGBES.
DIST DASTRICT DISTRICT PRIVATE TOTAL ECI1A PER TOT EST PRIV.
COCE TYHE HAME RADM-1983 PUPILS PUPILS Fy 1983 FUPILS SCH ¢
MENT &N L2 1 ]
37001 S 0SSB S.0 4292 5.7
27302 §  0SSD 221.0 $1,219 8.352
37903 3 MACLHREN 433.0 $2,399 #35.51
27004 §  HILLLREST &0.0 800 $13.33
I7006 S FAIRVIEW 261.0 1,439 $35.351
27007 S HOSFITAL SCH 249.0 $1,377 3.851
37008 I WYNNE WATTS 64.0 233 8S5.852
A
NQ = 7 TOTALS 1,343.0 $7,875
AVERAGE $35.86 24,63
SUMMARY. STATE TOTALS AND AVERAGES
TOTAL 447,086.2 2T164.3 472,230.5 3,729,827 $211,707
$7.87 AVERAGE $7.90 8.41
N = 3T.7
LOW = $5.51

MEAN = $9.464
HIGH =839, 49



APPENDIX G

OREGON SCHOOL DISTRICT ANTECEDENT TO ECIA BLOCK
GRANT SCHOOL DISTRICTS GAIN AND LOSS



DIST Ty

CODE PE

LIST
NAME

27002
0460354
24024
02017
20040
24091
20004
34013
13001
06013
09002
o7CuU
15035
22016
05001
15549
24077
15006
27013
28UHS
36029
23008
34088
20001
03033
03044
31001
20045
24015
20097
15004
O3UH2
20028
30031
10105
24UH7
10019
20069
36048
09001
32021
18001
06008
22008
14001
23026
17007
13UH2
24004
01005
06009
30016
06041
34U

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

DALLAS
BANDON
SALEM
PHILOMAT
CRESWELL
MT ANGEL
EUGENE
BANKS
BURNS
NORTH BE
REDMOND
CROOK CT
ROGUE RI
LEBANON
SCAPPQOOS
HEDFORD
STAYTON
CENTRAL
CENTRAL
CASCADE
NEWBERG
ONTARIO
SHERWQOOD
PLEASANT
MOLALLA
SANDY
LAGRANDE
SOUTH LA
NORTH MA
SIUSLAW
PHOENIX
SANDY UH
FERN RID
MILTON-F
REEDSPOR
SILVERTG
SOUTH UM
JUNCTION
SHERIDAN
BEND
ENTERPRI
KLAMATH
COQUILLE
GREATER
HOOD RIV
NYSSA
GRANTS P
BURNS
SILVERTO
BAKER
CO0S BAY
PENDLETO
MYRTLE P
HILLSBOR

ANTECEDEN PER ECIA
GRANTE ADM-82 1982 ADM RADM-83 FY 1983
$95,171 2523.2 $37.72 2,%81.8 $18,932
$10, 658 864.9 $12.04 973.8 $7,891

182,118 22551.7 $6.08 25,804.4  $180,568
810,568 1280.1 $8.26 1,312.1 $9,717
7,762 995.1 $7.80 1,029.1 7,461
%4,886 641.4 $7.62 &687.6& 35,080
8127, 164 17213.8 $7.39 19,418.46  $140,622
$7,881 1039.7 $7.58 1,213.9 9,326
$3,934 610.2 $46.45 407.3 $4,052
20,299 3069.7 $6.61 3,340.9 23,726
823,551 3582.8 $6.57 3,590.6 $25, 451
$14,673 2283.0 $6.43 2,495.3 $17,4617
$7,699 1255.1 $6.13 1,406.5 $9,621
$9, 445 1501.8 $6.29 1,668.3 $12,290
$10, 250 1789.8 $5.73 1,838.0 $12,578
58, 932 9193.3  $6.41 10,647.0 $80,476
$4,088 708.0 $5.77 1,050.1 7,277
24,272 3948.2 $6.12 4,104.5 $30, 458
$14,754 2163.2 $6.82 2,208.6 $18, 129
86,425 1043.2 $6.16 1,053.1 %8, 059
18,718 3469.4 $5.40 3,528.1 $24,356
$15,332 2478.5 $6.19 2,627.8 $20,474
$7,639 1308.7 $5.84 1,344.3 $10, 005
$6,819 1334.7 $S.11 1,532.9 $10,374
$5,775 1027.7 $5.62 1,055.2 $7,692
$8,071 1464.8 $5.51 1,462.9 $10,549
$15,324 26824.0 $5.43 2,919.8 $20,930
$17,717 2952.7 $6.00 3,073.6 $24,038
8,984 1346.9 $6.67 1,358.0 $11,590
$6,807 1400.9 $4.8& 1,458.4 $10,026
$10,922 1965.2 $5.56 2,174.0 $16,532
$5,544 1197.5 $4.63 1,145.0 8,005
$8,397 1739.7 $4.83 1,803.8 $13,329
$3,607 757.4 $4.76 965.1 $7,148
$5,092 1334.8 s$3.81 1,361.1 $8, 560
$3,439 828.3 $4.15 830.8 $5,933
$9,229 2092.4 $4.41 2,340.8 $17,334
38,227 1700.7 $4.84 1,759.7 $13,813
$3,021 581.5 $5.20 656.3 $5,452
825,587 7421.7 $3.45 7,972.7 353, 446
$2,201 s578.1 s3.81 608.7 $4,321
8,391 2092.2 $4.01 2,063.8 $15,079
86,239 1433.8 $4.35 1,586.3 11,878
28,570 7636.3 $3.74 8,269.7 $58, 509
$10,869 2690.7 $4.04 2,797.9 $20, 705
$5, 005 1024.5 $4.89 1,0B1.4 $8,982
$14,531 3687.6 $3.94 4,185.4 $30,849
$1,275 382.5 $3.33 425.0 $2,913
$3,923 950.9 $4.13 1,156.6 $8,844
$9,158 2361.8 $3.88 2,417.1 $17,905
$15,906 4514.4 $3.52 4,849.0 $34,500
$12,993 33463.0 $3.86 3,489.8 $26,072
$5,070 10B4.1 $4.647 1,094.3 $9, 100
$17,395 5147.68 $3.38 4,979.0 $35,036

163

PER GAIN/

RADM 10s8
Lt b L L 2t T 1 1)
$7.33 ($30.39)
$8.10 (8$3.94)
$7.00 (8$1.09)
87.41 ($.83)
$7.25 ($.35%)
$7.39 (8.23)
$7.17 (8.22)
$7.68 $.10
$6.467 $.23
$7.06 $.45
$7.09 $.51
$7.06 $.463
$56.84 $.71
87.37 $1.08
s$4.84 $1.12
$7.54 $1.13
$6.93 $1.16
$7.42 $1.30
8.21 $1.39
$7.653 $1.49
$46.90 $1.51
87.79 $1.461
$7.44 $1.61
$6.77 $1.66
$7.29 $1.467
$7.21 $1.70
$7.17 $1.74
$7.82 $1.82
$8.53 $1.86
$6.87 $2.02
$7.60 $2.09
$6.99 $2.36
$7.39 $2.56
$7.41 $2.64
$6.58 $2.77
$7.14 $2.99
$7.41 $2.99
$7.85 $3.01
$8.31 $3.11
$6.71 $3.26
$7.10 $3.29
$7.31 $3.30
$7.68 $3.33
t7.08 $3.33
$7.40 $3.36
$8.31 $3.42
$7.37 $3.43
$46.85 $3.52
$7.635 $3.52
$7.41 $3.53
$7.11 $3.59
$7.47 $3.61
$8.32 $3.63
$7.04 $3.66



DIST TY LIST
CODE PE NAME

17600
10130
22055
15009
O3UH4
04001
230135
JOUHS
22UH1
23UH3
05005
150035
02509
30008
05502
20019
10116
346040
i8CU

33012
16509
34007
21CU

10004
03086
04010
03062
03108
34015
24103
05013
24UH4
08017
29009
O3UH1
19007
18UN2

TOTAL=

JOSEPHIN
SUTHERLI
SWEET HO
EAGLE PO
MOLALLA
ASTORIA
VALE
MCLOUGHL
LEBANON
VALE UH
CLATSKAN
ASHLAND
CORvVALLI
HERMISTO
ST HELEN
SPRINGFI
WINSTON-
MCMINNVI
KLAMATH
THE DALL
MADRAS
HILLSBOR
LINCOULN
ROSEBURG
CANBY
SEASIDE
OREGON C
ESTACADA
FOREST G
WOODBURN
RAINIER
STAYTON
BROOKING
TILLAMOO
CANBY UH
LAKEVIEW
KLAMATH

o bt e b e P ph P e e B e e b e s e P4 S 4 e e ke e e e e e B b e e S s et e e

0
-

AVERAGE

ANTECEDEN
GRANTS

$23,058
4,062
$9,711
$9,470
$2,709
$6,321
2,725
$1,892
4,079
$1,583
$5, 985
$9,141
$19,290
$9,041
$6,616
$27,851
$5,319
$9,053
$20,248
$6,827
8,438
$10,343
$19,946
$20,247
$5,599
$4,217
$18,700
$6,899
$10,320
$9,570
$4,163
$1,772
$4,176
$5,666
$3,371
$2,960
$6,532

$1,310,207

$5.10

ADM-82

257,

&378.7
1271.6
2491.7
2922.6

921.2
1652.0

559.2

436.7
1372.3

347.7
1759.9
2681.8
6623.0
3143.9
2332.9
?151.9
1766.2
3242.5
7110.4
2325.7
2221.3
3301.3
5115.5
&024.,7
1960.9
1461.0
6212.2
2367.0
3763.3
2089.8
1626.0

538.9
1432.5
1935.2
1179.0
1030.2
1903.8

129.9
LOW
MEAN
HIGH

PER
1982 ADM

$3.61
$4.77
$3.90
$3.24
$2.94
+3.83
$4.87
$4.33
$2.97
$4.55
$3.40
$3.41
$2.91
$2.688
$2.84
$3.04
$3.01
$2.79
$2.85
$2.94
$3.80
$3.13
$3.%0
$3.36
$2.86
$2.89
$3.01

2.91
$2.74
+4.58
$2.56
$3.29
$2.92
$2.93
$2.86
$2.87
$3.43

$2.56
$4.98
$37.72

RANM-83

6,713.4
1,307.5
2,567.4
3,017.6

975.5
1,680.8

S89.3

446.8
1,490.0

340.8
1,780.7
2,739.8
7,040.4
3,135.0
2,378.3
9,470.3
1,847.2
3,418.5
7,415.0
2,538.4
2,205.3
3,623.2
5,542.7
6,606.2
1,996.0
1,509.7
7,105.6
2,518.8
3,B96.4
2,327.9
1,584.2

544.0
1,496.9
2,011.0
1,219.1

992.3
2,105.7

ECIA
FY 1983

$49,017
$11,085
$19,705
$21,209

84,565
$12,809
$5,114

$3, 665
$10,208

$2,883
$13,0460
$20,222
$48,474
$21,532
$16,355
$67.153
$13,044
$23,459
$51,583
$17,902
$17,535
$26,452
$44,939
$50,140
$14,456
$11,036
$52,912
$18,521
$28, 409
$21,532
$11,502

$4,362
$11,455
$15,428

$9,370
£7.772
$18,052

$2,012,947
LOW
MEAN
HIGH

164

PER GAIN/
RADM  LOSS

$7.30
$8.48
$7.48
$7.03
$65.73
$7.62
+8. 48
$8. 20
$46.85
$8.46
$7.33
$7.38
$6.89
$6.87
$6.88
$7.09
$7.06
$46.86
$6.96
$7.05
$7.95
$7.30
$8.11
$7.59
$7.24
$7.31
$7.45
$7.35
$7.29
$9.25
$7.26
$7.99
$7.65
$7.467
$7.69
$7.83
$8.57

CHANGE
$6.58
$7.43
$9.25

oo

$3.69
$3.71
$3.78
$3.79
$3.79
$3.79
$3.81
$3.87
+3.88
$3.91
$3.93
$3.97
$3.97
$3.99
$4.04
$4.05
$4.05
$4.07
$4.11
$4.12
$4.15S
$4.17
$4.21
$4.23
$4.38
$4.42
$4.44
$4.44
$4.55
$4.67
$4.70
$4.70
$4.74
$4.74
$4.83
$4.96
$5.14

$702,740
($30.39)

$2.45

$5.14



DIST Ty v1sT
CODE PE NAME

20052
03007
26004
26051
34048
26003
34023
26UH2
26028
03012
03115
03003
34029
26007
26040

TOTAL=

BETHEL

LAKE 0OSuW
GRESHAM

R1VERDAL
BEAVERTO
PARKROSE
TIGARD

GRESHAM
CENTENNI
NO CLACK
GLADSTON
WEST LIN
REEDVILL
REYNOLDS
DAVID DO

NMNMNNNNNNNNNNNNN

15
AVERAGE

ANTECEDEN
GRANTS

430,686
+35, 665
24,148

$4631
$81, 389
$11,566
$15,886
+7,788
$14,056
$36,177
$5,443
$9,385
$3,931
$16,871
$17,180

$312,802
$3.79

ADM~-82

3397.1
3751.9
4799.4
202.8
20218B.5
3487.5
&066.7
2854.2
4810.7
11870.0
1912,
3411.5
1520.5
&312.7
5902.2

2,518.3
LOW
MEAN
HIGH

n

PER
1982 ADM

$9.03
$4.20
$5.45
$3.11
$4.03
$3.32
$2.62
$2.73
$2.92
$3.05
$2.85
$2.75
$2.59
$2.67
$2.91

$2.59
$3.75
$9.03

ECIA

RADM-B83 FY 1983

3,623.7
6,216.6
4,976.0

296.8

23,206.2
3,547.5
6,160.8
2,921.4
4,912.1

12,240.9
2,086.9
3,381.4
1,506.2
6,463.3
5,972.7

$26,400
$45,425
$33, 281

1,716
$157,080
25, 735
$41,411
$20. 631
$35,804
$91,478
$15, 301
24,495
$10,748
$44,986
$45,991

$622,482
LOW
MEAN
HIGH

165

PER GAIN/
RADM L.OSS

LR L T Y Pt Ty

$7.29
$7.31
$4. 469
$5.78
$6.77
$7.25
$6.72
$7.06
$7.2
$7.47
$7.33
$7.24
$7.14
$7.27
$7.70

CHANGE
$5.78
$£7.09
£7.70

($1.73)
$1.11
$1.24
$2.67
$2.74
$3.94
$4.10
$4.33
$4.37
$4.43
$4.49
$4.49
$4.55
$4.60
$4.79

$309, 680
($1.75)
$3.34
$4.79



ANTECEDEMN
GRANTS

DIST Ty DIST

CODE PE NAME

= e Am w Ll Rt X 1= 1 3§ L 2 X 1 4 3 F 4
24001 3 PURTLAND

TOTAL=

1

$724,000

PER
ADM-B82 1982 ADM

471684.4 $15.39

166

ECIA PER GAIN/

RADH-83 FY 1983 RADM  LOSS

EEmEESN ErACEEER GEeEADreCESEmcE
54,559.8 $657,019 $12.04 ($3.34)

CHANGE (%68,981)



DIST T»
CODE PE

Cums CHaz'® S IKEE EECEXEXWE

03029
08012
33009
26019
23012
22030
260446
13004
16008
10045
13018
04011
23UH1L
24126
33014
24013
27062
24540
24082
19005
24063
33050
08004
33040
22081
22063
35055
30080
240460
03045
22013
23029
08023
24020
24134
Z4010
24144
12016
10125
03087
30013
33042
03025
02026
13UH1
23066
29013
02023
28003
22004
35001
24050
23042

DL DLDLDLOLLDOELDIOLDLDILADLADIODDOLADLDLLPLDIPDDLLLODOLLLDDLDLDILLLDLLLLDLLLLLLDLLDL

OIST
NAME

CARUS
OPHIR
CHENOWIT
SAUVIES
JUNTURA
SANDRIDG
BONNEVIL
CRANE
ASHWOOD
uMPQuUA
LAWEN
OLNEY
JORDAN V
NORTH SA
PETERSBU
PIONEER
VALSETZ
CENTRAL
PARKERSV
UNION
BETHANY
ANTELOPE
AGNESS
TYGH vaAl
GORE
WYATT
MITCHELL
UKIAH
ELDRIEDG
BULLRUN
SODAVILL
ANNE X
UPPER CH
MARION
BUENA CR
EVERGREE
CLOVERDA
DAYVILLE
ASH VALL
MAPLE GR
UMAP INE
wArMIC
DICKEY P
ALP INE
CRANE UH
HARPER
HEBO
BELLFOUN
RUFUS
GRIGGS
SPRAY
PRATUM
WILLOWCR

ANTECEDEN
GRANTS

$21,050
$1.674
+28,787
1,747
$601
+4683
$545
$1,707
$155
$1,382
$469
$1,537
$1,266
$1,330
$1,771
$828
$2,125
$1,532
$685
$1,436
$1,387
£304
$192
$1,339
$1,042
$975
$2,053
$1,789
$1,070
$1,441
$1,054
$1,381
$568
$1,243
$+815
$1,021
$1,142
$2,138
+38S
$488
$1,333
993
$1,018
$1,325
$1,891
$2,025
$915
3855
$940
$309
$1,532
$343
$1,311

ADH-B82

PER
1982 ADM

377.1
51.0
898.9
57.0
18.2
25.3
19.9
&5.7
4.0
60.4
11.3
&4.8
56.8
S4.7
86.1
33.7
86.6
86.6
34.2
56.9
78.1
10.0
6.5
78.0
63.2
62.4
84.3
76.2
57.4
?1.4
63.5
81.4
36.7
77.0
49.4
63.2
80.3
6.0
29.0
35.6
0.6
72.4
80.8
?3.1
5.9
88.1
60.9
74.2
72.7
27.7
70.6
30.9
89.4

55.82
+32.82
$32.02
$30.65
$33.02
$27.00
+27.39
$25.98
$38.75
$22.88
$41.50
$23.01
$22.29
$24 .31
$20.57
$24.57
$24.54
$17.69
$20.03
$25.24
$17.76
$30.40
$29.54
$17.17
$16.49
$15.62
$24.35
$23.48
$18. 64
$15.77
$16.60
$16.97
$15.48
$16.14
$16.50
$16.16
$14.22
$22.27
$13.28
$13.71
$14.71
$13.58
$12.60
$14.23
$19.72
$22.99
$15.02
$11.52
$12.93
$11.16
$21.70
$11.10
$14.66

RADHM-B83

ECIA
FY 1983

EnCrEEIr SRS EREE

480.%
67.8
933.0
135.5
30.0
27.9
42.4
71.0
11.0
107.7
8.8
104.8
107.4
64,2
112.3
38.6
97.6
98.1
45.9
85.8
82.0
17.8
15.0
80.4
74.0
55.8
91.8
75.0
65.4
6.0
&7.6
133.7
S59.2
0.8
55.3
2.8
2.7
88.1
32.6
37.1
92.1
71.7
85.0
6.7
83.5
74.8
48.3
73.0
78.2
30.6
&66.0
51.4
80.4d

$3,102
+524
$7,184
882
$331
$217
$352
581
$23
$4618
$220
$807
$798
$631
785
$434
$1,257
$620
$419
$1,279
$610
$3462
$293
$586
$503
$347
$1,383
$1,069
$629
$648
$531
$1,156
$429
$730
$471
$520
$620
$1,387
$227
$276
$784
$530
$556
$826
$1,195
$1,337
$480
$474
$645
$200
$1,130
$339
$825

PER
RADM

167

GAIN/
LLOSsS

BEr—rmaeraEceca

$6.45
$7.73
$7.70
$6.51
$11.03
$7.78
+8.30
$8.18
$21.36
$5.74
$25.00
$7.70
$7.43
$9.83
$6.99
$11.24
$12.88
$6.32
$9.13
$14.91
$7.44
$20.34
$19.53
$7.29
$6.80
$6.22
$15.07
$14,25
$9.62
$6.75
$7.86
$8.65
$7.25
$8.04
$8.52
$8.28
$6.69
$15.74
$6.96
$7.44
+8.51
$7.39
$6.54
$8.54
14,31
$17.87
$9.94
$6.49
$8.25
$6.54
$17.12
$6.60
$10.21

($49,.37)
($25.09)
($24,.32)
(%24, 14)
(821.99)
($19.22)
($19.09)
($17.80)
($17.39)
($17.14)
($16.50)
($15.31)
($14.86)
($14.49)
($13.58)
($13.335)
($11.648)
($11.37)
($10.90)
($10.33)
($10.32)
($10.06)
($10.01)
($7.88)
($9.69)
($9.41)
($9.29)
($9.22)
($9.02)
($9.02)
($8.74)
($8.32)
(£8.23)
{($8.10)
($7.98)
($7.87)
($7.33)
($6.53)
($6.31)
($6.27)
($6.20)
($6.19)
($46.06)
($3.69)
($5.41)
($5.11)
($5.09)
($5.03)
($4.48)
($4.462)
($4,.58)
($4.50)
($4.45)



DIST Ty
CQDE PEe

EESE SEEY TEDSEEE ERECTCMNIYE

28007
31008
15040
03080
15059
15094
22124
24051
02024
15091
24061
10015
32054
23081
10021
01030
24045
19021
080146
03091
12008
33084
30002
03084
04008
03067
03044
13033
26006
22102
25001
31011
22042
30006
22073
31005
24073
22093
34511
22078
12017
30061
20076
13013
31023
20079
03032
31015
33029
20066
24007
24123

h<bh.hb-bh-hh-h#-bb4bh-hb-hh-bh-bh-hb-bb-hh-hh-bh-hh-hb.hb.hh-hh<hh.hb-bhlhhh

DIST
NAME

e 3CO
NORTH PO
APPLEGAT
SCHUEBEL
PROSPECT
P INEHURS
LOURDES
NORTH HO
IRISH BE
BUTTE FA
WEST STA
DAYS CRE
TROY
ARDCK
CAMAS vA
BURNT RI
ST. PAUL
ADEL
PISTOL R
NINETY O
MONUMENT
MAUP IN
PILOT RO
MUL INO
JEWELL
BUTTE CR
BORING
FIELDS-T
ORIENT
TENNESSE
MORROW
IMBLER
HARRISBU
UMATILLA
LACOMB
UNION
SCOTTS M
SCIO
GASTON
DENNY
LONG CRE
STANF IEL
OAKRIDGE
DREWSEY
ELGIN
MARCOLA
CLARKES
COVE
DUFUR
CROW-APP
SUBL IMIT
DETROIY

ANTECEDEN
GRANTS

973
$2,462
$1,439

$915
$2, 392

$393

$241

$511

$457
+2,278

$821
$2,062

$237

$391
*1,452
$1,9¢&4
%1,135

$539

$312
$3,059
$1,398

$912
$3,617
$2,415
$1,645
$1,352
$3,062

$282
$3,988

$637
$9,79
$2,018
$2,057
$5,044
$1,477
$2,793
$1,021
$3,936
$2,185

$366
$1,780
$3,218
$5,242

$423
$3,424
$2,014
1,567
$1,376
$1,246
$2, 664
1,314
$1,342

ADM-82

PER
1982 ADM

78.4
155.3
140.6

B86.1
226.%

15.4

28.2

31.0

38.6
258.95

75.2
257.3

9.6

27.1%
188.9
123.4
148.3

20.8

19.0
431.6

87.2
148.3
493.5
311.9
116.5
230.8
483.8

16.1
6&79.0
105.5

1637.7
331.5
353.7
911.2
265.7
480.7
153.8
&629.0
4568. 6

21.5
107.9
S11.5
?26.8

19.0
&40.2
380.4
234.5
265.0
212.4
396.0
202.4
143.5

$12.41
+15.85
$10.23
$10.43
$10.54
$25.52
$8. 55
$14.48
$11.84
+8.81
$10.92
$8.01
$24. 49
$14.43
$7.69
$15.92
$7.465
$25.91
$16.42
$7.09
$146.03
$46. 15
$7.33
$7.74
$14.12
$5.864
$6.33
$17.52
$5.87
$6.04
$5.98
$46.09
$5.82
$5.54
$5.56
$5.81
$6. 64
$6.26
$4. 66
$17.02
$16.50
$6.29
$5. 66
$22.2
$5.35
$5.29
$6. 68
$5.19
$5.87
$6.73
$6. 49
$7.35

ECIA

RADM~-B83 FY 1983

EraRCEE BEONCESes

70.9
170.4
202.3
86.1
248.5
18.3
27.3
28.6
29.7
259.7
55.3
525.4
10.6
36.4
197.0
136.1
279.4
25.5
23.2
450.4
92.7
151.9
539.7
328.6
108.7
233.8
742.6
14.0
699.3
113.2
616.0
355.9
194.0
B897.1
278.4
517.8
147.0
&78.4
851.2
17.9
121.8
500.5
F47.8
19.0
629.4
379.2
238.2
272,
203.8
420.%9
193.0
143.7

$565
$2,054
$1,353
$617
1,773
$407
$158
395
$282
$1,693
$510
$3,435
$255
$509
$1,497
$2,157
$2,157
$664
+387
33,329
$1,515
988
$4,193
$2,697
$1,595
$1,550
$5,344
$259
$4,805
$68064
$11,440
$2,579
$1,354
$6,085
$1,915
$3, 693
$1,174
$5,321
$5, 160
$331
$2,197
$3,937
$6,6886
$454
$4,490
$2,708
$2,033
$1,928
$1,590
$3,649
$1,633
$1,630

PER
RADM

168

GAIN/
L 0SS

$7.97
$12.05
$6.69
$7.17
$7.13
$22.24
$5.79
+13.81
$9.49
$6.52
$9.22
$6.54
$24.06
$13.98
$7.60
$15.85
$7.72
$246.04
$16.68
$7.39
$16.34
$6.50
$7.77
$8.21
$14.67
$6.463
$7.20
$18.50
$5.87
$7.12
$7.08
$7.25
$6.98
$6.78
$6.88
$7.13
$7.99
$7.62
$6.06
$18.49
$18.04
$7.87
$7.27
£.3.89
$7.13
$7.14
$8.53
$7.08
+7.80
+8.67
$8.46
$11.34

($4.,44)
($3.80)
($3.55)
($3.46)
($3.41)
($3.28)
($2.76)
($2.67)
($2.34)
($2.29)
($1.70)
($1.48)
($.63)
($.44)
($.09)
($.07)
$.07
$.13
$.26
$.30
$.31
$.35
$.44
$.46
$.55
$.77
$.87
$.98
$1.00
$1.08
$1.10
$1.16
$1.16
$1.25
$1.32
$1.32
$1.35
$1.36
$1.30
$1.47
$1.54
$1.57
$1.61
$1.63
$1.79
$1.85
$1.85
$1.89
$1.94
$1.94
$1.97
$1.99



DIST
COoDE

13029
20071
01061
24093
20032
36016
13030
30010
23001
16004
11011
02025
22029
30001
29022
24076
24079
10024
20048
12003
05047
300085
29UH3
22552
28012
30029
10012
10032
10022
12004
03092
10001
36030
11003
22089
24011
12006
32012
29008
10077
24042
04005
03116
22033
20UH1
02007
O2UHK1
22046
10070
04030
36004
36UH1

TY

PE

€157
NAME

ANTECEDEN
GRANTS

Smal FEIBCESE EXOSQXEE

hbhh&hhhbh&bb&h&bb&hbhhbhhhhbbbbbhbbhbhbbbhhhhhbhbb&

ANDREWS
LOWELL
PINE EAG
SILVER C
MAPLETON
YAMHILL
HINES
FERNDALE
BROGAN
CULVER
OLEX
MONROE
MARI-LIN
HEL IX
CLOVERDA
GERVAIS
TURNER
ELKTON
MCKENZIE
JOHN DAY
VERNONIA
ECHO
NESTUCCA
CENTRAL
SOUTH SH
ATHENA-W
GLIDE
YONCALLA
NO DOUGL
PRAIRIE
RURAL DE
OAKLAND
WILLAMIN
ARLINGTO
CROWFOOT
AUMSVILL
HMT VERNO
wAaLLOWA
BEAVER
GLENDALE
VICTOR P
LEWIS &
REDLAND
HAMILTON
SHERMAN
ALSEA
MONROE U
HARRIS
RIDDLE
WARRENTQO
AMITY
YAMH~-CAR

243
2,609
$2,651
$553
$2,538
$2,377
$735
$1,484
186
$1,846
324
$715
8464
$319
$614
$1,683
$913
$934
$2,916
2,777
$2,877
$630
$777
$3,434
$548
$2,424
$3,446
$£2,047
$2,632
$1,126
$549
$2,616
$3,763
$973
$1,963
$1,669
$650
$1,453
$581
$1,667
$541
$896
51,883
s825
3525
$1,164
$594
$308
2,164
$2,536
$2,228
$1,082

ADM-~-B2

PER
1982 ADM

mEEEMERET CDCCwa.

11.6
430.6
443.2
115.1
421.8
502.2
221.5
291.0

10.2
302.3

17.0
179.6
206.4
113.8
176.3
230.9
190.2
214.0
423.4
806. 6
&65.8
196.5
181.6
B847.0
144.5
533.1
953.6
4465.1
&633.6
211.8
126.9
S61.7
963.5
149.3
599.0
502.8
170.1
356.4
154.2
S09.4
140.3
320.9
S19.7
220.8
143.2
190.8
153.7

30.0
536. 1
781.2
538.0
362.2

$20.95
$6.06
$5.98
$4.80
$6.02
$4.73
$3.32
$5.10
$18. 24
s6.11
$19.06
£3.98
$4.10
+2.80
$3.48
$7.29
$4.80
$4.32
$46.89
$3.44
$4.32
$3.21
$4.28
$4.05
$35.93
$4.55
$3.61
$4.40
$4.15
$5.32
$4.33
$4.646
+35.91
$6.52
€3.28
$3.32
$3.82
$4.08
$3.77
$3.27
$3.86
$2.79
$£3.62
$3.74
$3.67
$6.10
+3.86
$10.27
$4.04
$3.25
$4.14
$2.99

RADM~-83

ECIA
FY 1983

EEMEmEre ECwssmEs

16.5
439.3
428.5
120.4
433.2
506.5
310.6
213.7

14.5
304.5

23.4
192.0
212.5
110.4
246.7
315.1
195.5
223.95
419.4
828.8
676.5
194.1
202.9
B868.9
143.6
536.7
023.2
510.8
662.3
236.7
130.6
5746.8
?76.2
141.9
&18.4
522.5
192.0
367.1
158.0
S571.2
137.1
582.4
744.3
223.8
139.5
196.1
164.1

23.3
567.8
&£92.6
378.6
375.9

$380
83,584
$3,477
$869
$3,4693
$3,741
$1,855
$1,668
$304
$2,698
$516
$1,375
$1,551
$664
$1,653
$3,326
$1,584
$1,722
$4,312
$5,701
$5,248
$1,292
$1,569
$4,538
$1,068
$4,342
$7,349
$4,081
$5,130
$2,111
$1,036
$4,777
$7,398
$1,446
$4,343
$3,702
$1,462
$2,902
$1,203
$4,082
$1,072
$3,939
25,453
$1,732
$1,070
41,982
$1,292
$333
$4,601
$5,068
$4,755
+2.658

169

PER GAIN/
RADM  LOSS

MESSEXMECEEDDS

$23.03
$8.16
$8.11
$7.22
+8.52
$7.39
$5.97
$7.81
$20.97
$8.86
+22.05
$7.16
$7.30
$46.01
$6.70
$10.56
$B8. 1¢C
$7.70
$10.28
$6. 38
$7.76
$6.66
$7.73
$7.52
$7.44
$8.09
$7.18
$7.99
$7.75
+8.92
$7.93
$8.28
+7.58
$10.19
$7.02
$7.09
$7.61
$7.91
$7.61
$7.15
$7.82
$6.76
$7.460
$7.74
$7.67
$10.11
+7.87
$14.29
$8.10
$7.32
+8.22
$7.07

$2.08
$2.10
$2.13
$2.41
$2.51
$2.65
$2.65
$2.71
$2.73
$2.75
$2.99
$3.18
$3.20
$3.21
$3.22
$2.27
$3.30
+2.38
$3.39
$3.44
$3.44
$3.45
$3.45
$2.47
+3.51
$3.54
$3.57
$3.59
$3.59
$3.60
$3.61
$3.62
$3.67
$3.67
$3.75
$3.77
$3.79
£3.83
$3.85
$3.87
$3.96
$3.97
$3.97
$4.00
$4.00
$4.01
$4.01
$4.02
$4.07
$4.07
$4.08
$4.08



DIST YY
CODE PE

DIST
NAME

ANTECEDEN
GRANTS

MEER NEKCrNESCESE WICERDSET

11025
32006
36011

22129
33UH1L
26039
03013
24UH1
24014
03026
34039
22UHS
34070
34001
24031
19014
08003
03107
27057
0BUHI

03053
09006
24142
29056
08002
36008
34058
13007
23061

27024

09015
19011

20090
06031

35021

01016
13010
13005
13032
16041

23003
19018
13028
13016

DL ODLOLOLLLLDLDLDLDIDDDLILLDLLLDLLLLLLDODBLLLIDLDLLAEDLDLDLLLDL

TOTAL=20%

CONDON
JOSEPH
CARLTON
MILL CIT
WASCO CT
CORBETT
WEL CHES
GERVAIS
JEFFERSO
DAMASCUS
GRONER
HARRISBU
NORTH PL
WEST UNI
BROOKS
SILVER L
GOLD BEA
COTTRELL
FALLS CI
GOLD BEA
COLTON
SISTERS
MONITOR
NEAH-KAH
PT ORFOR
DAYTON
FARMINGT
DIAMOND
ADRIAN
PERRYDAL
BROTHERS
PAISLEY
BLACHLY
POWERS
FOSSIL
HUNT INGT
SUNTEX
PINE CRE
SOD HOUS
BLACK BU
JORDAN V
PLUSH
DOUBLE O
FRENCH G

AVERAGE

$627
$1,420
835
$1,542
$419
$2,032
$865
$1,621
$4,544
$2,394
$733
$602
$1,118
$1,426
$569
$2,346
$1,408
$564
$534
$925
$2,406
s811
$513
$3,455
$2,509
$3,394
618
$333
$1,596
$383
$293
$1,726
$1,587
$1,.342
$914
$1,111
$171
$288
$240
$192
$396
$70
$46
$107

336,446
$6.81

ADM-E2

PER
1982 ADM

192.9
388.0
275.5
974.3
134.5
750.8
323.4
263.0
958.8
819.0
246.4
208.3
287.2
S521.2
108.8
175.7
525.1
189.7
191.4
275.0
859.9
399.5
162.3
819.2
S512.0
738.5
224.4
15.7
334.1
151.1
16.3
188.9
168. 4
149.8
127.4
145.9

6.1
14,1
13.6

49,414.6
LOW
MEAN
HIGH

$3.25
$3.66
$3.03
$2.69
$3.12
$2.71
$2.67
$6.16
$4.74
$2.93
$2.97
$2.89
+3.89
$2.74
$5.23
$13.35
$2.48
$2.97
$2.80
$3.36
$2.80
$2.03
$3.16
$4.22
$4.90
$4.40
$2.75
$21.21
$4.78
$2.53
$17.98
$9.14
$9.42
$8.96
€7.17
$7.72
$28.03
$20.43
$17.65
$13.15
$3.59
$22.58
$6.57
$11.89

$2.03
$11.25
$55.82

RADM-83

ECIA
FY 1983

212.7
371.6
286.3
390.5
142.2
729.3
327.3
298.2
985. 6
833.4
253.4
361.8
299.4
534.9
98.4
248.S5
317.1
197.2
212.8
S516.5
B891.S
5923.2
185.7
845.6
S514.4
775.0
243.4
15.2
332.9
137.8
16.4
124.2
166.4

$1,568
$2,903
$2,041
$4,070
$1,045
$5, 104
$2,287
+3,130
38, 984
$&, 089
$1,844
$2,635
$2,497
3,862

$954
$4,433
$2,286
$1,483
$1,569
$4,105
$6, 631
$3,494
$1,459
$7,555
$4,954
$7,253
$1,848

$399
$3, 345
$1,092

$395
$1,894
$2, 680
$2, 681
$1,833
$2,486

$167

$244

$384

278

$753

$232

$225

%165

429,795
LOW

PER

170

GAIN/

RADM L 0SS

T T ER R N Ee

$7.37
+7.81
$7.20
$46.89
$7.35
$7.00
$46.99
$10.50
$9.12
$7.31
$7.36
$7.28
$8. 34
$7.19
$92.70
$17.84
$7.21
$7.52
$7.37
$7.95
$7.443
$6. 68
$7.86
$8.93
$9.63
$9.36
$7.59
$26.25
$10.05
$7.92
$24.09
$15.25
$16.11
$16.08
$14.37
$15.14
$37.11
$29.64
$27.23
$24.60
$17.93
$59.49
$46.88
+58.93

CHANGE
$5.74

MEAN =%10.91

HIGH =

+59.49

$4.12
$4.15
$4.17
+4.21
$4.23
+4.29
+4.31
$4.33
$4.357
$4.38
$4.38
$4.39
$4.45
$4.46
$4.47
$4.49
$4.53
$4.55
$4.57
$4.58
$4.64
$4.65
$4.70
$4.72
$4.73
$4.76
$4.84
$5.04
$5.27
$5.39
$6.11
$6.11
$6.68
$7.12
$7.19
$7.42
$9.08
$9.21
$9.59
$11.45
$14.34
$36.91¢
$40.20
$47.04

$92, 249
($49,37)
($.34)
$37.04



APPENDIX H

FEDERAL YEAR 1984 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT
ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON SCHOOL DISTRICTS



FISCAL YEnR 196+ FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON.

tION

SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

POFULATION CENTER SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

DIsT
CUDE

01003
0207
IS0
02035
(VYT Y-
wITua2
0386
[Vt |
OZUHL
LIUHR
DTUHA
4001
WAL
U] Y
[VIAXIE |
013
0ES02
UounNg
0En9
OLOL3
[VIACE )
WeEusSS
W7CY
ngul?
(AN 3§
VRGaOHD
[ TIVE 3
tuol9
101US
lulls
10120
120018
12UH2
13001
12004
1003
15006
0059
12028
15249
14509
17007
17600
18001
18cu
18UH2
19097

TPt

ez

[ o e o o e ol ol N o ol ol ol ol il ol ol ol ol ol ol o ol ol o

N = 93

RADI 94

2,327.%
1,29%.0
6,754.9
1,920.3
1,346.7
7,152,
1.958.%
2,477.6
1,216.0

1.1%2.2

45,3
1,688.7

1,4%6.0

1,871.9
1,780.8
1,597.0
2,394.9
1,526.5
4,341.9
2.220.9
1,087.7

as1.0
2,487.7
1.293.0
8.,u7%.9
T.309.0
8,603, 1
2,289.3%
1,226.3
1,824.35

1,222.2

pet- e

et
P~

3,107.1
2,200.4
2,808.3
4,029.9
S,0a2.9
1,826.64
10,223.9

- A, -
- m——— -

Z.819.86
6,-4Z.8
2.17001
6,839.9
1,958.7

D:STRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE FRIVATEs
NAME FY 1984 RADM-1984 PUPILS

- s

BAKER 317,963  2,300.5 27.0
PHIL.UMATH $9,4%8  1,27%.0 20.0
CORVILLIS 252,217 5,453.9 301.0
MOLALA 27,923 982.3 8.0
SAND* 10,828  1,346.7

OREGUN CITY $54,083  &,544.9 =18.0
CAND - $13,462 1,089.8 49.0
ESTHCADA 17,772  2,287.6 210.0
CANE . UHS 8,711 1,216.0

SANDY UHS $8,453  1,136.2 16.0
MOLMLLA UHS 36,559 945.8

ASTOKIA $12,159  1,429.7 2%9.0
SEAS1DE 11,778 1,454.0
SCAPFOOSE 12,414 1,738.9 123.0
CLATSHANIE $13,463  1,780.8

RAINZER $12,097 1,%97.0

ST HELENS 317,197 2,3%54.9 40.0
COQU:LLE $11,169 1,%04.3 22,
COOS BAY $33,190 4,421.9 20.0
NORTII BEND $22,874 I,08I.9 197.0
MYRTLE POINT $9,346  1,087.7

BANDUN $7.302 844.0 15.0
CROO. CTY $18,I%0 2,3II5.7 152.0
BROOI. INGS/HAR  $11,012  1,3%S5,0 45,0
BEND $56,087  7.322.4 712.0
REDMOND $2%,3C Z,284.0 12%.0
ROSELURG 351,853 %,978.1 425.0
SOUTH UMPGUA 418,490 2,127.5% 262.0
REEDSFORT 08,547  1,226.3

WINS |ON~DILLA 13,192 1,768.9% 6.0
SUTHERLIN $10,899 1,202.2 20.0
BURNS 82,280 <23.9

BURNS $2,340 3sz.9

HOOD RIVER $23,3%586 2,789.1 318.0
PHOENIX $16,280 1,961.4 229.0
ASHLAND 21,698 2,7I1.2 74.0
CENTKAL POINT 831,330 2,944.9 4%5.0
EAGLE POINT 22,526 I,062.9

ROGUE RIVER $10,210 1,262.4 174.0
MEDFURD +78,887 9,178.9 1,185.0
MADRAS $19,143 2,180.2 az.0
GRAN 'S PASS $29,710 3,679.4 140.0
JOSEFHINE $46,4608  &,243.8

KLAMATH FALLS $19,8%6 1,982.1 188.0
KLAMATH CU $%0,2%8 6,025.% 14,0
KLAMATH UNIFI 817,418  1,888.7 80.0
LAKCVIEW 87,363 928.1

228.1

172

FER TOT EST FRIV
PUFILS SCH ¢

$7.72
$7.20
87.72
$7.77
87.48
$7.53
$7.328
$7.17
$7.16
+7.24
$6.93
$7.79
48.10
87.17
$7.56
$7.97
+7.18
7.22
$7.47
$7.04
$8. 48
$8.48
+7.2.8
$7.89
$6.98
$7.42
$7.83
87.74
$6.97

$7.2%..

$68.92
%6.67
36.47
$7.52
$7.490
$7.73
$7.82
$7.33
$7.11
7.64
$8.461
7.78
$7.436
$9.14
$7.35
+8.83
$7.93

3208
$136
$2,227
$2935

L I
.91
509
$1, 3506
[ 1]
117



dON
FISCAL YEAR 19804 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

FOHALAT IO

DIST
CODE

20001
20004
Juule
unlB
pVIVE o}
20048
UGS
20097
g {id]

2Zvoa
20te
22085
—=2UH1L
22008
279018
22026
2TUHT
24004
24018
40524
24077
24091
24103
24UH4
24UHS
24UN7
27Tow2
27013
29409
py IV ]
Zouls
TOOTL
ZOUHS
100t
3221
II012
240207
24013
24018
24,88
TAUHT
pEDIM 4
28,40
T&048

Nm

TP

T T L I R S O N I o e e e e o o N o

N1

CENTZIR SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

DISTRICT
NAME

ECIA

N = 9}

DISTRICT PRIVATE PRIVATE+
FY 1984 RADM-1984 PUPILS

PLEASANT HILL
EUGENE
SPRINGFIELD
FERM RIDGE
CRESAELL
SOUTH LANE
JUNCTION CITY
SIUSLAW
LINCOLN COUNT
GREATER ALBAN
LEBHNON

SWEET HOME
LEBANON UHS
ONTrIO

VALE

NYSSA

VALE UH
SILVERTON
NORTH MARION
SALCM
STAYTON

MT ANGEL
WOOLBURN

STAY TON UHS
CASLADE UHS
SILVERTON UHS
DALLAS
CENTRAL
TILLAMOOK
HERMISTON
PENDLETON
MILTON-FREEWA
MCLOUGHL IN UM
LAGRANDE
ENTERPRISE
THE DALLES
HILLSBORG
BANNS

FOREST GROVE
SHENRwWOQD
HILLSBORO UH
NEWBERG
MCMINNVILLE
SHER IDAN

TOTALS

810,379
137,772
$71,981
812,691
7,931
%25, 039
14,991
9, 399
842, 545
59,027
$12,152
220, 264
10,786
820,534
S, 147
39,389
83,062
8,442
$10, 547
183, 762
87,3249
$5,192
921,986
$5,111
$7,929%
86, 108
819,828
19,697
$16,411
22,991
24, 437
86,089
$3,808
22,013
94, 429
%18, 410
$246, 495
39,539
$29, 308
89,874
28,030
26,287
23,038
8,722

82,046,876
AVERAGE

1,323.3
17,026.2
8, 993.9
1,762.8
1,013.2
2,912.9
1,706.5
1,367.6
5,091.0
7,%70.0
1,493.9
2,521.9
1,284.3
2,452.8
s37.8
1,027.3
I54.1
874.9
1,365.7
22,624.1
703.8
$99.0
2,060.2
519.8
1,027.9
798.2
2,514.4
2,132.7
1,926.0
3,171.0
z,355.3
7684,
466.0
2,848.9
ss8.1
2,284.1
3, 245.2
1,062.7
3,735.0
1,274.3
5,321.4
T,640,4
3,201.4
608.4

253, 1460.3
$7.38

186.0
1,337.0
=06.0

I6.0
2248.0
172.0

5.0
131.0
454, 0

3.0
146.0
106.0

141.0

2,641.0
294.0
40.0
2.9
180.0

4.0
148.0
9.0
2.0
86.0
99.0¢

143.0
34.0
230.0
338.0
112,
186.0

172.0
264.0
41,0

15,112.9

RADM 84

1,479.3
18.563.2
9,199.9
.762.8
1,049,2
%, 128.9
1,879.5%
1,273.6
3.242.0
8.174.0
1.516.9
2.%21.0
1,520.3
2,338.8
327.8
1,037.3
3354,1
1,018.9
1,268.7
=3,285.1
997.8
&29.90
2,412.2
699.8
1,037.9
gua.2
2,662.4
2,161.7
1,998.0
2.257.0
T,424.3
784.95
356.0
2.991.9
<321
2,514.1
2.2577.2
1.174.7
2.92t1.0
1.274.5
3,22t1.4
Z,812.4
IV
ed9.4

276,273
0w =
MEAN =
HIGH =

173

PER TOT EST PRIV
FUPILS SCH &

47.02
$7.42
$7.82
$7.20
$7.356
$7.%8
+7.98
$7.21
8.12
$7.35
$8.01
$8.04
$7.05
$8.03
$9.461
$9.08
8. 63
38.71
$7.72
$7.26
7.27
$8.13
$9.11
$7.20
$7.71
$7.61
$7.45
$9.11
$8.21

87.08& "

$7.790
87.76
$8.17
$7.36
$7.48
$7.32
$7.41
$8.123
$7.47
$7.76
$7.15
$4.90
+7.14
+8.891

$9.61
4. 47
87.70
89.461

$1,09S
$11,4408
$l,0ll
L IV
$.72
41,802
$1,780
$42
81,220
$2,409
$1684

t 10)
31,029
+8%1
$0

$0

L ]
41,172
0
$19,167
2, 163
$°2%
$2.208
41,215
L D]

20
$1, 102
824648
591
507
$7462
0

1Y)
$1,0%2
T4
41,284
$2,429
[ T2V
$1,370
$0

0
+1,1B8&
$1,457
%241

$112,349

- <=~
TeS o



SUBURBAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

DIST
CaDE

mzonm

ATI0T
0207
oIul2
DEERY-1
260082
245003
28004
2&.207
26028
SEU40
2L0S1
26URH2
TAO2I
23029
<4048

N=

8ON
FISCAL YEAR 1934 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

TYFE

l‘l"\'\l‘llL"‘."lDl’lll'\ll

Nw LS
UISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE PRIVATE+ PER TOT
NAME FY 1984 RADM-1984 FUPILS RADM B4  PUPILS
SBaWM RmE=S £ 1 1 ¢ ] -
WEET LINN 827,397 3,348.4 S4.0 I.502.4 $7.01
LAKLE 0OSWEGO $45,342 %, 500.8 Z26.0  S,926.8 $7.5%
NG CLACKAMAS $92,7%1 11,678.9 1,032.0 12,.710.9 $7.70
GLALSTONE $15,582 1,918.2 121.0  2.0I9.2 $7.64
BETHEL $26,476  3,430.9 <.470.9 7.72
PARI.ROSE #3T,047  3,269.3 818.0 4,987.% 30.08
GRESHAM 37,124  4,853.5 £98.0 5.3428.9 25.84
REYNOLDS $50,020 6,323.7 165.0  5,488.7 $7.71
CENTENNTAL 836,224  4,792.% 4.792.% 7.%6
DAVID DOUGLAS 349,115 %,708.2 'S0%.0 6,213.2 27.90
RIVERDALE 31,714 27s.8 o7%.% $6.22
GRE SHAM UHS $20,173 2,942, 2,942.8 $5.86
TIC+RD $3%,656 4,092.9 481.0 6,573.9 $5.95
REEDVILLE s11,1648 1,%327.8 =%.0 1,%=82.8 $7.06
BEAVERTON $162,192 19,870.7 3,0848.0 22,9%6.7 $7.07
$6.22
1S TOTALS $65,991 81,814.F 7,238.0 89,u%2.3
AVERAGE $7.33 LOW = 86,22
MEAN =  $7,34
HIGH = $8.08

174

EST PRIV
SCH ¢

s4l1
$2,4°43
7,320
372%
LAY
$6.017
34,070
$1,272
L1V}
$7,992
0

L D)
2,241
$2E8
21,802

452,879
$7.290



175

80N
FISCAL YEAR 1934 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO CGREGON
ECHOOL DISTRICTS.

METROPCLITAN UKBAN (PORTLAND) SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N =

CIST DISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE PRIVATE~ PER TQT EST FRIV
CODE TYFE NAME FY 1984 RADM-1984 FUPILS RADM B4 PUPILS SCH
*mEm smsa easzam ARRCTENE CANEEEGES SSESSERNE

2E001 I PORTLAND 84630, 4690 44,752.0 5,859.0 52,621 $12.3 $73.320



BON
FISCAL YEAR 1968% FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHCOL DISTRICTS.

RUIAL SMA.L TOWN SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 202

DIST CISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE PRIVATE«+
CODE TYPZI NAME FY 1984 RADM-1984 PUPILS RADNM 34
NZIWME |MEEE SEmHN R
DRIVRY 4 HUNTINGTON $2,428 191.7 151.7
DRY¥RAe] 4 BURNT RIVER 1,842 109.3 109.3
uloal 4 PINE EAGLE 83,3542 415.4 415.1
D207 4 ALSEA 82,096 191.8 <50 21s.8
UInzT 4 BELLSOUNTAIN 308 73.9 735.9
wIN24e 4 [RISH BEND sTu8 41.9 1.9
[ialiins} 4 ' MONKOE $1,281 206.9 206.0
02ulé 4 ALFINE $813 6.2 6.2
U2UHL 4 MONRIE UHS 1,337 166.6 lad.
WINLT 4 WELCHES 82,173 =98.2 298.2
4 DICI Y PRAIRL 513 75.4 7S.4
0I024 4 DAMASCUS UNIO 6,829 748.9 222.0 990.9
0INl9 4 CARUS 33,334 435.3 455.5
0T032 4 CLARKES $2, 0353 228.5 235.5
VIn4s 4 DBORING $4,967 $64.0 189.0 65%.0
0I048 4 BULLRUN 8711 104,.2 10s.2
0I033 4 COLTON 84, 994 889.4 /u9.4
0No0e7 4 BUTIE CREEK $1, 458 241.1 241.1
0080 4 SCHUCBEL 8662 8%.3 85.3
o4 4 mMLIND $2,729 Su0.1 Zog.t
wiyi:- ¥4 4 MAPLE GROVE 8279 23.0 7.0
0Ia9y 4 NINETY ONE 4,121 427.9 8.0 375.9
w92 4 RURAL DELL 1,161 ZS.4 1235.4
03107 4 COTTRELL 81,446 178.0 178.90
wllla 4 REDLAND 83,3526 &84. 4 484.4
04G0s 4 LEWIS & CLARK $3,208 472.3 472.3
DEDBDI:-| 4 JEWELL 42,020 128.3 128.3
ET B 4 OLNEY 720 90.2 5.2
WROZ0 4 WARRINTON-HAM $3, 3531 733.4 14,0 747.4
udaa7 4 VERNONIA 63,243 6%8.3 648.3
0&nTY 4 POWERS 2,424 125.8 125.8
0802 4 PT ORFORD-LAN $3, 260 484.8 4684.8
vaoul 4 GOLD BEACH 82,111 292.0 293.0
waoud 4 AGNESS $248 10.3 1.3
Va2 4 OPHIR 8454 30,6 Sua. b
w8ulée 4 PISTOL RIVER 8211 25.9 25.9
V= 1Vjak 4 4 UPPER CHETCO $443 33.4 32.4
LBUHL 4 GOLD BEACH UH 83, 684 467.3 4a07.3
US04 4 SISTERS 83,633 369.7 S6%.7
w913 4 BROTHERS #4108 17.8 17.8
1ouot 4  QAKLIND 44,808 355.8 53S.
10012 4 GLIDE 87,381 930.2 I7.0 ?47.73%
19u13s 4 DAYS CREEK 3,343 241.1 248.0 {89.1
Lon2y 4 CAMAS VRLLEY $1,486 182.2 182.2
19022 4 NO UJUGLAS 3,102 594,.7 3.0 278.7
122 4 YONCALLA 4,240 457.4 8.0 395.4
Los4 4 ELRTIN 1,844 224.7 224.7

176

PER TOT EST FRIV
FUFILS SCH #

=Ml - ‘AR ZISRETINSEE
$15.99 0
$14.82 0
$8.53 »0)
$5.67 8242
$64. 69 L 1Y)
$7.51 0
$7.67 L
$8.48 $0
9,22 L )
$7.29 *0
$6.30 )
$6.90 $1,572
$7.76 s
$9.11 0
$7.561 s1,4328
$6.62 $0
$7.86 L V]
%4.88 %0
$7.74 [ IV]
9.09 $0
$8.45 L U]
+8. 466 +229
$8.57 0
38.12 L 2%]
%8.07 t1v]
$7.00 30
$1%.74 0
8. 09 0
$7.30°° Lud
89,09 L 0
17,95 0
410,85 0
$7.20 [ V)
824,08 $0
$8.97 t 10
$7.84 L Y]
$8,37 L I¥]
$7.88 0
$6.23 L ]
$27.48 0
48.45 $
$7.52 +2682
%6.088 e1,708
$8.146 0
$8.9%2 874
38,36 $22%

8. 21

(1]



dON
FISCAL YEAR 1954 FEDERAL. ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

RURAL SMFLL TOUN SCHQGOL DISTRICTS.

DIST
CubE

L2043
10370
Lou?7
10129
11003
11011
L1223
12003
12004
L2008
1208
12014
L2087
12004
12003
L2007
1Z410
12013
13016
12018
127028
17029
1207%0
12022
12033
1TUHL
040
[S-{v-14
09
19094
18004
13008
1&041
L9O0S
19011
19ul4s
1y018
19021
20032
a{VTRT-Y-Y
V71 )
20u7L
27076
w79
200
ZUUHL
ZZouae

TYFE

B AL SR EBALDrALPDADEAMADLADODrDBEASDALBIDrLE AL DD PrD

N = 202

LISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE FRIVATE+
NAME Fy 1984 RADM-1984 PUPILS RADHM B84

WEWE RS = asw
UMFLUAR 641 10Z.9 10T.9
RICGLE 34,417 SOP. L $uP.1
GLENDALE $4,033 $35.6 IT3.8
ASH VALLEY 22 24,9 4.9
ARL INGTON 82,167 129.8 129.8
OLEa 447 17.4 17.4
CONDON 81,464 186.1 1896.1
JOHN DAY $5,488 7%8.6 7%8.6
PRAIRIE CITY 2,398 260.9 12.0 272.3
MT VERNON 1,370 174.8 174.8
MONUMENT *1,444 98,7 98.7
DAYV ILLE 31,249 72.9 72.9
LONG CREEK 2,224 120.8 1z0.8
CRANLE 4654 70.9 70.0
PINE CREEK 337 12.7 12.7
DIAr.OND 8324 12.8 12.5
SUNTEX 3249 8.% 8.3
DREwWSEY 8428 18.0 18.9
FRENCH GLEN $243 8.0 8.0
LAWEN €237 10.0 10,0
DOUWLE O 31358 3.5 -]
ANLREWS 8278 10,0 1.0
HINES 1,709 274.2 276.2
SOD HOUSE 8237 7.4 7.4
FIELDS-TROUT 8278 1.7 1.7
CRANE UHS 1,453 93.8 9%.8
AFPPLEGATE 40 $1,373 198.8 198.8
PROSPECT 1,708 217.7 217.7
BUTTE FALLS $1, 800 <35.8 .0 zT4a.8
P INGLHURST 389 13.0 13.0
CULVER 2,673 283.4 2g92.4
ASHWOOD 273 12.0 12.9
BLALK BUTTE 9443 21.0 21.0
UNION #1,348 90.2 0.2
PAISLEY %1, 940 130.1 120.4
SILVER LAKE 87,618 263.0 2835.0
PLUSH $295 9.3 7.3
ADEL $528 26.3 26.3
MAFLETON 7,871 427.9 427.9
CROW-AFPLEG-L 33,728 A08. % 2:,8.9
MCKCNZIE 4,109 407.4 107,43
LOWELL 2,708 448.1 2.0 431.1
QARRIDGE 86,737 893.3 372.35
MARLOLA $2,843 I62. 6 2.0 783. 6
BLACHLY 81,455 155,00 12%.0
SHERMAN UHS $1,082 187.2 137.2
GRIGGS 4348 1.9 1.9

PER TOT
PUPILS

$6.17
48.468
$7.33
$5.42
$16.69
$23.46
$7.97
37.19
+8.76
$7.84
$1b.65
$17.13
$18.41
39.327
225.39
26,72
$29.2
$24.35
$22.12
$2T.70
44,29
$27.580
$5.19
$22.03
$12.81
132,19
46.92
$7.83
446.96
213,93
49.44
$22.92
$21.19
$14.94
$14.91
$12.74
$31.72
$20.46
$9.08
$9.14
$10.09

$8.22

$7.54
+7.41
$9.39
+7.56
$:3.39

177

E5T PRIV
iCH

L 1¥]
L I
L 1]
L 1
$0
0
L 13
0
bitd
L 1]
)
0
L 15]
L V]
8
*C
$)
80
$0)
L I
$0
0
L V)
10
$0
0
s
0
21
0
L 1]
E 1)
4
t 1)
U
R 1Y)
E 15
EY
i
i
L 1Y)
+2%
F Y}
148
YN
L {7
s



90N
FISCAL YEAR 1964 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO QREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

RURAL SmFLL TOWN SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

DIST
CODE

=4124
24124
24142
24144
24540
23LHL
To0y
&0
[8UL9
246029
Zouds
27021
27087
27062
-8002
28007
8012
9008
29015
29022
290%a
~SFUH3
PRIV 3 |
Taou2
008
S00&
L0100
PIXIVY B 1
0029
TO0él
Luu8o
21003
I1008
sl
T1018
T1022
22006
w2012
TonE4
TIToN9
2014
T029
22040
o042
PpAV-{e)
TTu84
TIUHL

TYFE

hbrbl'b_bbb&bhl\‘bbbrbl-b

B Fr B e DBrDNLIbLrAND N SED D

N = 202

178

LI1STRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE FRIVATE+ PER TOT EST F

NAME FY 1984 RADM-1984 PUPILS RACM 84 FUFILS SCH #

L L, wEn E L 53 mENEN
NORTH SANTIAM 595 2.1 52,1 s11.42
BUENA CREST $489 8.2 8.2 $8.40
MON1TOR $1,237 164.7 154.7 $8.12
CLO% ERDALE 317 71.7 71.7 $7.21
CENTRAL HOWEL $540 75.7 75.7 $7.13
GER'ALS UHS $2,%77 262.0 252.0 $9.84
MORROW 11,615  1,460.9 1,550.9 $6.99
ORIENT +5, 480 670.0 B3.0 £3.0 37.28
SeUVIES ISLAN $911 127.8 127.8 $7.13
CORBETT +5, 269 7356.9 746.% $7.19
BONNEVILLE $462 24.9 24.9  $18.55
PERRYDALE 81,112 136.9 1356.9 $8.12
FALLS CITY 81,516 187.6 3.0 210,67 $7.20
VALSETZ 813 &9.0 69.0  $11.81
RUFUS 3599 45.8 5.8 $9.10
WASCO 3653 79.6 79.6 $8.20
SOUTH SHERMAN $1,089 144.% 134, 5 7.%4
BEAVER $1,262 163.1 153.1 $7.74
HEEQ 614 61.3 61.3  $10,02
CLOVERDALE s1,832 17z, 2.0 2SS $0.12
IEAH=KAH=NIE $7,%88 820.1 820.1 $9.2%
NESIUCCA UHS 1,540 193.1 1931 37.98
HEL 4 X 3671 106.0 106.0 46,33
PILGT ROCK 24,163 490.7 11.0 =01.7 8.0
ECHG $1,329 190.8 190.8 $6.97
UMAT ILLA 6,763 9:3.6 9TS. 6 $7.23

FERNDALE $3,372 290.0 19%5.0 85,0 $6.95 s1
UMAF INE s641 74.6 74,6 $8.59
ATHENA-WESTCN $4, 509 48,5 =38.5 8. 40
STANF IELD 24, 163 =26.2 =2g8.2 +7.68
UKIAH s1,104 79.7 78.7 $1%5.04
UNION 2,576 z38.9 oSS $7.68
NOR (H POWDER 23,749 146.2 146.2 $25.64
IMBLER 22,574 Ics.s SIS, $7.48
COVE 22,026 268.1 288,18 $7.64
ELGIN 24,498 62%.0 12.0 627.0 $7.06
JOSEPH $3,1%8 282.2 19.0 401.2 $7.97
WALLOWA 42,704 z47.8 347.8 $7.77
TROY #2750 8.9 8.9 $28.09
CHENOWITH 7,113 a8s.? e8s.7 $8.03
PETERSBURG seas 123.1 12201 $7.19
DUFLR 31,4861 211.3 211.3 $7.86
TYGh VALLEY 563 74.0 734.0 87.61
WAM.C 8321 71.0 71.0 +7.34
ANTELOPE 479 22. 40.0 52.2 $7.70
MAUF IN 1,011 151.0 151.0 $6.70
WASCO CTY UHS $925 141.8 141.8 $0.52

RIV

30
0
*"w
LIV

| 1Y)
*

[ 1)
304
L IV]

L Y9

L 17}
0
$lebé
30
0

[ 1]
0
$0
0
422
L 1)
80
)

L LY
| 1)

L 1]
«>%0
L 3K

L 1)
»il
0

L 1Y)

L 1)
*0

t V]
363
3120
0
$4
*

L 1
L

1 19}
4208
E 1¥]
0



F1SCAL

JON

YEMR 199+ FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK BRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

RURAL SHA.L TOW~ SCHQOL DISTRICTS.

DIST
CODE

24001
ZA039
40358
23070
243511
P-TED 3 |
25021
i 1
Tauve
Tou8
Zaatl
Zaviés
35030
S5UHL

N =

TYP:I

PP LI2BPBLILLDDLES

[}

P

N = 202

RADM 84

494,85
227.2
2146.9
271.1
879.8
7i.4
129.35
81.9
s49.8
713.2
2G6.4
€u3.3
1,316.3
250.4°

S1,869.3

DISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE PRIVATE+
NAME FY 19684 RADM-1984 PUPILS

a-uNe ame
WEST UNIQON 3,534 494.3
GROMER 2,187 7.2
FARMINGTON VI 81,690 216.4
NOR114 PLAINS 2,22 271.1
GASTUN 83, 644 398.89 I81.0
SPRA( 81,051 71.4
FOSSIL 81,804 129.3
MITCHELL 81,243 B1.9
AMI( $4,578 s08.8 40.0
DAY 113N 7,192 712.
CARL FON $2,337 266. 4 0.0
YAMHILL +2,889 03.3
WILLAMINA %8, 653 999.3 117.0
YAMH -CARLT UM 2,598 350. 49

TITALS 437,246 49,669.3 2,200.0

AVERAGES +8.47

LOWw =
MEAN =
HIGH =

179

PER TOT EET PRIV
PUPILS SCH s

7.13
€8.%0
$7.81
$8.21
6. 42
$14.72
$17.92
$15.18
+8. T4
$10.06
48. 1s
7,732
7.7%
$7.41

3. 69
$7.83
$44,29

0
$0
$0
0
$2, 344
L 3V]

t 1)
%0
504
L 1V)
$lo3
| IV]
907
0

%16, 0649
$7.57



STATE INSTITUTIONS.

DIST
CQDE

7001
7002
ST700l
7003
27006
T7e07
<7008

N =

80N

FISCAL YEAR 1984 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SChGOL DISTRICS 3.

T(PZ

[ER{ RV R{N{N{ ]

SUMMARY

N=
TaTAL

31

7

&

180

N = 7. SUMMARY OF STATE TOTALS AND AVERAGES.
DISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE PRIVATE+ FER TOT EST ERIV
NAME FY 1984 RADM~1984 PUPILS RADM 84 PUFILS SCH #
SnESSENESEEERE @mBNNE=RES SENERSTENSE weSSRaan® SEaEEEERR SEANSEEER EEEEAESEER
0SSk 2303 z.0 5,72
0sSD *1,282 221.0 $S.71
MACL AREN s2, %07 429.0 $5.71
MILLCREST seze 14%.0 $s.71
FAIFVIEW $1,394 243.0 s%.71
HOSF ITAL SCHO s3a3 an.o 5.72
WYNNE WATTS 8220 za.s +5.71
TOTALS 26,037 1,200.%
AVERAGES $5.71 $5.71
STATE TOTALS AND AVERAGES.
$3,79%5,740 4%4,606.4 T0,410.0 465,014.4 $2%=,777
AVERAGE £8.1% LOw $5.49 $8.31
MEAN = $9.77
HIGH = $44,29



APPENDIX I

FEDERAL YEAR 1985 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT
ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON SCHOOL DISTRICTS



30N

FISCAL

SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

oLy
C3IDE TYP:

Glous
w217
2309
0TI
0TI46
UIne2
VIvBe
wliag
2TURL
UIUH2
WoUHe
[N ETCaD 3
[T TX) Q¥
aSoot
0300S
[S37173 B4
[PV s
0eoad
DauN9
&L 2
Do
nsiss
uCcL

08ul7
DFO0L
PO D
oune
10019
1OtUS
RE ¥-Y
10120
L3001
12UH2
14001
1S00e
13003
123004
15009
12073
15349
148509
17907
17500
18001
18CuU

18U

19907
[20unl
0004

YE3R 1963 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
FOPULLATION CENTER SCMOOL DISTRICTS. N = 91
DISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE PRIVATE+ PER
NANME FY 1985 RADM-198% PUPILS RADM 83
rtt 17 vt 771] L 1 ]
BAKER $17,309 2,192.7 71.0  2.2&3.7 $7.65
PHILOMATH $9,5T4  1,203.9 19.0  1,322.9 $7.21
CORVALLIS $49,786 6,367.5 1T85.0 &,722.9% 7.41
MOLALLA +8,115 1,020.1 1,020.1 +7.96
SANDY $10,873 1,%07.0 1,207.0 $7.21
OREGON CITY 250,559  6,619.9 S46.0  7,165.5 7.08
CANBY 814,436 1,824.0 4.0 1,890.0 $7.44
ESTACADA $17,791  2,2%4.93 160.0  2,414.5 +7.37
CANBY UHS %8,866 1,253.2 1,053.2 $7.07
SANDY UHS 87,953 1,089.1 25,0 1,114.1 $7.14
MOLALLA UHS $7,032 968.8 968.8 $7.26
ASTORIA $11,898 1,423.4 159.0 1,%82.6. $7.%2
SEAS IDE $12,187 1,511.9 22. 1,533.9 $7.9%
SCAPPOOSE 12,573 .1,762.9 73.0 1,83%5.9 $6.8%
CLATSKANIE 812,443 1,70S.9 1,705.9 $7.29
RAINIER 811,468 1,536.6 1,536.6 87.46
ST HELENS $16,621 2,341.93 2,241.% $7.10
COQUILLE $10,301 1,434.9 I8.0 1,489.9 $7.01
CO0S BAY $3T,446 4,396.1 T1.0  4,427.1 7.53
NORTH BEND 23,069 T,082.7 183.0  I,279.7 $7.08
MYRTLE POINT $8,930 1,082.4 1.082. 4 $8.2%
BANDON 6,531 a1s.9 15.0 B8IN.9 $7.86
CROOK CTY 319,867 2,43I.4 45.0  2.478.4 38.02
BROOKINGS/HAR 811,178  1,333.9 14,0 1,347.9 $8.29
BEND $60,08T  7,%2%.9 413.0  7,9%8.9 $7.57
REDMOND $27,373 I, 314,59 2.0 I,375.5 s8.11
ROSEBURG 20,112 S,961.1 S66.0  6,%347.1 27.55
SOUTH UMPGUA 17,780 2,144.2 173.0  2,I17.2 $7.47
REEDSPORT | $9,173  1,28S.1 26,0 1,Tll.1 $7.00.
WINSTON~DILLA 913,917 1,809.2 5.0 1,865.2 $7.36
SUTHERL IN $9,963 1,257.9 48.0 1,308.9 $7.63
BURNS $3,931 sT7.2 2.0 s39.2 $7.29
BURNS UHS 92,4480 360.7 350.7 $5.79
HOOD RIVER 824,533 2,813.0 413.0 I,228.0 87.41
PHOENIX 816,733 2,000.8 208.0 2,208.8 $7.%8
ASHLAND 223,822 2,803.9 2.0 2,86%.9 $8.351
CENTRAL POINT  $31,%09 I,989.2 60.0  4,049.2 s7.78
EAGLE POINT 24,588 I,193.6 z,193.6 $7.70
ROGUE RIVER $9,877  1,199.0 119.0  1,318.0 $7.49
MEDFORD 478,498 9,093.7 752.0  9,94%5.7 $7.97
MADRAS 18,119 2,175.4 14.0 2,189.8 sa.2a
GRANTS PASS 31,311 3,737.2 5.0 T,E70.2 +8.09
JOSEPHINE 51,893 &,168.0 209.0  6,377.0 *8.14
KLAMATH FALLS  €20,0%8 1,919.6 110.0  2,029.6 29,080
KLAMATH CU 220,304 6,786.% 180.0 6,928.9% $7.26
KLAMATH UNIF1  $17,19% 1,892, 138,00 2,027, sa.38
LAKEVIEW 47,485 9%8.7 9%8.7 +8.02
PLEASANT HILL  s10,314 1,273.8 1T3.0  1,306.8 27,89
EUGENE 138,509 14,0864.7 1,%65.0 18,929.7 $7.2%

o pm be o b pe b g b s B b B Be P e B he P e B g 0 pe e e e g 0 g o B S pe e e e B 0 bl BT 0 S e e e

182

EST FRIV

PUFIL SCH 8

$547
137
2,229
L ]

)
$3,832
s$Z04
$1,179
0
3178
0
$1,198
178
$300
$0)

0

30
32458
+2C4
$1,3226
0
4118
8261
slla
*2.126
$S0T
4,322
$1, 227
$.82
418
83167
$13

LIV}
2,141
41,378
3315
3467
0
5092
$3,998
3l1s
31,076
$1, 7012
s1,uB7
1,707
31, 143
0
1,022
11,507



FISCAL YE3IR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS
SCHUOL DISTRICTS.

FOFULATION CENTER SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

DIST
CUDE

2019
20028
2080
200043
2Uae?
00927
21y

2008
2201s
iy i-A-1
22UML
zona
22013
202
2IUH3
24004
24013
24024
23277
23041
34103
24UHS
23UNS
24UH7
I70L2
27013
29209
Zoowg
e
0Vl
ZUUMS
21001
2021
3012
24007
017
24018
Z4088
ZAUN3
4029
6040
~4&w48

M=

TP

P S e

e B Bt P e B e 00 g P e e g P g 0 e B8 g B 0 B0 pa B8 0 0SB4 e 0 e B e o

91

N = 91

TO OREGON

183

EST FRIV

8661
+2Q@7
3744
31,788
s$L,98%
$236
1,527
$7,314
$1,.356
0
84246
$1,049
$0

30

0
$2Z0
)
819,292
2,04
30
$2.4578
31,409
$0
$722
1,202
$17°9
$279
1,042
$963
0

{ IV)
3225
$98
41,174
+2,073
$6%96
$1,2%9
0

0
41,028
*1,877
$478

108,718

UISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE PRIVATE+ PER
NAME FY 1988 RADM~198% PUPILS RADM 8% FUPIL SCH ¢

) =mm £ it 01 .}
SPRINGFIELD $79,727  9,214.4 77.0  9.291.4 $8.%8
FERN RIDGE $14,089 1,724.8 75.0 1,799.8 +7.83
CRESWELL $8,140 1,019.6 8.0 1,064.6 87.465
SOUTA LANE 24,320 2,853.9 226,90 I,u79.9 $7.90
JUNCTION CITY #1%,302 1,670.2 239.0 1,919.2 $7.97
SIUSLAW $11,486 1,405.3 1.0 1,9%6.3 $8.00
LINCILN COUNT 842,114 5,022.7 189.5 %.211.7 $8. 08
GREATER ALBAN  $41,700 7,%596.3 45,3  8.041.3 .7.67
LEB/(wON $13,191  1,506.1 131,09 1,837.1 38. 06
SWEET HONE $20,4348 2,580.6 2,z80.6 $8.59
LEBRNON UHS $10,576 1,325.9 57.9 1,382.9 7.65%
ONTARIO 21,179  2,83I7.0 127.0  2,%84.0 $8.26
VALE 43,412 504.4 504.4-  $8.7%
NYS5A $10,7683 1,071.8 1,071.8  $10.06
VALE UH $2,753 zI9.8 z39.8 s8.10
SILVERTON $3,840 7684.3 0.0 834.3 $7.0C
NORTH MARION 89,686 1,36%5.3 1,365.3 a7.09
SALEM © $191,379 22,766.6 2,%7.0 2%,333.6 $7.5%
STAYTON s7,008 719.0 294.0 1,013.0 $6.92
MY ANGEL 5,577 614.2 614.2 29.08
WOODBURN $20,967 2,120.4 12,0 2,342.4 +8.58
STAYTON UHS +2,228 =I%.4 197.0 732.4 87.1%
CASCADE UHS 27,32 991.3 991.2 $7.40
SILVERTON UHS $8, 062 996.1 98,3  1,094.1 7.37
DALLAS 221,313 2,477.2 148.0  2,62%.2 $8.12
CENTRAL 320,087 2,108.1 19.6  2.127.1 $9.42
T ILLAMOOK $16,%43 1,940.2 122.0 2,062.2 +8.02
HERMISTON 26,043  I,211.6 1240 I,IaS.6 $7.78
PENDLETON 224,632  3,203.7 124.0 .427.7 $7.77
MIL TON-FREEWA +3,870 815.4 g15%. 4 $7.20.
MCLOJGHL IN UM 33,468 s08.3 =08.3 26.82
LAGRANDE $22,735  2,968.3 Az, 3,011.3 $7.5%
ENTERPRISE 04,177 560.7 13.¢ 73,7 s7.28

THE DALLES 816,363 2,279.2 150.0  2,429.2 2.5
HILL3BORO $27,082 3,232.9 268.0  3,%00.% $7.74
BANKS 8,156 979.9 121.0 1,199.9 27.41
FOUREST GROVE $28,321 3,804.4 177.0 I,981.4 $7.11
SHERWOOD 9,363 1,283.2 1,282.2 $7.20
HILL3BORO UH $40,123  %,390.7 5,290.7 $7.44
NEWBERG $27,090 3,%89.1 180.0  T.a99.1 $7.32
MCHMINNVILLE 23,922 ,279.2 2%6.0  I,88.2 $7.33
SHERIDAN $4,918 603.8 ©3.0 668.8 $7.25%

TOTAL 82,077,533 25%,%89.0 14,213.0 269,802.0

AVERAGE $7.70 LOW =  $6.79

MEAN = $7.71
HIiGH = $10.06

17.62
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FISCAL YEIR 19685 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHRZL DISTRICTS.

SUBURBAN ICHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 1S
DIST DISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE
CODE T NAME FY 198% RADM-198% PUPILS
AXEE WMt t 1 3 [ 1 I ]
3I003 2 WEST LINN $27,486 1,%84.2 9.0
0IU07 2 LAKE OSWEGO 44,5629 3,419.6 214.0
GIU12 2 NO CLACKAMAS 996,011 11,412.9 1,30%5.0
0Il1% 2 GLADSTONE Sle, 694 1,900.1 147.0
20032 2 BETREL 926,369  3,354.3 0.0
250u3 2 PARROSE $20,362  3,112.4 708.0
264 2 GRESHAM 837,686  4,701.1 85.0
26007 2 REYNOLDS 449,912 4,265.3
2628 2 CENIENNIAL 36,457  4,740.6
Z6040 2 DAVID DOUGLAS $49,3%9%  $,718.0 506.0
o508l 2 RIVERDALE 32,074 277.0
T6UH2 2 GRESHAM UHS 820,942  T,057.4 21.0
TIN2I 2 TIGARD $47, 4413 6,163.4 309.0
33029 2 REEDVILLE 812,072 1,%4%5.2 460.0
14048 2 BEAVERTON $143,867 19,720.8 2,640.0
N = s ravaL $459,458 81,002.3  6,174.0
AVERAGE $7.57

FRIVATE«
RACM 835

T,543.2
S,735.6
12,717.9
Z,Ua7.1
T,>54,3
T,820.4
4,786.1
&, 265.3
4,730.6
h.224.0
277.0
I,078.4
6,472. 4
1,608.2
22,410.8

€7,178.3
LOW =
MEAN =
HIGH =

184

PER EST FRIV
PUFPIL SCH &

;am aswm -
+7.%4 +445
87.78 %2, 429
$7.25 +9,822
$7.18 $1,035
+7.89 L 1v]
$7.95 45,627
$7.87 8469
47.97 0
$7.69 0
27.94 84,016
$7.49 +0
$4.80 $143
$7.22 42,263
$7.52 $4351
$7.31 319,450

834,431
$46.80 $7.352
$7.39
$7.97
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&ON
FISCAL YEAR 1983 ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

METROPOL{TAN URbLAN (PORTLAND) SCHOOL DISTRICTS. N = 1t

DIST DISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE PRIVATE+ PER EST PRIV
COOE TYPE NAME FY 1985 RADM-198% FUPILS RADM 83 FUPIL SCH s
mmmm azss ae e asssanse AMEEIRESE CENNARSEN SEESNGESNE

25001 3  PORTLAND $4624,833 44,527.0 3,933.0 $2,462.0 $11.91 $70, 689
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FISCAL YESR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK BRANT ALLOCATICONS
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

RUKAL SHAL TOWH SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

DieT
CuoR

DIV
wiulIo
viust
02uu?
[Shnl s §
02034
02029
02026
OZUHL
OTOL3
QIO2Y
0ZI02
03029
nI0I2
[PYEY
DTUAY
I0S3
0T067
0ZT¢a0
DOetRI-T )
OTY?
[Cinixl 3}
WIu9l
w2107
0Zils
Y51V}
04008
a1t
[FLIvNAe)
n%oa7
PRI R4
wBNL2
aved
08004
08012
DBoul1e
13033
WEUHL
0906
UINLS
10001
1oulL2
10019
10021
12022
190022
10074

T'P.2

myma

l-bb.b&bb‘b.OObb&.b&bb&bhhhhb#&#hbbhb&hbhbb&bbbh

N = 202

DISTRICT PRIVATE
RADM-1983 PUPILS

DISTRICT ECIA

NAME FY 198S
mEma
HUNT INGTON $2,215 185.1
BURNT RIVER $1,468 107.2
PINE EAGLE $4,355 199.3
ALSEA $1,826 19%.7
BELLOUNTAIN 566 72.
IR1SIH BEND s4sS 41.4
MONKUE $1,507 187.9
ALP [INE 733 86.1
MONRUE UHS *1,570 73.4
WELCHES $2,350 209.1
DICLEY PRAIRI 2640 77.6
DAMA SCUS UNIC 85,044 728.5
CARUS 23,307 445,35
CLARIKES $1,%48 219.2
BORING $4,390 S14.5%
BULLRUN s8%8 115.5
COLTON 36,987 887.3
BUTTE CREEX $1,903 211.2
SCHUEBEL $690 92.9
MULING $2,128 287.7
MAPLE GROVE 8291 25.3
NINETY ONE $3,922 azi.s
RURAL. DELL 84,896 117.3
COTTRELL $1,32 173.8
REDLAND 84,896 685.2
LEWIS & CLARK $4,140 448.4
JEWELL $2,159 127.9
OLNE f $1,1%9 89.8
WARKUNTON-HAM S, 420 727.3
VERNUNIA 33,212 642.1
POWERS $2,260 126.7
PT GRFORD-LAN 84,804 481.2
GOLD BEACH $2,128 283.7
AGNE 3S 193 10.0
GPHIR 929 =4.0
PISTOL RIVER 520 1.3
UPPER CHETCO 550 =2.3
GOLD BEACH M 83,544 449.4
SISTERS 33,994 406.3
BROTHERS $324 8.3
OAKLAND 84,437 547.8
GLIDE $7,548 9%7.2
DAYS CREEK 84,22 282.7
CAMAS VALLEY $2,07% 184.1
NO DUUGLAS 4,758 =91.4
YONCALLA 84,333 449.1
ELKTON $1,763 233.2

-
-

1

[3)

14.0

03.0

03.0

29.9

2.0

16.0

TO OREGON

PRIVATE+
~ADM 835

PER
FUPIL

186

EST PRIV
SCH o

14%.1
107.2
z39.3
209.7
72.8
41.4
187.9
B86.1
7.4
0.t
77.6
9T1.5
445,58

219.2°

417.5
1135.5
887.3
21,2

92.9
287.7

246.7
439.6

122,

174.8
68%.2
177.4
127.9
89.8
749.3
6%8.1
126.7
481.2
28z.7
19.0
S4.0
1.3
52.5
3349.4
&U6.3
8.2
347.8
9%7.2
497.7
184,11
399.4
487.1

-
——rd e -

$13.40
312,69
$10.94
48,71
$7.77
810.99
8. 02
+8. %4
$21.39
$7.464
$0. 2%
$6.49
87.42
87.06
$7.11
$7.43
7.87
8.22
87.43
$7.40
$11.06
8.2
7.0l
$7.%57
$7.15
$8.57
$lo.4d8
$12.91
$7.22
$7.92

418.43-

$9.98
$7.350
$19.50
17,20
$146.61
$10.48
$7.89
$4.59
$I9.08
$7.81
+7.88
8. 49
$11.26
87.94
$8.90
©7.63

0
s
80
4122
t 1]
20

L 1%
0

| 172

[ 18]

L 1V
1,217
$0
+0
$7I2
30
0
$0
80
19
0
8229

e
E 141

0O
V]

k 30-9%
$4J
20
4139
3127
0
0
 1¥]
40
0
 Le]

L 1Y)
4

| 1Y)
$0
4
0
2,080
L 18]
44
228
4
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FISCAL. YEAR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK BRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

RURAL SMALL TOWN SCHQOL DISTRICTS.

DIST
CJDE

10043
1G79
La077
10123
11003
llulld
11023
120L3
12004
12006
12908
1206
12017
204
12003
13007
12910
12012
12ulé
13018
12028
12229
127020
17052
12,23
1SUHL
19040
12089
15091
L2094
130048
L008
15041
19003
19911
19014
19018
19021
209232
<0064
20248
20071
20076
6079
20090
22004
22013

TYFE

bbb)hhbhhb&hb.bbbb&&.bhahbbhbh&gbbbb‘h.bbbbhb&h

187

N = 202
DISTRICT EC1A DISTRICT PRIVATE FRIVATE+ PER EST F
NAME FY 1985 RADM-1985 PUPILS RADM 8% PUPIL SCH s
"Ee -m- aEmEamE
UMPOUA 897 98.0 98.0 $9.15
RIDOLE 4,395 %43.2 £a3.2 +8.09
GLENDALE 44,549 $50. 4 260.4 $8.12
ASH VALLEY s4zs 3.7 2T.7  $18.3%
ARL INGTON $1,918 115.6 115.6  $16.59
OLEX zes 15.9 16.9 s22.78
CONCON $1,8%58 184.4 184.4 $10.08
JOHN DAY +5,910 727.0 727.0 68,12
PRAIRIE CITY 2,074 282.2 262.2 27.91
MT VERNON $1,%47 193.% 1971, $7.99
MONUMENT 81,606 99.1 99.1  $14.21
DAYVILLE $1,209 77.¢ 77.0 $1%.70
LONG CREEK 2,006 126.9 126.9  s1=.81
CRANE 81,163 71.8 7:1.8°  $14.20
PINE CREEK 341 12.0 12.0  #28.42
DIAMOND 263 7.4 7.4 #3%.81
SUNTEX $321 11.6 11.4 $27.87
DREWSEY 346% 20.0 20.0  82T.2%
FRENCH GLEN $202 7.0 7.0  $28.36
LAWEN $293 8.3 8.3 $I%.30
DOUBLE O s186 4.8 4.8  $38.7%
ANDREWS 3298 12.0 12.0 s27.08
HINES 1,913 291.9 291.9 $6.55
50D HOUSE 236 a.o 8.0  $29.%0
FIELDS-TROUT 429 14.93 14.5  329.59
CRANE UHS $1, 280 92. 92.0  $1%.90
APFLEGATE 40 $1, 660 188.9 188.9 48.79
FROSFECT $2, 149 227.7 227.7 $9.53
BUTTE FALLS +2,334 241.6 231.6 $9. 46
PINEHURST 413 13.9 15.9 $2%.97
CULVER $1,986 263.0 253.0 27.5%
ASHWQOD 2352 t6.1 146.1 $21.86
BLACK BUTTE 2260 29.1 29.1 $8.93
UNION $1,084 2.2 2.2 $13.19
PAISLEY 82,070 129.9 4.0 132.9  s1%.36
SILVER LAKE 94,250 260.2 260.2  $16.3%
PLUSH 232 8.4 8.4 $27.62
ADEL s328 0.2 0.2 $10.84
MAPLETON 83,467 I98.1 198.1 $8.71
CROW-APPLEG-L 33, 144 410.7 a10.7 $7.06
MCKENZIE 3,112 z98.1 z98.1 s7.92
LOMELL 23,974 ATs. aIs. 1 9,13
OAKN I DBE 7,167 86%.6 T2.0 89%.6 $8.00
MARCOLA 2,658 259.0 T69.0 $7.20
BLACHLY 81,024 1359.7 159.7 sl1.42
GRIGGS 427 0.8 20.8  $20.%I
SODAVILLE s701 72.0 72.0 .9.74

RIV

30
L 1Y
$0
[ I¥)
0
L 1y
O
0
0

L V)
0
V)
0
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30N

FISCAL YEAR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOJL DISTRICTS.

RURAL SMFLL TCLIN SCHOOL DISTRICTB. N = 202

DIST DISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE PRIVATE+ PEFR EST PRIV
CODE TYFE NAME FY 1985 RADM-1398S PUPILS RADM 83 PUPIL SCH s
AWWE ®WS . EEESEUSENE AEESEENESm BERTGESN SSNANESE EESESCREASE
4 MARI-LINN 81,455 226.4 18.0 244.4 $46.77 $122
4 SANDRIDGE 3120 42.93 42.5 7.74 0
4 HAMILTON CREE $1,8462 212.0 212.0 +8.78 L ]
22042 4  HARRISBURG $1,493 -01.9 201.9 $7.40 L2V
J2uss 4 HARKIS L ot 17.3 17.38 $19.21 s
22063 & WYATT 414 S4.4 S4.4 $7.01 [ )
22072 4  LACOMB $1,857 243. 242.3 $7.63 $0
220Y8 4 DENNY 2680 20.0 <0.9 $19.00 0
22val 4, GORE 8429 39.8 <9.8 $7.17 $0
=2¢a9 4 CROwWFOOQT $4,208 573.1 5731 87.22 $0
22095 4 SClo - 5,088 613.9 20.0 &833.9 $8.03 3161
S=102 4 TENNESSEE $4690 103.1 10S.1 $6.57 [ 1Y)
22124 4 LOURDES $161 26.6 sh.6 84.05 0
22129 4 MILL CITY-GAT 87,868 S44.3 544,37 $7.11 0
22552 4 CENTRAL LINN 36,633 793.3 66.0 859.32 7.72 sZ10
2ZUHS & HARRISBURG UH 2,496 32%8.2 Iz8.2 $7.28 $0
22001 4 BROGAN $22 12. 4 12.4 %17.74 L]
22003 & JORDAN VALLEY s81lé s5.8 5%.8 $14.62 $0
22012 4 JUNTURA ) $409 29.4 9.4 $12.91 | B
22029 4 ANNEX 926 111.1 111.1 8. 60 $0
2042 4  WILLOWCREEK 613 90. 4 ?0.4 $6.78 0
27081 ¢ MCDERMITT -84 19.0 19.0 $14.9S $0
2Zosl 4 ADRIAN $3,303 213.2 T1%.2 310.2% L )
27666 & HARFER $1,161 75.4 75.4 315,40 $i)
22061 4  ARCCK 3532 42.2 42.2 s12.98 0
Z2UHL 4  JORCAN VALLEY 908 117.5 117.5 $7.73 L
2a007 4 SUBLIMITY 81,435 176.8 176.8 $8.12 L 1)
-4019 ¢ EYERGREEN s413 62.6 6Z.a 36,57 0
248011 4 AUMSVILLE 33, 404 4%8.3 <8.3 $7.47 L IV
23402 & PIGMEER I13 2. T +9.354 $0
24014 4 JEFFERSON 7,912 938.0 9%8.0 $8. 25 L 1%
24020 « MAKRION #3567 768.4 78. 4 $7.20 L D]
244031 4 BROGKS 3811 103.3 102.3 $7.85 30
~8042 4« VICTOR POINT 3977 133.5 122.8 $7.22 $0
24045 4 ST. PAUL 1,838 136.1 108,90 244.1 $7.933 813
24030 +  PRATUM 8244 42.4 2.4 $5.73 L 1V)
240351 4 NORTH HOWELL 3294 3.0 .0 $9. 48 L ¥
24060 ¢  ELDRIEDGE 699 62.4 62.4 11.20 1)
24061 4 MWEST STAYTON #3518 39.12 39.1 $8.76 80
24043 ¢ BEThANY 8407 79.9 79.9 $7.60 0
8072 4 SCOVTS MILLS $1,118 182.5 152.3 *7.25 40
240748 « GBERvVA1lS 2,438 :I8.9 8.0 327.9 $8.03 2716
28079 ¢ TURMER 61,324 177.3 177.5 87.46 0
24082 «  PARLERSVILLE 3633 44.3 44,3 314,27 L U]
24097 ¢ SILVER CREST 842 95.2 93.2 88.84 [ 10
24123 + DETFOIT 2,220 1346.0 12.0 148.0 $15.00 s180
24126 ¢ NOKTH SANTIAM 417 S4.9 34.9 $7.460 L V)
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FISCAL YEAR 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

RURAL SMALL. TOWN SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

D1ST
CQDE

24124
24142
24144
24319
24uUky
2Zuul
2&uub
2B019
26uT9
446
27021
27.57
27342
28003
28007
28012
20UHL
29008
29913
29122
29088
29URT
ool
T2
Tonnd
pVIXIVY-Y
PO
PIYIVE R §
PVl
Tonst
Zou80
PR
Z1oue
1011
21918
21023
pAnIVINT-Y
2012
T20S4
TI009
PRAEY )
TT029
23040
22042
2080
084
ZTUHL

T(FE

&bbh&bbhObbb.bbb#.hb&bbhhhbb&h.&_bhbhbb&bhbbhbhh

N = 202

DISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE
NAME FY 1988 RADM-198% PUPILS

BUEMA CREST 345 47.8

MONLTOR 1,096 136.7
CLO\VZRDALE ss1a 75.8 _
CENTARAL HOWEL $634 71.2 3.0
GERVAIS UHS $2,178 274.9

MORROW $13,194 1,662.2 S6.0
ORIENT $4,918 625.5 8%.0
SAUYIES ISLAN 8870 110.8

CORBETT $3,891 74%.2
BONMEVILLE 377 3.2

FPERKYDALE $1,143 144.8

FALLS CITY s1, 550 182. 21.0
VALSZTZ 3981 40.3

RUFUS $437 3.5

WASCA 650 8b.1

SOUTH SHERMAN 1,263 136.1

SHERMAN UHS $1,109 136.9

BEAVER 1,271 159.0

HEBC 2506 67,4
CLOVERDALE s1,818 164.8 65,0
NEAH-KAH-NIE $7,0:28 g11.%

NESTUCCA UHS 1,629 202.3

HEL I X 8709 100.3

FILUT ROCK 3,515 a77.3 11.0
ECHU $1,309 184.4

UMA T ILLA $7, 106 988. %

FERNDALE $3,174 286.9 190.0
UMAF INE 543 t0.5
ATHENA-WESTON $4,013 s57.4

STANF IELD 3,556 =03.4

UK IAr 988 66.9

UNION 34,268 3184.0

NORTH POWDER 32,48 151.2

IMBLER 82,633 I56.9

cave $2, 107 246.3

ELGIN 4,774 604.9 8.0
JOSEPH $2,873 283.9

WALL JWA $2,533 249.9

TRQY 221 4.4

CHENQWITH $7,430 912.9 5.0
PETEISBURE sa22 117.3

DUFUR $1,977 191.6

TYGH VALLEY $340 77.7

wan1C 510 711

ANTELOPE 572 59.4 40.0
MAUP IN 1,042 129.4

WASCI CTY UHS 1,050 152.8

PRIVATE®
RADM 83

189

PER
FUPIL SCH 8

EST PRIV

37.8
126.7
7%5.8
7%.2
274.9
1,719.
710,
110,
74%.

->—
e

144,
=02z,
$0.
4.
8a.
126,
128,
129,
&7.
=29,
811.
iy 8
100.3
488.2
184.4
9848.5
76,0
to6.5
557.4
T03.4
446.5
484.0
121.2
356.9
2446.5
612.9
-83.9
249.9

6.6
47.9
117.3
191.6
77.7
Ti.1
99.4
129.4

152.8

D oA r- MWD UHDDUN

7.22
$8.02
$6.79
$8,42
$7.92
$7.465
$5.92
$7.8%5
$7.91
$11.322
*7.89
$7.462
$16.27
$8.02
$7.44
$9.28
$7.98
$7.99
8. 94
$7.91
8. 567
28. 0%
+7.07
$7.20
$7.10
$7.1%
$&. 47 %4
$8.20
$7.20
$7.06
$14.8a.
+8.82
$17.90
$7.28
$8. 55
$7.79
$7.49
$7.24
zT.48
$68.05
$7.01
$10.22
$6.95
$7.29
+3.73
e7.47
$6.87

$14)
R 1Y)
80
L 2]
$0
3428
45848
0
t 10
L 1Y)
30
31460
0
0
$0
$0
0
0
%0
sS14
L IV
| I¥)
$0
79
)
0
Vb7
0
L 1)
0
E 1Y)
30
)
L 1Y)
L IV
352
0
0
L D)
$282
L I
L 14
L 1Y)
L V]
3220
30
[ )]
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FISCAL YEAR 1985 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO OREGON
SCHOQL DISTRICIS.

RURAL SMFALL TOWN SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

DIST
CODE

T4001L
2309
c4aus8
28470
2481}
o001
Vi3 |
-1k
6004
5008
PIAVESY
Ta01s
500
TOUHL

N =

N = 202

CISTRICT ECIA DISTRICT PRIVATE
TYFE NAME FY 1985 RADM-198% PUPILS
mMEs O SEERS

¢ WEST UNION $4,910 350.8 220.0
¢ GROMER $1,896 240.68
¢« FARMINGTON VI 32,162 2:%.8
¢ NORTH PLAINS $1,958 272.4
4 GASTON $5,47s 501.5 27%.0
& SPREY 31,093 77.0
+« FOSEIL $1,948 128.3
¢ MITZHELL $1,370 64.7
¢ AMITY $4, 495 s71.2
2 DAYTON 32,9932 733.3
& CARLTON 82,598 270.1 20.0
& YAMISILL 34,064 474.3
& WILLAMINA g, 252 968.0 147.0
L  YAMH-CARLT UH $2,9684 269.3
02 TOTAL $437,298 49,360.2 2,2%57.0

AVERAGE

$8.31

FRIVATE+ PER
RADM 8% PUPIL

i,

St,

680.8 $7.21
=40, 6 +7.88
=Ze. $9.17
72.4 $7.18
776.5 $7.03

77.0 $14.19
128.3 $15.34
$4.7 $21.17

S71.2 $7.87
732.3 $8.17
290.1 8. 96
476.3 48,33
115.0 $7.40
T&9.3 +8.08
617.2

LOW = $5.73
MEAN = $11.39
HIGH = $13.40

EST PRIV
SCH 8

41,6359
L Y
$0
E )

$1,929
T0O
[ 19
E 1o
B4
0

$179
£ 1Y)

31,088
0

17,214
$7.47



STATE INSTITUTIINS. N = 7, SUMMARY OF STATE TOTALS AND AVERAGES.
DIET UISTRICT ECiA DISTRICT PRIVATE FRIVATE~
COCE TYFZ NAME FY 1983 RADM-1985 PUPILS | RADM 83
ATEE RIWME OmEEE

7001 3 0sss 8305 53.0

T2 S asst 1,273 221.0

7003 S  MACLAREN 3,502 A79.0

2TN08 S HILLCREST $833 145.9

27008 3 FAIRVIEW $1,403 244.9

27007 S HOSFITAL SCHO 8344 60.0

37008 3 WYNNE WATTS $222 -8.5

N 7 TATALS $7,6808 1,200.3

AYERAGE $6.57

SUMMARY: STATE TOTALS AND AVERAGES

M= Ils

TOTAL 83,807,030 43F,4679.0 28,381.0 462,260.0

JON
FISCAL YEA3R 1983 FEDERAL ECIA BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS TGO OREGON
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

AVERAGE

$8.22

Low

-»
MEAN =
HIGH =

PER
FUPIL

$35.73
35.76
$7.99
$3.76
$5.76
$3.77
$3.77

$6.08

5,73
$10. 53
029.04

191

EST PRIV
SCH s

$242,792

$8.49
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