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Introduction
Purpose of Title I, Part D, Funding
Title I, Part D, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amended in 2001, 1
is administered by the Office of Student Achievement and School Accountability (SASA)
Programs within the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED’s) Office of Elementary and Secondary
Education (OESE). The purpose of Title I, Part D—also known as the Prevention and
Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk—is to
provide supplemental education funding to programs for children and youth who are neglected,
delinquent, or at-risk 2 (N or D). Two separate programs achieve this purpose.
 The State agency (SA) program (Title I, Part D, Subpart 1), originally authorized in
1966, serves children and youth in State-operated institutions or community day
programs.
 The local education agency (LEA) program (Title I, Part D, Subpart 2), originally
authorized in 1994, supports school district programs that collaborate with locally
operated correctional facilities and programs for children and youth who are N or D.
Both programs under Title I, Part D, share the same purposes:
 To improve educational services for children and youth who are N or D so that they have
the opportunity to meet challenging State academic content and achievement standards
 To provide children and youth who are N or D with services so that they can successfully
transition from institutionalization to further schooling or employment
 To prevent youth from dropping out of school and provide youth who have dropped out
and youth returning from correctional facilities with a support system to ensure their
continued education 3

1

Also known as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001.
The term “neglected” refers to a child or youth who has been committed to an institution (other than a foster home)
or voluntarily placed under applicable State law because of abandonment, neglect, or death of his or her parents or
guardians. The term “delinquent” refers to a child or youth who resides in a public or private residential facility (other
than a foster home) that is operated for the care of children and youth who have been adjudicated delinquent or in
need of supervision. The term “at risk” refers to a school-age individual who is at risk for academic failure, has a drug
or alcohol problem, is pregnant or is a parent, has come into contact with the juvenile justice system in the past, is at
least 1 year behind the expected grade level for his or her age, has limited English proficiency, is a gang member,
has dropped out of school in the past, or has a high absenteeism rate at school.
3
Section 1401. ESEA (2001).
2
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Student Achievement
SEAs and their SA and LEA grantees that receive Title I, Part D, funds must “determine the
program’s impact on the ability of participants to maintain and improve educational
achievement” by using “appropriate measures of student progress.” 4 The grantees report these
measures to the ED, which include 10 academic and vocational outcomes, 5 as well as student
performance in reading and mathematics. The 10 academic and vocational outcomes are
reported for every student, regardless of the length of his or her enrollment in a program.
Academic achievement data (as measured by progress on pre- and posttests in reading and
mathematics) are reported only for long-term students (students who are enrolled in a program
for 90 or more consecutive calendar days).
This report summarizes the data reported by the SEAs, according to the measures noted above,
for the three data collections (school year [SY] 2007–08, SY 2008–09, and SY 2009–10). The
report presents data from the SAs (Subpart 1) first, and then presents the LEA data (Subpart 2).

4

Section 1431, ESEA, as amended in 2001.
Three of the ten outcomes examine outcomes achieved while the students are enrolled in the program/facility:
number of students who earned high school course credits, enrolled in a GED program, and enrolled in elective job
training courses/programs. The other seven outcomes examine outcomes that may be achieved either while enrolled
in the program/facility or within 30 days after exit: the number of students who enrolled in their local district school,
earned a GED, obtained a high school diploma, were accepted into postsecondary education, enrolled in
postsecondary education, enrolled in external job training education, and obtained employment.

5

Title I, Part D, Annual Program Performance Report: School Year 2009–10

2

State Agency Programs Under Title I,
Part D, Subpart 1
Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 (Subpart 1), funds provide supplemental funding to State education
agencies (SEAs) for distribution to State agencies (SA) for use in neglect (i.e., child welfare),
juvenile detention, and juvenile and adult correctional educational programs. In order to receive
Subpart 1 funding, programs must provide a free public education to children and youth in
educational programs within N or D institutions, community day programs for children and youth
who are N or D, or adult correctional institutions serving delinquent youth. The institutions must
have an average length of stay of at least 30 days 6 and must provide a State-supported
educational program of either 20 hours per week (in a juvenile facility or community day
program) or 15 hours per week (in an adult correctional facility). All 50 States, the District of
Colombia, and Puerto Rico receive Subpart 1 funding.

Overview of Funding, Programs, and Student Distribution Across
Subpart 1
In school year (SY) 2009–10, the Title I, Part D, Subpart 1, program provided $49.17 million in
supplemental education funding to State agency N or D programs (see table 1). The programs
used these funds to serve approximately 109,146 students who were N or D and enrolled in a
variety of programs and institutional settings. The funding for Subpart 1 over the 3 years
between SY 2007–08 and SY 2009–10 increased by approximately $614,250 (1 percent).
Table 1. Funding and student summary across Title I, Part D, Subpart 1, programs, by
school year
SY 2007–08

SY 2008–09

SY 2009–10

$48.55

$48.93

$49.17

Mean

$933,694

$917,382

$945,506

Median

$678,165

$684,944

$736,728

Range

$84,432–$3,358,536

$83,597–$3,014,831

$69,671–$2,953,982

Number of SEA grantees

52

52

52

Number of programs that
reported receiving Title I, Part
D, funds

786

771

720

131,860

125,456

109,146

4.37 months

3.87 months

4.46 months

Total funding (in millions)

Number of students served
(unduplicated)
Average length of stay

The Title I, Part D, program may distribute Subpart 1 funds to a variety of programs, as
mentioned above. States elect how best to distribute their funds annually, typically on the basis
of a count of students or discretionary grants. In addition, programs and facilities receiving
funding may change from year to year with the closing and opening of different programs. The
number of SA programs receiving funding between SY 2007–08 and SY 2009–10 declined by
8 percent, from 786 to 720 programs (see table 1). The majority of programs receiving funding
6

See section D-1 of the U.S. Department of Education’s Non-Regulatory Guidance for Title I, Part D:
http://www2.ed.gov/programs/titleipartd/legislation.html#guidance
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over the 3 years have been juvenile correctional facilities (36–38 percent) and adult correctional
facilities (30–36 percent) (see table 2).
Table 2. Number and percentage of programs or facilities receiving Title I, Part D,
Subpart 1, funds, by school year
Type of program or facility

SY 2007–08

SY 2008–09

SY 2009–10

Juvenile detention

95 (12%)

107 (14%)

106 (15%)

Juvenile corrections

284 (36%)

290 (38%)

276 (38%)

Adult corrections

281 (36%)

235 (30%)

236 (33%)

Neglect programs

88 (11%)

106 (14%)

82 (11%)

Other programs

38 (5%)

33 (4%)

20 (3%)

786

771

720

Total

Like the programs receiving funding, the student population served has declined over the 3-year
period by 22,714 students, or 17 percent (see table 1). It is difficult to identify a reason for this
change from these data, but it may reflect State budgetary changes and diversion policies
encouraging students to remain within their communities (see appendix C).

Student Enrollment and Characteristics of State Agency Programs
Student Enrollment, by Program Type
SA programs may distribute the funds to educational programs in juvenile correctional facilities,
juvenile detention facilities, adult correctional facilities (serving youth), neglect programs, and
other programs serving children who are N or D. In SY 2009–10, as in previous years, the
majority (95 percent) of students served by Subpart 1 were in facilities for delinquent children
and youth—juvenile detention, juvenile corrections, or adult corrections. In SY 2009–10 there
was a decline in the number of students in juvenile corrections (6 percent) and increase in the
number of students in adult corrections (9 percent) (see figure 1).
Figure 1. Percentage of students served through Title I, Part D, Subpart 1, by program
type and school year
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Student Demographics
Almost 80 percent of students in
SA programs were either Black or
White (see figure 2). Hispanic
students represented the third
largest racial/ethnic category
(17 percent) of students in
SA programs.

Figure 2. Distribution of students served by Title I,
Part D, Subpart 1, by racial/ethnic categories, in
SY 2009–10

The majority of students benefitting
from Subpart 1 funds were male
(85 percent). Most students were
between the ages of 14 and 18
years (72 percent). Because a
portion of Title I, Part D, Subpart 1,
funds served youth in adult
correctional facilities, a substantial
proportion of the students were
between the ages of 19 and 21
years (23 percent). This pattern is
similar to that of previous years.

Student Educational Performance in State Agency Programs
The Title I, Part D, data collection utilizes indicators and outcomes that are consistent with the
purpose of Title I, Part D, and that align with the educational and transition goals of students in
child welfare and juvenile justice settings. Due to the manner in which outcome data are
collected and reported, outcomes cannot be analyzed by student characteristics such as age,
race/ethnicity or gender.

Academic Outcomes
Academic outcome data are reported for all students in SA programs, regardless of their length
of stay. These data are examined in the context of the eligibility of students, on the basis of their
age, to attain a specific outcome. For example, elementary-school-aged students are not
eligible to earn high school course credits. The age group of students able to attain an outcome
varies by indicator. The total number of students in each age range is presented, by indicator, in
appendix B.
Overall, the rates at which students achieved these outcomes within SA programs remained
relatively stable across the 3 reporting years, between SY 2007–08 and SY 2009–10, with
increases or decreases of 5 percent or less each year (see figure 3). Across the seven
academic outcome indicators collected, age-eligible students in SA programs most commonly
enrolled in local district schools (18–22 percent), earned high school course credits (48–52
percent), and enrolled in GED programs (16–21 percent). Age-eligible students also earned
high school diplomas or equivalent 7 (11–12 percent) and were accepted or enrolled into
postsecondary education (3–4 percent), but not as commonly.

7

Obtained high school diploma and earned a GED are combined and presented as a single indicator.
Title I, Part D, Annual Program Performance Report: School Year 2009–10
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Figure 3. Percentage of age-eligible students achieving academic outcomes in Title I,
Part D, Subpart 1, programs, by school year

Note: Reports of earned high school course credits and enrollment in GED programs are for students during their
in-facility enrollment only; all other academic outcomes include those achieved while enrolled or within
30 days after exit. The basis for academic outcome percentages is the number of age-eligible students,
per indicator, as identified in appendix B.

Academic Achievements in Reading and Mathematics
Students enter N or D programs at
varying levels of academic
proficiency. All students should
undergo testing in reading and
mathematics upon their entrance into
a facility or program in order for the
program to determine their
educational needs.

Figure 4. Percentage of long-term students in
Title I, Part D, Subpart 1, programs, testing below
grade level upon entry, by subject and school year

Over the 3 reporting years, the
percentage of students entering SA
programs who tested below their
grade level (on the basis of their age)
in reading and mathematics grew
from 59 percent and 58 percent in
reading and mathematics,
respectively, to 71 percent in both
subjects (see figure 4). This growth in
student academic need appears to
be occurring as the student
population served in Subpart 1
programs declines (see appendix C).
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Because students in N or D programs are not always enrolled when State assessments are
administered, N or D programs must monitor student progress in reading and mathematics by
pre- and posttesting students, using a testing instrument of the programs’ choice, in these two
academic areas. Programs receiving Subpart 1 funds report on the progress of long-term
students in reading and mathematics by grade-level improvement, on the basis of the pretest
and the most recent posttest. Programs are expected to collect data on all long-term students
benefitting from Subpart 1, regardless of the way the program elects to use the funding
(e.g., tutoring, transition services, and library resources).
While the majority of students enter State agency N or D programs testing below grade level
in reading and mathematics each school year, more than two-thirds of long-term students with
complete pre- and posttest data showed improvement between the pretest and the posttest in
both reading and mathematics (see figures 5 and 6). In SY 2009–10, of the students who
demonstrated improvement, the majority showed improvement of more than one grade level
(58 percent in reading and 57 percent in mathematics).
Figure 5. Percentage of long-term students in Title I, Part D, Subpart 1, programs
improving between pre- and posttests in reading, by school year

Note: Pre- and posttesting improvement percentages in reading are based on the number of long-term
students with complete pre- and posttest data, as identified in appendix B.
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Figure 6. Percentage of long-term students in Title I, Part D, Subpart 1, programs
improving between pre- and posttests in mathematics, by school year

Avg. number of students with
pre- and posttest data: 32,450

Note: Pre- and posttesting improvement percentages in mathematics are based on the number of long-term
students with complete pre- and posttest data, as identified in appendix B.

Vocational Outcomes
In addition to academic achievement, the intent of Title I, Part D, is to ensure that students in
N or D programs develop skills that will assist them in making successful transitions back into
their communities and in obtaining employment. Three of the program’s evaluation measures
focus on vocational training and employment: enrollment in elective job training, enrollment in
external job training, and obtaining employment.
This report examines student vocational outcomes, like academic outcomes, in the context of
the eligibility of students, on the basis of their age, to attain the outcome. For example,
elementary-school-aged students are not eligible to obtain employment. The age group of
students able to attain an outcome varies by indicator. Appendix B presents the total number
of students in each age range, by indicator.
In SY 2009–10, as in previous years, the most common vocational outcome attained by ageeligible students in SA programs was enrollment in elective job-training courses while enrolled
in an N or D program (29 percent) (see figure 7). N or D programs often find it challenging to
track students once they leave a facility, which may account for the lower rates of attainment
demonstrated in the outcomes focused on transition out of the facility—external job training and
employment. There was an increase in the percentage of students who enrolled in external job
training to 6 percent in SY 2009–10 from 3 percent in the previous two school years.
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Figure 7. Percentage of age-eligible students achieving vocational outcomes in Title I,
Part D, Subpart 1, programs, by school year

Note: Reports of enrollment in elective job training are for students during their in-facility enrollment only; all
other vocational outcomes include those achieved while in facility or within 30 days after exit. The basis
for vocational outcome percentages is the number of age-eligible students, per indicator, as identified in
appendix B.
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Local Education Agency Programs Under Title I,
Part D, Subpart 2
Title I, Part D, Subpart 2 (Subpart 2), allocates funding to State education agencies (SEAs) to
distribute to local education agencies (LEAs) for use in local neglect, juvenile detention, juvenile
correctional, and at-risk educational programs. In order to receive Subpart 2 funds, programs
must be residential institutions for children and youth who are neglected or delinquent, or local
schools serving children and youth who are eligible to receive funds under Title I, Parts A and C,
or identified as “at risk.” 8 The regulations related to the way Subpart 2 funds may be used within
these programs are more flexible than those for Subpart 1.
Depending on the structure of local child welfare and juvenile justice programming, some
States do not apply to receive Subpart 2 funds. In SY 2009–10, Subpart 2 distributed funds to
46 SEAs. 9 Because of the reach of LEAs in most States, LEAs grant more funding and serve a
larger number of programs and students than do State Agency (SA) programs.

Overview of Funding, Programs, and Student Distribution Across
Subpart 2
In SY 2009–10, the Title I, Part D, Subpart 2, program provided $253.32 million in educational
funding to LEA N or D programs (see table 3). This funding included $100.64 million in funding
from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), which was not included in other
years. Together, these funds were used to serve approximately 367,121 students who were
N or D and enrolled in a variety of programs and institutional settings.
Table 3. Funding and student summary across Title I, Part D, Subpart 2, programs, by
school year
SY 2007–08

SY 2008–09

SY 2009–10

$116.12

$139.27

$253.32
($100.64 from ARRA)

Mean

$2,580,477

$3,165,318

$5,506,914

Median

$1,025,976

$1,346,875

$1,928,417

Range

$50,868–
28,000,463

$48,325–
34,230,617

$60,209–64,088,677

45 SEAs

44 SEAs

46 SEAs

3,229

2,712

2,889

352,446

373,071

367,121

2.98 months

3.14 months

2.72 months

Total Funding (in millions)

Number of grantees
Number of programs that reported
receiving Title I, Part D, funds
Number of students served
(unduplicated)
Average length of stay

8

“At risk” refers to a student who is at risk for academic failure, has a drug or alcohol problem, is pregnant or is a
parent, has come into contact with the juvenile justice system in the past, is at least 1 year behind the expected grade
level for his or her age, has limited English proficiency, is a gang member, has dropped out of school in the past, or
has a high absenteeism rate at school.
9
Delaware, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, and Utah did not receive Subpart 2 funding
in SY 2009–10.
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Subpart 2 funds are allocated to a variety of programs. States elect how best to distribute their
funds annually, typically on the basis of a formula or through discretionary grants. In addition,
programs and facilities receiving funding may change from year to year because of closing and
opening of different programs. The number of LEA programs receiving funding between
SY 2007–08 and SY 2009–10 declined 11 percent, from 3,229 to 2,889 programs (see table 3).
In SY 2008–09 and SY 2009–10, the funding is distributed almost evenly among juvenile
detention (28 percent), juvenile correctional facilities (24 percent), at-risk programs (22–25
percent), and neglect programs (22–24 percent) (see table 4).
Table 4. Number and percentage of programs or facilities receiving Title I, Part D,
Subpart 2, funds, by school year
Type of program or facility

SY 2007–08

SY 2008–09

SY 2009–10

1,237 (38%)

762 (28%)

812 (28%)

Juvenile corrections

739 (23%)

658 (24%)

687 (24%)

At-risk programs

482 (15%)

594 (22%)

720 (25%)

Neglect programs

733 (23%)

659 (24%)

641 (22%)

38 (1%)

39 (1%)

29 (1%)

3,229

2,712

2,889

Juvenile detention

Other programs
Total

Over the 3-year period, the total number of programs receiving funding decreased in SY 2008–
09 and then increased in SY 2009–10, but not to the original numbers of SY 2007–08.The
higher numbers in SY 2009–10 likely reflect the additional ARRA funds. The current data do not
provide information to identify the reason for this overall decrease, but the changes may reflect
a combination of State budgetary reductions and policies that encourage students to remain
within their home settings. For example, during the same period, the proportion of at-risk
programs receiving funding increased from 15 to 25 percent and the proportion of juvenile
detention programs receiving funding decreased from 38 to 28 percent (see table 4), suggesting
increased diversion efforts, whether budget or policy driven (see also appendix C). The number
of students enrolled in these programs demonstrates a similar trend (see figure 8).

Student Enrollment and Characteristics of Subpart 2
Student Enrollment, by Program Type
LEA programs may distribute their funds to educational programs in juvenile correctional
facilities, juvenile detention facilities, neglect programs, programs for youth who are at risk for
academic failure, and other programs serving children or youth who are N or D. In SY 2009–10,
as in previous years, the majority (52 percent) of the 367,121 students served by Subpart 2
were in juvenile detention (see figure 8), although this percentage has declined.
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Figure 8. Percentage of students served through Title I, Part D, Subpart 2, by program
type and school year

Student Demographics
Of the students served through
Subpart 2 in SY 2009–10,
35 percent were White, 34 percent
were Black, and 26 percent were
Hispanic (figure 9).

Figure 9. Distribution of students served by Title I,
Part D, Subpart 2, by racial/ethnic categories, in
SY 2009–10

The majority of students benefitting
from Subpart 2 funds were
between the ages of 14 and 18
years (87 percent). Most of the
students in the LEA programs were
male (74 percent).
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Student Educational Performance in Local Education Agency
Programs
The data collections for Subpart 1 and Subpart 2 parallel one another, and the data collections
for LEAs also utilize indicators and student outcomes that are consistent with the purposes of
Title I, Part D (see Introduction), and that reflect the same educational and vocational goals as
those of students attending local schools who are not neglected, delinquent, or at-risk. Due to
the manner in which outcome data are collected and reported, outcomes cannot be further
disaggregated by student characteristics such as age, race/ethnicity or gender.

Academic Outcomes
Reports of academic outcomes include all students enrolled in LEA programs, regardless of
their length of stay in the program. The data provided throughout this section examine academic
outcomes in the context of the eligibility of students, based on their age, to attain a specific
outcome. For example, elementary-school-aged students are not able to earn a high school
diploma. The age group of students able to attain an outcome varies by indicator. Appendix B
presents the total number of students in each age range by indicator.
The rates at which students achieved the majority of the academic outcomes remained
relatively stable across the 3 reporting years, between school year (SY) 2007–08 and SY 2009–
10, with increases or decreases of 4 percent or less each year (figure 10).
Across the seven academic outcome indicators, age-eligible students in LEA programs most
commonly enrolled in local district schools (32–36 percent) and earned high school course
credits (42–44 percent). Age-eligible students also enrolled in GED programs (5–6 percent),
earned high school diplomas or equivalent 10 (6 percent), were accepted to postsecondary
education (1 percent), and enrolled in postsecondary education (1 percent), but not as
commonly.

10

Obtained high school diploma and earned a GED are combined and presented as a single indicator.
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Figure 10. Percentage of age-eligible students achieving academic outcomes in Title I,
Part D, Subpart 2, programs, by school year

Note: Earned high school course credits and enrolled in GED programs are reported on students during their infacility enrollment only; all other academic outcomes include those achieved both in facility and within 30 days
after exit. Academic outcome percentages are based on the number of age-eligible students, per indicator, as
identified in appendix B.

Academic Achievements in Reading and Mathematics
Students enter N or D programs at different points throughout the academic year, and with
varying academic backgrounds. Programs must test students in reading and mathematics
upon their entrance into a facility or
Figure 11. Percentage of long-term students
program in order to determine their
in Title I, Part D, Subpart 2, programs, testing
educational needs and provide information
below grade level upon entry, by subject and
to the U.S. Department of Education (ED)
school year
on the number of students who are testing
below their age/grade level.
Over the 3 reporting years, the percentage
of students in LEA programs who tested
below their grade level (according to age)
in reading has grown from 30 to 46 percent
(see figure 11). Similarly, the percentage of
students in LEA programs testing below
grade level in mathematics has grown from
30 percent in SY 2007–08 to 44 percent in
SY 2009–10, peaking in SY 2008–09 at
53 percent. This growth in student
academic need appears to be occurring as
the student population served in Subpart 2
programs declines (see appendix C).
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Students enter and exit N or D programs on a rolling basis, and thus, are not always enrolled
during the administration of State assessments. Therefore, N or D programs must monitor the
student progress in reading and mathematics by pre- and posttesting the students, using a
testing instrument of choice, in these two academic areas. Programs receiving Subpart 2 funds
report on the progress of long-term students (those who are in a program for 90 or more
consecutive calendar days) in reading and mathematics, by grade level improvement, on the
basis of the pretest and the most recent posttest. Programs provide these data on all long-term
students benefitting from Subpart 2, regardless of how the program elects to use the funding
(e.g., tutoring, transition services, or library resources).
Although during each school year, a large portion of students enter local agency N or D
programs testing below grade level in reading and mathematics, consistently more than
two-thirds of long-term students with complete pre- and posttest data have showed
improvement between the pretest and the posttest in both reading and mathematics during the
3-year reporting period (see figures 12 and 13). In SY 2009–10, of the students who showed
improvement, a large proportion improved by more than one grade level (44 percent in reading
and 43 percent in mathematics). Each year the portion of students who improved by more than
one grade level increased.
Figure 12. Percentage of long-term students in Title I, Part D, Subpart 2, programs
improving between pre- and posttests in reading, by school year

Note: Pre- and posttesting improvement percentages in reading are based on the number of long-term
students with complete pre- and posttest data, as identified in appendix B.
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Figure 13. Percentage of long-term students in Title I, Part D, Subpart 2, programs
improving between pre- and posttests in mathematics, by school year

Note: Pre- and posttesting improvement percentages in mathematics are based on the number of long-term
students with complete pre- and posttest data, as identified in appendix B.

Vocational Outcomes
An additional goal of Title I, Part D, is to ensure that students in N or D programs develop the
skills they need to transition back into their communities and obtain employment. Three of the
program’s evaluation measures focus on vocational training and employment: enrollment in
elective job training, enrollment in external job training, and obtaining employment.
Programs assess student vocational outcomes, like academic outcomes, on the basis of the
number of students within the specified age groups who would be eligible to attain the outcome.
Appendix B provides data related to age-eligibility and vocational outcomes.
In SY 2009–10, as in previous years, the most common vocational outcome that age-eligible
students in LEA programs attained was enrollment in elective job training courses while enrolled
in an N or D program (13 percent), although the percentage of students attaining this outcome
has declined since SY 2007–08 (see figure 14). The lower rates of attainment of the other two
outcomes may reflect the difficulty that programs have in tracking student outcomes after the
students exit the facility, rather than student achievement alone.
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Figure 14. Percentage of age-eligible students achieving vocational outcomes in Title I,
Part D, Subpart 2, programs, by school year

Note: Reports of enrollment in elective job training are for students during their in-facility enrollment only; all
other vocational outcomes include those achieved while in facility or within 30 days after exit. The basis
for vocational outcome percentages is the number of age-eligible students, per indicator, as identified in
appendix B.
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Summary
The results highlighted in this report suggest that while the primary demographic of students
served in Title I, Part D, programs remains relatively the same between SY 2007–08 to
SY 2009–10—male students from Black and White racial/ethnic backgrounds between 14 and
18 years of age—the locations in which they receive services may be shifting from correctional
facilities to at-risk programs and local schools. In addition, the proportion of students entering
neglect or delinquent (N or D) programs with educational challenges is growing. In the midst of
this shifting landscape, students in N or D programs continue receive the opportunity to meet
educational standards similar to those of students in noninstitutional programs. N or D programs
are using the unique time they have with students to improve their performance in mathematics
and reading, and to assist them in successfully earning high school course credits, attaining
GEDs and high school diplomas, and developing skills to transition back to local schools and
the community. The U.S. Department of Education continues to support States in their efforts to
improve the quality of educational programming for students who are N or D, through both direct
funding and technical assistance. The data highlighted in this report provide a key source of
information regarding this process.
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Appendix A:
Programs Funded
Under Title I, Part D
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Types of Title I, Part D, Programs Funded, by State
Table A.1. Types of Title I, Part D, Subpart 1, programs funded, by State
State

Neglect

Juvenile
detention

Alabama

Juvenile
Adult
corrections corrections
X

X

Alaska

X

X

X

Arizona

X

X

X

Arkansas

X

X

California

X

X

Colorado

X

X

X

X
X

Connecticut

X

Delaware

X

X

District of Columbia

X

X

Florida

X

X

X

X

X

X

Idaho

X

X

Illinois

X

X

X

X

Kansas

X

X

Kentucky

X

X

Georgia

X

Hawaii

X

Indiana
Iowa

X

X

Maine

X

X

X

Maryland

X

X

X

Massachusetts

X

X

Michigan

X

X

Minnesota

X

X

Mississippi

X

X

X

Missouri

X

X

Montana

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Nevada
New Hampshire

X

New Jersey

X

New Mexico

X

X

X

X
X

New York
North Carolina

X

X

Louisiana

Nebraska

Other

X
X
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Table A.1. Continued
State

Neglect

North Dakota

Juvenile
detention
X

Ohio

Juvenile
Adult
corrections corrections
X
X

Oklahoma

X
X

Oregon

X

X

Pennsylvania

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

South Dakota

X

X

Tennessee

X

X

Rhode Island
South Carolina

X

Texas
Utah

X

X

X

Vermont

X

X

X

Virginia

X

X

X

Washington

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Puerto Rico

X

X

X

Wisconsin
Wyoming

X

X
X

West Virginia

Other

Number of grantees, with
type of program (N = 52)

13

19

45

44

8

Percent of grantees, with
type of program

25%

37%

87%

85%

15%

Note: Table reflects assumed programming based on data provided in the certified Consolidated State Performance
Report (CSPR) for SY 2009–10.
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Table A.2. Types of Title I, Part D, Subpart 2, programs funded, by State
At-risk

Neglect

Juvenile
detention

Juvenile
corrections

Other

Alabama

X

X

X

X

X

Alaska

X

X

X

Arizona

X

X

X

Arkansas

X

California

X

State

Colorado

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Connecticut
Delaware

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

District of Columbia

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Florida

X

X

X

X

X

Georgia

X

Hawaii

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Idaho

X

X

X

X

Illinois

X

Indiana

X

Iowa

X

Kansas
Kentucky

X

Louisiana

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Maine

X
X

Maryland

X

X

X

X

Massachusetts

X

X

X

X

X

Michigan

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Minnesota
Mississippi

X

Missouri

X

X

X

X

X

Montana

X

X

X

X

X

X

Nebraska

X

Nevada
New Hampshire

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

New Jersey
New Mexico

X
X

X

New York
North Carolina

X

North Dakota

X

Ohio

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X
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Table A.2. Continued
At-risk

Neglect

Juvenile
detention

Juvenile
corrections

Oklahoma

X

X

X

X

Oregon

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

X

X

X

X

X

X

State

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

N/A

South Carolina
South Dakota

X

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

X
N/A

N/A

Vermont

N/A

N/A

N/A

X

Virginia

X

Washington

X

West Virginia

X

Wisconsin
Wyoming

Other

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X

Puerto Rico

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Number of grantees, with
type of program (N = 46)

26

24

40

32

12

Percent of grantees, with
type of program

57%

52%

87%

70%

26%

Note: Table reflects assumed programming based on data provided in the certified Consolidated State Performance
Report (CSPR) for SY 2009–10.
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Appendix B:
Additional Data Tables
for Student Counts
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Numbers of Age-Eligible Students Across the Title I, Part D,
Academic and Vocational Outcomes
Table B.1. Number of students achieving outcomes and number of age-eligible students in Title I, Part D, programs,
reported by academic and vocational outcomes1
SY 2007–08
number of
students
eligible to
achieve the
outcome

SY 2008–09
number of
students
who
achieved
the
outcome

SY 2008–09
number of
students
eligible to
achieve the
outcome

SY 2009–10
number of
students
who
achieved
the
outcome

SY 2009–10
number of
students
eligible to
achieve the
outcome

21,667

124,710

18,801

118,671

22,164

104,487

48,897

96,908

46,374

96,833

39,464

75,901

Earned high school diploma or equivalent
(16–21 years of age)

10,989

93,257

9,517

89,584

9,355

83,228

Enrolled in local school district schools
(6–21 years of age)

23,540

131,837

25,981

125,344

23,884

109,045

Accepted into postsecondary education
(16–21 years of age)

2,949

93,257

2,926

89,584

3,232

83,228

Enrolled in postsecondary education
(16–21 years of age)

2,629

93,257

2,518

89,584

2,777

83,228

Enrolled in elective job training
(16–21 years of age)

25,964

90,795

27,193

87,580

23,791

82,682

Enrolled in external job training
(16–21 years of age)

3,007

90,795

3,035

89,584

4,815

83,228

Obtained employment
(14–21 years of age)

4,171

124,710

3,802

118,671

3,601

104,487

Outcomes (age-eligible groupings)

SY 2007–08
number of
students
who
achieved
the
outcome

SA Programs—Subpart 1
Enrolled in GED programs
(14–21 years of age)
Earned high school course credits
(13–21 years of age)

2
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Table B.1. Continued
SY 2007–08
number of
students
who
achieved
the
outcome

SY 2007–08
number of
students
eligible to
achieve the
outcome

SY 2008–09
number of
students
who
achieved
the
outcome

SY 2008–09
number of
students
eligible to
achieve the
outcome

SY 2009–10
number of
students
who
achieved
the
outcome

SY 2009–10
number of
students
eligible to
achieve the
outcome

Enrolled in GED programs
(14–21 years of age)

18,135

318,824

17,674

338,466

21,553

333,998

Earned high school course credits
(13–21 years of age)

139,871

336,238

153,431

354,657

154,387

349,510

Earned high school diploma or equivalent
(16–21 years of age)

13,015

207,335

12,309

221,625

13,765

230,020

Enrolled in local school district schools
(6–21 years of age)

111,368

352,163

134,099

372,245

132,035

366,826

Accepted into postsecondary education
(16–21 years of age)

1,997

207,335

2,614

221,625

3,245

230,020

Enrolled in postsecondary education
(16–21 years of age)

1,752

207,335

2,101

221,625

2,572

230,020

Enrolled in elective job training
(16–21 years of age)

38,023

207,322

30,744

221,625

30,667

230,020

Enrolled in external job training
(16–21 years of age)

3,496

207,335

3,962

221,625

4,113

230,020

Obtained employment
(14–21 years of age)

6,845

318,824

6,505

338,466

6,125

333,998

Outcomes (age-eligible groupings)
LEA Programs—Subpart 2

1

Because of exclusions caused by data quality issues, the number of age-eligible students in each outcome may vary, including those within the same age group.

2

Calculation does not include students in adult correctional facilities.
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Table B.2. Count of long-term students used for calculation of testing below grade level*
SY 2007–08

SY 2008–09

SY 2009–10

Number of long-term students, for reading

65,507

54,113

54,759

Number of long-term students, for mathematics

65,507

54,113

53,861

Number of long-term students, for reading

169,619

79,095

113,856

Number of long-term students, for mathematics

168,369

93,329

113,856

SA Programs—Subpart 1

LEA Programs—Subpart 2

* In relation to figure 4 and figure 11; see Appendix D for exclusion criteria.

Table B.3. Number and percentage of long-term students in Title I, Part D, programs with complete pre- and posttest data,
by school year*
SY 2007–08

SY 2008–09

SY 2009–10

Number of long-term students with complete pre- and posttest data, for reading

34,011 (52%)

33,242 (61%)

32,666 (60%)

Number of long-term students with complete pre- and posttest data, for mathematics

33,067 (50%)

31,660 (58%)

32,623 (60%)

Number of long-term students with complete pre- and posttest data, for reading

46,064 (27%)

49,430 (53%)

47,933 (42%)

Number of long-term students with complete pre- and posttest data, for mathematics

44,934 (26%)

46,490 (50%)

44,711 (39%)

SA Programs—Subpart 1

LEA Programs—Subpart 2

* In relation to figure 5, figure 6, figure 12 and figure 13.
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Appendix C:
Understanding the
Context of Title I,
Part D, Funding
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Title I, Part D, Data in Context
The current Title I, Part D, data collection does not always provide the level of detail necessary
for fully interpreting the student outcomes and achievements that this report displays. However,
when interpreting the data, it is useful to consider the purpose of Title I, Part D, funding, the
characteristics we know of regarding students in N or D programs, and the context in which they
receive educational services.

The Nature and Purpose of Title I, Part D, Funding
Title I, Part D, funds are only a portion of funding sources dedicated to serving children and
youth in the juvenile justice and child welfare systems. In SY 2009–10, the average per-pupil
expenditure for the entire program (Subparts 1 and 2 combined) was $635 with American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds 11 and $424 per student without ARRA funding.
States utilized Title I, Part D, funds to supplement and enhance other Federal, State, and local
educational funding sources and related programming. Given this fact—and the flexibility in
the way States target these funds across programs—the academic achievement and outcome
results that this report presents are not solely the result of support provided through Title I,
Part D.

Academic Challenges for Students in N or D Programs
Title I, Part D, programs serve a unique group of students who face many different academic
challenges. For example, in SY 2009–10, the majority of incoming Title I, Part D, Subpart 1, and
Subpart 2, long-term students tested below grade level in reading (54 percent) and mathematics
(52 percent). Research on youth in the juvenile justice system demonstrates a disproportionate
concentration of students with academic challenges in facilities for youth who are delinquent.
According to research, due to discrepancies in diagnostic definitions and assessments,
estimates of students with special education disabilities in juvenile justice programs have varied,
but it is expected that between 20–60 percent of youth in adult and juvenile programs are
disabled. 12 Another study found that at least 37 percent of incarcerated youth are eligible for
services under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), whereas less than
9 percent of the overall public school population is eligible for the same services. 13
Further, research indicates that students in the juvenile justice system often have other
challenges that may impact their academic success. Adolescents in the juvenile justice system
are approximately 10 times more likely to suffer from mental health issues than those in the

11

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funding was only generated for local agency programs under Subpart 2.
Rutherford, R. B., Bullis, M., Anderson, C. W., & Griller-Clark, H. M. (2002). Youth with disabilities in the
correctional system: Prevalence rates and identification issues. Retrieved October 10, 2008, from
http://cecp.air.org/juvenilejustice/docs/Youth%20with%20Disabilities.pdf
13
Quinn, M., Rutherford, R., Leone, P., Osher, D., & Poirier, J. (2005). Youth with disabilities in juvenile corrections:
A national survey. Exceptional Children, 71(3), 339–345.
12
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general population of adolescents. 14 In addition, youth in the juvenile justice system are
culturally and linguistically diverse, and many speak English as a second language. 15

Movement of Students Into and Out of N or D Programs
In recent years, the total number of students, as well as the number of long-term students,
served in Title I, Part D, programs has decreased. Part of the change may be attributable to a
change in the data collection format; 16 however, the decrease may also reflect programming
shifts at the State level that affect both student enrollment and student outcomes. These shifts
include, but are not limited to, the following:
 Juvenile justice reform initiatives: In recent years, there has been an increased focus
on diverting students from secure-care placement into community-based or alternative
programs (that likely do not receive Title I, Part D, funding), so that students are enrolled
in their own neighborhood schools. 17
 Budgetary constraints: Because of the recent economic environment, many facilities
serving Title I, Part D, populations have faced financial constraints. 18 Budget cuts can
also lead to student diversion programs (which can be cost effective), reducing staffing
and services, and closing secure-care facilities. 19
In general, the students who are most likely to be assigned to diversion programs are those who
are more likely to succeed outside of secure-care facilities, who exhibit fewer criminogenic risk
factors, and who are less likely to be diagnosed with educational disabilities. Accordingly, it is
likely that students who remain in institutional settings have more serious academic, mental
health, and other issues that present challenges to making academic gains. The increased
needs of these disadvantaged students, coupled with budgetary constraints, make it probable
that they will receive reduced services and support within facilities.

14

Fazel, S., Doll, H., & Långström, N. (2008). Mental disorders among adolescents in juvenile detention and
correctional facilities: A systematic review and meta regression analysis of 25 surveys. Journal of the American
Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 47(9), 1010–1019.
15
Baltodano, H. M., Harris, P. J., & Rutherford, R. B. (2005). Academic achievement in juvenile corrections:
Examining the impact of age, ethnicity and disability. Education & Treatment of Children, 28(4), 361–379.
16
A portion of this decrease may be attributed to changes in the data collection format in SY 2008–09, which affected
the quality of the long-term student data.
17
According to 2007–08 Advances in Juvenile Justice Reform, there is a trend toward States’ closing down large
facilities in an effort to divert youth away from detention. Alternative solutions include establishing smaller, more
therapeutic placements and keeping youth at home under community supervision.
18
National Juvenile Justice Network. (2010). The real costs and benefits of change: Finding opportunities for reform
during difficult fiscal times. Retrieved August 13, 2010, from
http://www.njjn.org/media/resources/public/resource_1613.pdf
19
The 2009 Council of Juvenile Corrections Association Yearbook reported a 17 percent decrease in secure-care
and detention facilities between 2007 and 2008 (from a total of 470 in 2007 to a total of 391 in 2008).
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Methodology for Data Cleaning and Analysis
The data in this report reflect the official data that States submitted to the U.S. Department of
Education (ED) in the Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR) for SY 2009–10. After
review of the data for quality and consistency, some data reported by States are excluded from
the final calculations. The methods and exclusions for SY 2009–10 follow. Previous reports
detail the methods for the SY 2007–08 and 2008–09 collections.
The calculation methodology is consistent with that used for the data reported in the Federal
Program Performance Reports. 20 The analysis of a particular measure did not include State
data if the following occurred:
 State-reported data exhibited quality issues or inconsistencies, such as a greater
number of students reported as achieving an outcome than the total number of
age-eligible students reported—meaning, than those students who could reasonably be
expected to achieve the outcome, given their age (e.g., a greater number of students
earning a GED than the number of students16 to 21 years of age).


A State reported academic or vocational outcome data but did not report any age data
for students. Without age data, it is not possible to calculate outcome percentages. 21
Further, States without data on outcomes fell out of the calculation and their student
population was excluded from the student total. 22

 A State did not report average length of stay values or related student counts (applies
only to length-of-stay calculations).
This report made exclusions in three of the 2009–10 calculations (see table D.1). If the report
excluded a State from the analyses, the given calculation did not use the values it provided for
the outcome and the number of age-eligible students served in the State.
Table D.1. Exclusions in calculations for SY 2009–10
Measure

Subpart

State(s)

Data excluded/description

Elective job training

Subpart 1—State
agency

Montana,
New Hampshire

The number of students reported to have been
enrolled in elective job training was greater than
the number of students 16 to 21 years of age.

Testing below grade
level in mathematics

Subpart 1—State
agency

Wisconsin

The number of students reported to have tested
below grade level in mathematics was greater
than the number of long-term students.

Average length
of stay

Subpart 2—Local
education agency

Vermont
(juvenile detention)

Unduplicated count of students in detention
programs was not available.

20

For additional information about Federal Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 performance reports,
see http://www2.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/index.html
21
The U.S. Department of Education created outcome percentages by using specified age ranges for each of the
vocational and academic outcomes. The basis for these ranges is the age range of students who can reasonably be
expected to achieve each outcome.
22
States that reported no outcome data fell out of calculations and were not considered manual exclusions. They do
not appear in table D.1.
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The Subpart 2 Grantee Population
The Subpart 2 calculations in SY 2009–10 did not include six States or territories because they
did not receive Federal funding under Title I, Part D, Subpart 2. As a result, Title I, Part D,
Subpart 2, did not require CSPR data from the following state education agencies (SEAs):
Delaware, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, and Utah.

Title I, Part D, Collection Format and Related Processes
States provide the Title I, Part D, data reported through CSPR in aggregate form and do not
include student-, school-, or facility-level data. This limits the ability to perform complex
analyses. Cross-tabulations—such as those that might examine outcomes by gender, age, race,
or facility—are not possible within this dataset, and this report does not include them.

Data Quality and Collection Challenges
The data collection for Title I, Part D, programs has made great strides since its implementation,
in SY 2004–05. For the 3 reporting years included here, the number of States that were able to
provide complete data has remained consistently high. For example, in SY 2009–10, 50 of the
52 States and territories provided complete data for Subpart 1, and 42 of the 46 States receiving
Subpart 2 funding provided complete data for Subpart 2. In addition, the number of States
excluded from calculations has decreased from 8 in SY 2007–08 to 4 in SY 2009–10, which is
another indicator of higher quality data.
With these improvements, making direct comparisons of the data from year to year is not
always appropriate. Over the years, and within each year, several factors can make the
complete and accurate collection of data for students in N or D programs difficult:
 Changes to measures and the manner in which data are collected 23
 Changes to the reporting format and requirements 24
 Movement of students out of programs before data (e.g., posttesting results) can be
collected
 The maintenance of student data systems that are not integrated into the central State
education agency (SEA) or LEA education data systems (such as juvenile justice and
child welfare systems)
In order to assist States in overcoming these challenges, the U.S. Department of Education
provides ongoing and annual technical assistance focused on the data collection and reporting
process and, along with the Technical Assistance Center, works closely with States to review
their data.

23

For example, in SY 2006–07, the collection instrument included two changes, including a change in the format for
collecting age data and the inclusion of “other” as a program category.
24
For example, starting in SY 2008–09, States had to submit a subset of the Title I, Part D, measures from CSPR via
EDFacts, which was a new submission format for some States in relation to Part D.
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