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Head Start: Background and Issues

Summary

Head Start is a federa program that has provided comprehensive early
childhood development services to low-income children since 1965. Services
provided to preschool-aged children include child devel opment, educational, health,
nutritional, social and other activities, intended to prepare low-income children for
entering kindergarten. The program isadministered by the Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS). Federal Head Start funds are provided directly to local
grantees, rather than through states. Programs are locally designed and are
administered by a network of over 1,600 public and private nonprofit and for-profit
agencies. In FY 2004, Head Start funded enrollment for 905,851 children.

Head Start was last reauthorized in 1998 for FY1999-FY 2003, and after
unsuccessful efforts to complete the reauthorization process on schedule, the 109"
Congress inherited the task of reauthorizing the program. On May 18, 2005, the
House Education and Workforce Committee approved a reauthorization bill (H.R.
2123), which differsmarkedly from thebill that passed the House by onevoteduring
the 108" Congress, in that it does not contain the controversial provision to allow
qualifying states the option of administering the Head Start program. The bill does
contain provisions to increase coordination between Head Start and other entities
providing early childhood services, and increases competition for Head Start grants,
requiring most to recompete every five years. A reauthorization bill (S. 1107) has
been approved in committee on the Senate side aswell, with emphasis on improving
coordinationwith other early childhood programs, and increasing staff qualifications.

Earlier (intheFY 2004 budget) the Administration conveyeditsintent to transfer
federal responsibility for Head Start from HHS to the Department of Education. No
Housenor Senatebillsintroduced since have adopted that controversial proposal, and
the President’ s FY 2005 and FY 2006 budgets did not revisit the issue.

The Head Start program has received increases of varying levels over the past
two decades. The FY 2005 appropriations law (P.L. 108-447) provides $6.843
billion, approximately $68 million above the FY2004 level. The FY 2006 budget
proposes to fund the program at $6.888 billion.

Program performance, fisca management, and the long-term impact on
children, particularly with respect to educational attainment, continue to be areas of
focus and concern. The 1998 revisions to the Head Start Act required HHS to
devel op specific education performance standards, and established teacher and staff
training related to these standards as a priority use of quality improvement funds.

Development of a national reporting system that can be used to assess the
effectiveness of Head Start programsin achieving successful outcomesfor children
in terms of school readiness — particularly the areas of literacy and number
knowledge — got underway during the 108" Congress. This national reporting
system was implemented in fall 2003, and is designed to assess Head Start 4- and
5-year-olds twice ayear on educational performance measures — using indicators
that were included in legidation as part of the 1998 reauthorization of Head Start.
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Head Start: Background and Issues

Recent Developments

On May 25, 2005, the Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions approved its Head Start reauthorization bill, S. 1107, by voice vote. One
week earlier, the House Committee on Education and the Workforce unanimously
passed (48-0) its own reauthorization legislation, H.R. 2123, as amended. (For
descriptionsof thetwo bills, see* Reauthorization Legislationinthe 109" Congress,”
later in this report.)

On May 17, 2005, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) released a
report examining the Head Start National Reporting System (NRS), focusing on the
information that the NRS is designed to provide, the degree to which it effectively
and accurately does so, and suggestions for improvement.*

Overview

Head Start is a federa program that has provided comprehensive early
childhood development services to low-income children since 1965. The program
is administered by the Administration for Children and Families of the Department
of Health and Human Services (HHS), which provides grants directly from the
federal government to local entities (as opposed to providing funding through the
state). Head Start was|ast reauthorized in 1998 (P.L. 105-285) for fiscal years 1999-
2003, and though addressed by | egislation offered and vigorously debated during the
108™ Congress, the Head Start Act was not ultimately reauthorized. Thus, the 109"
Congress inherited the task, and at present, legislation has made its way through
committee with bipartisan support in both the House and Senate (H.R. 2123 in the
Education and Workforce Committee and S. 1107 in the Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions Committee).

Thereauthorization billsthat have beenintroduced thisyear differ in substantial
ways from those that received attention in the 108" Congress. While much of the
debate in the last Congress focused on a House proposal to allow up to eight
qualifying states to take over administration of Head Start programsin their states,
thisyear’ sHouse committee-passed bill (H.R. 2123) doesnot includethat provision.
Rather than proposing the eight-state pil ot project (characterized by criticsas*® block
grants’ to eight states) that would allow for state administration of the Head Start
program (as did H.R. 2210, 108" Congress), this year’s House bill instead aims to
promote better coordination between Head Start and other early childhood programs

! Government Accountability Office, Head Sart: Further Devel opment Could Allow Results
of New Test to Be Used for Decison Making, May 2005 GAO-05-343,
[http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d05343.pdf].
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by requiring that Head Start grantees in all 50 states align their objectives for
improving school readiness with state-developed standards for kindergarten, and
demonstrate active partnerships with local school districts serving the same
communities. The direct relationship between the federa government and local
grantees would remain unchanged. Neither the reauthorization bill offered in the
Senate last Congress (S. 1940, 108" Congress), nor this year’s Senate committee-
passed bill (S. 1107) includes a provision to allow for state administration of the
Head Start program.

Another major source of debate during reauthorization discussionsin the 108"
Congresswas aprovisionincluded in the House bill (H.R. 2210, 108") — but not S.
1940 — which would have amended Section 654 of the Head Start Act to allow for
discrimination in the employment of Head Start staff, based on religion. An
amendment to strip the provision from H.R. 2210 was offered by Representative
Woolsey on the House floor, but the amendment was not adopted [failing 199-231],
and the House subsequently passed H.R. 2210, contai ning the new languageallowing
discrimination, by a one-vote margin. This year's House bill (H.R. 2123) as
introduced and amended in committee, does not contain the discrimination language
of last year’ s bill; however, Chairman Boehner has indicated plans to introduce the
provision as an amendment when the bill is brought to the House floor. Several
Democratic members of the committee have made clear their opposition to this
provision, strongly indicating that the controversial provision could jeopardize the
bill’ s bipartisan support.

Concerns regarding financial management problems among some Head Start
grantees (highlighted by a February 28, 2005 GAO report),? and other program
performanceissues are newly addressed by current reauthorization legislation. Both
the House and Senate committee-passed bills include provisions to increase
competition for Head Start grants, requiring most grantees to recompete for funding
every five years. Priority for funding (and refunding) would be given to high
performing grantees (those found to be meeting the goal s aligned with the Head Start
child outcomesframework, state early learning standards, and expectationsfor local
schools).

Congress appropriates funds annually for the Head Start program as part of the
appropriations process for the Department of Health and Human Services.
Appropriations have been made without an authorization since FY 2003. The Head
Start program hasreceived increases of varying levelsover the past two decades (see
Tablel). Atthe conclusion of the 108" Congress, the Consolidated Appropriations
Act for FY2005 was signed into law (P.L. 108-447), providing the Head Start
program with $6.843 billion (this amount reflects the across-the-board cut of 0.8%
applied tothe $6.899 hillion found in the legidative language). Of that amount, $1.4
billionisto becomeavailablein FY 2006. (SeeFY2005 Appropriations, later inthis
report.) This reflects an increase of $68 million over funding provided in the
FY 2004 Appropriations Act.

2 Government Accountability Office, Head Start: Comprehensive Approach to Identifying
and Addressing Risks Could Help Prevent Grantee Financial Management Weaknesses,
GAO-05-176, February 28, 2005, [http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d05176.pdf].
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Head Start Program

Services. Head Start provides comprehensive early childhood devel opment,
educational, health, nutritional, social and other services to |low-income preschool
children and their families. These services areintended to prepare children to enter
kindergarten and to improvethe conditions necessary for their successin later school
and life. Head Start strongly emphasizes the involvement of families and the local
community to assure that programs are responsive to the unique needs of each
community. Since flexibility inlocal program design and operation is encouraged,
there is wide variation across the country in how Head Start services are delivered
(e.g., center-based, home-based, or some combination), aswell asin loca program
costs, sponsoring agencies, and coordination arrangements with other social service
programs. Head Start operatesboth full- and part-day programs— most only during
the school year. Somelocal Head Start programs do coordinate with other programs
to lengthen the time of care, both in terms of hours, and the year. Full-day
enrollment in Head Start is defined as six or more hours per day. Part-day sessions
must comply with a minimum class time requirement of 3.5 hours.

Funding. Federal appropriationsfor Head Start substantially increased during
the 1990s, tripling from the FY 1990 level of $1.552 billion to the FY 1999 level of
$4.658 hillion, and more than quadrupling from FY 1990 to the FY 2005 level of
$6.843 hillion. These increased appropriations have been used both to expand the
number of children served and for quality improvement activities. (See Table 1).

Table 1. Head Start Funding: FY1990-FY2005

($inbillions)

Year | Authorization | Appropriation || Year | Authorization | Appropriation
1990 1.552 1.552 1998 ssan 4.347
1991 2.386 1.952 1999 ssan 4.658
1992 4.273 2.202 2000 ssan 5.267%
1993 5.924 2.776 2001 ssan 6.200%
1994 7.660 3.326 2002 ssan 6.538%
1995 ssan 3.534 2003 ssan 6.668%
1996 ssan 3.569 2004 | expired/tbd 6.775%0
1997 ssan 3.981 2005 tbd 6.843%*

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) based on data from the Head
Start Bureau.

ssan = such sums as necessary.
tbd = to be determined.

a. Thisamount includes an advance appropriation of $1.4 billion for the following fiscal year.

b. Thisamount reflectsthe across-the-board 0.59% rescission applied to discretionary programsunder
the FY 2004 Consolidated Appropriations Act (P.L. 108-199).

¢. Thisamount reflectsthe across-the-board 0.8% rescission applied to discretionary programs under
the FY 2005 Appropriations Act (P.L. 108-447). Prior to the rescission, the amount was $6.899
billion.
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Unlike some other federal social service programs that are funded through the
states, HHS awards Head Start funds directly to local public and private nonprofit
and for-profit grantees. Grantees must contribute a 20% nonfederal match, which
may be in cash or in-kind, unless they are granted awaiver. No more than 15% of
agrantee’ stotal program costs may befor administration. Fundsare awarded to over
1,600 grantees at the discretion of HHS from state allocations determined by a
formulainlaw. However, before these state allocations are made, the law contains
aseries of set-aside provisions that reserve funds for specified activities.

Under the 1998 Head Start amendments (P.L. 105-285), up to $35 million of
total Head Start appropriations is reserved annually for transition-to-school grants;
up to $5 million is reserved annually for national research on the impact of Head
Start; and $12 million in FY 1999 and such sums as necessary thereafter isreserved
for other research, demonstration and evaluation activities, including longitudinal
studies.

Also of total Head Start appropriations, the Secretary must reserve 13% for use
in the following priority order:

e Indian and migrant Head Start programs, and services for children
with disabilities;

e paymentsto outlying territories, not to exceed one-half of 1% of the
total annual appropriation. Theterritoriesinclude Guam, American
Samoa, the Northern Mariana Idlands, the Virgin Islands,
Micronesia, the Marshall Islands, and Palau;

e trainingandtechnical assistance (not lessthan 2% of thetotal annual
appropriation, of which at least $3 million must be related to family
literacy);

e discretionary payments made by the Secretary, including the costs
(other than federa saaries) of local program monitoring and
correcting deficiencies and conducting proceedings to terminate
Head Start grantees; and

e payments for research, demonstration and evaluation activities.

Of remaining Head Start appropriations (after reserving the amounts described
above and adjusting the prior year appropriation to reflect the percentage changein
the Consumer Price Index), “regular” Head Start funds are allotted among states
accordingto thefollowing formula, which was established in the 1998 amendments:

e each statefirst receives an amount equal to the amount received by
granteesin that state for FY 1998, and any amounts available above
theFY 1998 evel aredistributed proportionately among statesonthe
basis of the number of children under 5-years-old whose family
income is below the federal poverty line.

Although the amounts allocated according to the above formula are actually
distributed directly to local grantees, the Secretary may use a portion of these funds
to make grantsto the states, to foster collaboration within the state among Head Start
and other activities designed to benefit low-income children and families. These
state collaboration grants typically range between $125,000 and $225,000 per state.
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(See Table 3 at the end of this report for estimated state allocations for Head Start
for FY 2005.)

President’s FY2006 Budget Request. OnFebruary 7, 2005, the President
released his budget request for FY 2006. In it, he proposes to fund Head Start at a
level of $6.888 billion, which reflects an increase of $45 million above the FY 2005
appropriation. Administration documents state that the increase is provided to
support the President’s initiative to fund a nine-state pilot project, in which those
states would administer their Head Start programs, with a goa of promoting
coordination of state preschool programs, child care programs, and Head Start into
acomprehensive system of early childhood programs. The Administration estimates
that Head Start will provide 919,000 children with services, of whom 62,000 will be
children in Early Head Start. (For more information on proposals discussed in the
Administration’s FY2006 budget see President's Head Start Proposals and
I nitiatives, later in this report.)

FY2005 Funding. On December 8, 2004, the FY2005 consolidated
appropriationshill (H.R. 4818, 108" Congress) wassignedinto law (P.L. 108-447).
Included in the law is approximately $6.843 billion in funding for the Head Start
program. Thisamount reflectsthe across-the-board cut of 0.8%, alsoincluded inthe
law, which appliesto most discretionary programs. Prior to passage of thefinal hill,
the Senate Committee on Appropriations on September 15, 2004, approved and
reported a bill that would have funded Head Start at a level of $6.935 hillion (S.
2810/S.Rept. 108-345). The House, on September 9, 2004, had passed a bill (H.R.
5006/H.Rept. 108-636) proposing the $6.899 billion level that wasultimately signed
into law (asDivision F of H.R. 4818) but reduced to $6.843 billion by the across-the-
board cut. The President’s requested level for FY 2005 was $6.944 billion ($169
million more than the FY 2004 funding level).

FY2004 Funding. On January 23, 2004, an omnibus appropriations bill for
FY2004 (H.R. 2673/H.Rept. 108-401) was signed into law (P.L. 108-199). The
omnibus bill consolidated appropriations for multiple agencies, including the
Department of HHS, the administering agency for Head Start. The Consolidated
Appropriations Act of 2004 (P.L. 108-199) provided $6.775 billion for Head Start,
of which $1.4 billion became availablein FY 2005. (Note: whilein FY 2003, Head
Start was not subject to the across-the-board offset, in the FY 2004 law Head Start
was subject to the 0.59% rescission. The $6.775 billion reflects the rescission, and
amounts to $108 million more than was provided in FY 2003. Before the rescission
was taken, the funding level mirrored the President’ s request of $6.816 billion.)

FY2003 Funding. FY 2003 fundingfor the Departments of Labor, HHS, and
Education was provided in the Consolidated A ppropriations Resolution, 2003 (P.L.
108-7), signed into law on February 20, 2003. The law included $6.668 hillion for
Head Start (of which $1.4 billion was advance appropriated, and became available
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in FY 2004). Unlike many other discretionary programs funded under the law, Head
Start was not subject to the across-the-board rescission included in the law.?

Prior to the signing of P.L. 108-7, Congress passed a series of continuing
resolutions (CRs) extending funding for programs, including Head Start, into
FY2003. Prior to the CRs, the Senate Appropriations Committee approved its
version of a Labor/HHS/ED bill (S. 2766/S.Rept. 107-216). The Committee’s
proposed funding level for Head Start was $6.870 billion for FY2003. The House
introduced a version of its FY2003 appropriations bill (H.R. 5320) for
Labor/HHS/ED. There was no committee action, and the bill requested the same
funding level for Head Start asthat proposed by the President in his FY 2003 budget.

Eligibility. Asauthorized by law, HHS regulations require that at least 90%
of children enrolled by each Head Start grantee must come from families with
incomeat or below theofficial federal poverty guideline ($19,350for afamily of four
in 2005) or from families receiving welfare assistance. Up to 10% of the children
may befrom familieswhoseincomesexceed the poverty guideline. Regulationsalso
require grantees to reserve at least 10% of their slots for children with disabilities.
Head Start is authorized to serve children at any age prior to compulsory school
attendance; however, most children are 3- and 4-year-olds. However, the 1994
reauthorization did create the Early Head Start program, which serves children under
age 3. In FY 2004, according to HHS fact sheets, children under age 3 represented
only 9% of total enrollment.

Under the 1998 amendments, a child who has been determined to be low-
income and who is participating in Head Start may continue to be considered low-
incomefor another program year. The 1998 amendments also provide granteeswith
additional flexibility in determining family income and therefore, eligibility for
participation. Specifically, the amendments authorize grantees to consider family
income during the 12 months before the month in which an application is submitted,
or during the calendar year before the calendar year in which an application is
submitted.

Participation. Data from HHS show funded enrollment for Head Start in
FY 2004 to have totaled 905,851 children (of whom almost 62,000 were under age
3 and served by Early Head Start).* It should be noted that “funded enrollment”
refers to the number of Head Start “slots’ that are funded, not the total number of
children served throughout the year (accounting for turnover), which ishigher. The
funded enrollments for FY 2004 (905,851) and FY 2003 (909,608) both represent
decreases from the FY 2002 level of 912,345, reflecting that an increase in funding
does not necessarily trandate to additional sots. Rather, the decrease may be

®H.J.Res. 2, as amended and passed by the Senate, (and ultimately passed into the FY 2003
appropriations law) included S.Amdt. 188 (offered by Sen. Dodd), which exempted the
Head Start funding from rescission. However, the advance appropriation for FY 2004 ($1.4
billion) was|ater subject to an across-the-board rescission (0.59%) included in the FY 2004
Appropriations Act (P.L. 108-199).

* Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families,
FY 2006 Justification of Estimates for Appropriations Committees.



CRS-7

indicative of grantees opting to convert the home-based sots to more expensive
center-based care, or part-day sotsto full-day. In hisFY 2006 budget, the President
estimates that in FY2006, 919,000 children will receive Head Start services,
including 62,000 in Early Head Start. Thisisthe same number that was estimated
for FY 2005, according to last year's budget. However, the FY 2005 estimated
enrollment has since been revised, with this year's budget documents showing
estimated enrollment for FY 2005 at 909,851.

Table 2 provides estimates of the percentage of the population economically
eligible for and served by the Head Start program in 2003, by age. As shownin the
enrollment column, most children served by Head Start are 3- and 4-year-olds,
contributing to the higher percentage of eligibles served. It should be noted that the
percentage of eligible children under age 3 served (3%) is notably lower than that of
3- and 4-year-old children, in part because the applicable program for children under
3, Early Head Start, is by current law limited to 10% of the total Head Start
appropriation.

Table 2. Estimates of Head Start Populations

and Percent Served, FY2003
(number in thousands)

Population | Economically FY 2003 Per cent

Age March 2004 | €eligible 2003 | enrollment served
Under 3 11,354 2,580 73 3%
Age 3 4,276 920 309 34%
Aged 4,133 894 482 54%
Age 3-4 (combined) 8,410 1,814 791 44%
Age 5 and above 7,718 1,559 45 3%

Sour ce: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) using datafromtheMar. 2004
Current Population Survey (CPS). Estimates of economic eligibility are based on the percentage of
childrenlivinginfamilieswith annual incomebel ow Federal Poverty Income Guidelinesor infamilies
receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), in 2003. Head Start enrollment
estimates are based on data and estimates from HHS.

Early Head Start. Early Head Start (EHS) was established in the 1994
reauthorization legidation (P.L. 103-252), to serve infants and toddlers who are
generally too young to participate in the regular Head Start program. The law
requires that a portion of Head Start’s total appropriation be set aside to fund the
EHS program. For FY 1998, Congress earmarked more than wasrequired by law for
EHS, and the statutory set-aside was increased in the 1998 amendments to Head
Start. One of the few legislative changes sought by the Clinton Administration,
during the 1998 debate on Head Start, was an increase in the EHS program. The
current law EHS set-asidesare 7.5%in FY 1999, 8% in FY 2000, 9% in FY 2001, and
10% in each of FY 2002 and FY 2003. (Although authorized only through FY 2003,
the allotments since then have maintained the 10% set-aside for Early Head Start.)
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Thefirst EHS grantswere awarded in September 1995, and totaled $47 million.
In FY 2004, nearly $677 million was used to support more than 650 projectsin all 50
states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. These projects served
approximately 62,000 low-income families with children under the age of 3.

EHS grantees must design programs which respond to the strengths and needs
of individua families with services including education, in and out of the home;
home visits, especialy for families with newborns and infants; parent education,
including parent-child activities; comprehensive health services, including services
to women during and after pregnancy; and ongoing parental support through case
management and peer groups. All programs must conduct an assessment of
community resources and needs and must ensure the recruitment and development
of high-quality staff.

Inadditiontoincreasing EHS appropriations, the 1998 amendmentsal sorequire
that an EHS research and evaluation plan be developed to identify successful
program models and variables contributing to program outcomes and to lay
groundwork for future longitudinal studies.

President’s Head Start Proposals and Initiatives. Over the course of
his presidency, President Bush has proposed significant changes to the Head Start
program. In certain cases(e.g., state option to administer Head Start), his proposals
have been adopted in amodified form within reauthorization billsthat failed to reach
fruition; in other cases (e.g., Head Start transfer to Department of Education) his
proposals remained dormant, with no legislative sponsor. Lastly, there were
Administration initiatives that were able to get underway, without requiring
congressional approval.

President’s Proposals for FY2006. TheHead Start proposalsincluded as
part of the FY 2006 budget released on February 7, 2005 all either mirror or build
upon those proposed in earlier years. These proposals include a nine-state pilot
project for state administration of Head Start; a change to the current statutory set-
aside for training and technical assistance funding for Head Start programs; and a
continuation of the National Reporting System (NRS) for Head Start.

State Pilot Projects. The FY 2006 budget requests $45 million to support the
President’ s initiative to improve Head Start by funding a nine-state pilot project to
coordinate Head Start, state preschool programs, and federal child care grants into
a comprehensive system of early childhood programs. According to the
Administration’ sbudget documents, coordinationisameansof improving preschool
programs in general, to help ensure that children enter school prepared to succeed.
Thenine-statepilot project isintended to assi st stateswith implementing reformsthat
promote better coordination, and in turn, school readiness.

Thenine-statepilot project proposal wasfirstintroducedinlast year’ s(FY 2005)
budget, and followed the more expansive proposal from FY 2004, which would have
allowed all statesthe option to administer Head Start, provided they fulfilled certain
criteria. That initial proposal, issued on February 3, 2003, alongside release of the
President’s FY2004 Budget, was included in a press release announcing the
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President’ s proposal to make changesto the Head Start program.® Thiswasfollowed
by aWhite House document outlining the Administration’ s assessment of the status
of the Head Start program, and its plans for the program in the future® The
Administration stated that the top goal of the Head Start reauthorization should be
to improve both Head Start and other preschool programsto ensure that children are
prepared to enter kindergarten. The President asserted that states should have the
opportunity to administer the program, provided they demonstrate how Head Start
will be coordinated with other preschool programs and services to emphasize
devel oping skillsand behaviorsincluding language devel opment; pre-reading skills;
numeracy; and social and emotional competence, while meeting state-established
accountability standards.

Under the President’ s proposal, interested states would submit a plan for the
approval of both HHS and the Department of Education, in which they outline: state
preschool goalsand activities; astate accountability program; an explanation of how
the current level of enrollment of Head Start-eligible 3- and 4-year-olds would be
maintained (if not exceeded); information regarding the most recent year’ s spending
on Head Start and state preschool programs, and assurances that thislevel would be
at aminimum maintained; plansfor assuring professional development for staff; and
the plansfor coordination of programsand funding (state and federal ) for the purpose
of promoting school readiness. Programs specifically mentioned were Head Start,
Early Head Start, Titlel preschool, the special education preschool program (IDEA),
state-funded preschool, and the Child Care and Devel opment Block Grant.

ThePresident’ sFY 2005 budget did not reiterate plansto allow all the statesthe
option to administer Head Start, but did continue to promote the goal of improved
coordination among Head Start and other early childhood and child care programs,
through a new set of nine pilot programs. Those same goals (and pilot program
proposals) have been raised again in the President’ s budget for FY2006. Note that
in the House reauthorization bill (H.R. 2210, 108" Congress) a maximum of eight
stateswould have been afforded the option of administering the Head Start program.
The Senate bill (S. 1940, 108" Congress) did not provide for state administration of
Head Start. In this Congress (109") neither the House nor Senate bills (H.R. 2123
and S. 1107, respectively) as passed in committee include the state pilot proposal in
any form.

Changes to Statutory Funding Set-asides. ThePresident’ sFY 2006 budget
proposesto loosen what it describes as* extremely prescriptive provisions’ that have
been added to the law over time, in order to provide greater flexibility to “target the
dollars where they are needed most.” The proposal specifically callsfor changing
current law’ s set-asidefor training and technical assistance (T/TA) from at least 2%
of the total Head Start appropriation to up to 2%. In doing so, the Administration
contends that the Secretary will be afforded more discretionary authority to allocate
resources each year in a manner that would maximize benefits to children and

® For additional information, see the press release from the Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), at [http://www.dhhs.gov/news/press/2003pres/20030203.html].

 Thisdocument, entitled“ Head Start Policy Book” onthe White Housewebsite, isavailable
at [http://www.whitehouse.gov/infocus/earlychildhood/hspolicybook/summary.html].
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families. In FY 2006, the Administration states it would use the new flexibility to
serve an additional 10,000 children in areas of the country with the greatest unmet
need for Head Start services. These areas are said to include those with recent
demographic changes resulting in more low-income families; remote areas with few
or no alternative service providers, and areas with large numbers of unserved but
eligible children. The Administration has been advocating for this change sinceits
FY 2004 budget request.

National Reporting System (NRS). The President used the FY 2006 budget
as an opportunity to maintain his support for continuing the development and
implementation of a national reporting system that can be used to assess the
effectiveness of Head Start programsin achieving successful outcomes for children
in terms of school readiness — particularly the areas of literacy and number
knowledge. Not having required legislative action, this national reporting system
was implemented for the first timein fall 2003, and is designed to assess Head Start
four- and five-year olds twice ayear on educational performance measures— using
indicators that were included in legislation as part of the 1998 reauthorization of
Head Start (P.L. 105-285, Sec. 108 (b)(5)). A recent (May 2005) report from the
Government Accountability Office (GAO) concludes that analysis of the NRS is
currently incomplete to support its use for the purposes of accountability, and
provides recommendations for improving implementation of the system.”

Like the National Reporting System, which did not require any additional
legidative action to be implemented, the Administration’s initiative aimed at
enhancing professional development continues to move ahead. This initiative is
known as Project STEP.

Project STEP. The Strategic Teacher Education Program, also known as
Project STEP, is described by the Head Start Bureau as “a comprehensive, multi-
faceted, sequential professional development endeavor to ensure teachers use
research-based strategies to implement early and emergent literacy.” Aspart of this
development, during the summer and fall of 2002, 3,000 Head Start staff and 100
state child care administrators received 32 hours of training in strategies to support
children’s emerging literacy. Those who were trained are expected to serve as
“mentor coaches” for staff within their respective Head Start programs.

FY2004 Proposal to Transfer Head Start to Department of
Education. The proposal to transfer Head Start from HHS to the Department of
Education has lay dormant since first proposed in the Administration’s FY 2004
budget. In the FY2004 budget, the Administration contended that “in order to
improve coordination between Head Start and other Federal, State, and local
programsaffecting pre-school children, the President plansto moveresponsibility for
managing the Head Start program from the Department of Health and Human

"Government Accountability Office, Head Sart: Further Devel opment Could Allow Results
of New Test to Be Used for Decision Making, May 2005 GAO-05-343,
[http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d05343.pdf].
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Services to the Department of Education.”® It proposed that thistransition beginin
2004, with the Department of Education assuming full responsibility for the program
in 2005. However, such atransition would have required a change to the Head Start
statute, and was not proposed in either the House or Senate reauthorization
legislation introduced in the 108" Congress. Moreover, the FY 2005 budget did not
mention any planto transfer the Head Start program from HHS, nor doesthe FY 2006
budget.

History of the Proposed Transfer of Head Start to the Department of
Education. During his 2000 presidential campaign, President Bush proposed
moving the Head Start program from HHS to the Department of Education as part
of an effort to prioritize the education (school-readiness) component of Head Start
over the health, nutrition, and social service components of the program. The
President proposed a Reading First reform agendaaimed at making pre-reading and
numeracy skills Head Start’s top priority. By also supporting an early childhood
reading initiative in the Department of Education, along with a reading program
focused on children in kindergarten through second grade who are at risk of falling
behind, the President’ sgoal isto ensure that young children participating in existing
preschool and Head Start programs are able to read by the time they reach third
grade.

Many Head Start advocates believe that the Head Start program should remain
in HHS. Because Head Start offers a wide variety of services beyond traditional
education, there is concern that transferring the program to the Department of
Education could restrict Head Start to anarrow, classroom program, without the broad
set of human services currently provided. Opponents of the shift further suggest that
moving the program from an agency where children receive comprehensive services,
to one focused on education, would compromise the parental and community action
strengths of Head Start. WWhen promoting the proposal inthe FY 2004 budget, an aide
to the President offered assurances that the proposed move was not intended to
interrupt any of the social service components, but rather to stressthe most important
part of Head Start, which the President believesisliteracy development. At thetime
of proposing it, the President described the transfer as consistent with his priorities,
and expressed hope that moving the program to the Department of Education would
increase the chances of making every child a proficient reader by third grade. Some
of thoseinfavor of keeping Head Start in HHS argue that Head Start currently focuses
on getting children ready for school, including readiness in language and early
literacy.

There is a history of proposed transfers of the Head Start program. In 1978,
President Carter proposed to transfer Head Start to the Department of Education.
Edward Zigler, anoted architect of Head Start, was one of the most ardent opponents
of thetransfer, for the reasons cited above. While the Reagan Administration tried to
include Head Start in a block grant, up until now, no President since Carter has
recommended atransfer of Head Start to the Department of Education. Asmentioned
earlier, however, neither the House nor Senate reauthorization bill (H.R. 2210 and S.
1940, 108" Congress) included the proposal to transfer Head Start to the Department

8 See Fiscal Year 2004 Budget of the U.S. Government: Analytical Perspectives, p. 251.



CRS12

of Education, and the President’s most recent budget is silent on the issue of a
transfer.

Reauthorization Bills in the 109" Congress. Thusfar, billstoreauthorize
the Head Start program have been introduced, amended and approved by the
respective committee with jurisdiction in both the House and Senate. Summaries of
major provisionsin thetwo bills (H.R. 2123, asamended and unanimously approved
by the full Education and Workforce Committee in the House; and S. 1107, as
approved (by voice vote) by the full Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
Committee in the Senate) appear below.

The School Readiness Act of 2005 (H.R. 2123, approved by House
Education and Workforce Committee 48-0, May 18, 2005). This bill to
reauthorize the Head Start Act was introduced on May 5, 2005 by Representative
Castle, and has since been approved (as amended) in both subcommittee and in the
full Committee on Education and the Workforce. Unlike the House bill from last
Congress (H.R. 2210), H.R. 2123 does not include the controversial state
demonstration program proposal. It also does not contain the provision allowing for
discrimination in Head Start employment based on religion — a provision that was
the source of heated debatelast Congress. However, Chairman Boehner hasindicated
intentions to add the language to the bill once it reaches the House floor, potentially
jeopardizing some of the bipartisan support that the bill has garnered thus far.

The bill would authorize funding for Head Start at a level of $6.9 billion for
FY 2006, and such sums as may be necessary for FY2007-FY2011. Of the total
appropriation, 3.5% would bereserved for Indian Head Start programs and at | east 5%
for migrant and seasonal programs (under current law, Indian, Migrant and Seasonal
programs do not have a specified set-aside, but are categories for which the 13%
reservation may be spent). The set-aside for training and technical assistance would
be changed from at least 2% to “equal to 2%.” Funding for Early Head Start would
be maintained at 10% for each of FY 2006-FY 2011.

This year's House bill would increase competition for Head Start grants,
requiring recompetition every five years for grantees shown to have a deficiency.
Granteeswithout deficiencieswould be designated aspriority grantees, and woul d not
be subject to recompetition (in that 5-year cycle). Priority grantees would earn that
designation in part by demonstrating active partnerships and collaboration with local
educational agencies. Thebill would alsorequirethat to bedesignated asaHead Start
grantee, the Head Start agency must establish an independent board of directors,
which would have oversight responsibility for all program activities and finances.

H.R. 2123 would put into law the requirement that each Head Start agency isto
establish procedures for evaluating its delegate agencies, and procedures for, when
necessary, defunding them. Thebill also would add to law new provisions regarding
reduction of funding for granteesthat exhibit chronic underenrollment. Reductionand
redistribution of fundswould occur only if actual enrollment still fails to reach 95%
of funded enrollment after receiving technical assistance attempting to remedy the
situation. The House bill also makes changes to a grantee’s rights with respect to
appealing any suspension or termination. Under H.R. 2123, agranteewould no longer
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receive reimbursement (with federal Head Start funds) for legal fees and other costs
associated with waging an appeal .

As ameans of improving coordination among Head Start and other state and
local early childhood education programs, H.R. 2123 would require that Head Start
agencies enter into a memorandum of understanding with those state and local
entities, and align al program activities, curricula, and instruction with state-
developed K-12 academic standards.

New standards with respect to staff qualifications and degree requirements are
also included in H.R. 2123. This bill would require that by the end of FY 2010, at
least 50% of all Head Start teachersin center-based programshaveaB.A. or advanced
degree in early childhood education; or aB.A. or advanced degree in arelated field,
with pre-school teaching experience.

The bill also adopted the provision to commission a National Academy of
Sciences panel to review a range of issues related to early childhood care and
education. The panel would be required to complete its recommendations within 18
months of convening.

The Head Start Improvements for School Readiness Act (S. 1107,
approved by Senate Health, Education, Labor,and Pensions Committee,
May 25, 2005). Thishill to reauthorize the Head Start Act wasintroduced by HELP
Committee Chairman Enzi on May 23, 2005, and approved by voice vote with no
amendments two days later by the HELP Committee.

The bill would authorize funding for Head Start at the following levels: $7.215
billion for FY 2006; $7.515 billion for FY 2007; $7.815 billion for FY 2008; and such
sums as necessary for FY 2009 and FY 2010. Under S. 1107, changeswould be made
to the way funds are allotted among programs: tribal programswould receive 4% of
the entire Head Start appropriation, and migrant and seasonal programs 5% (provided
that doing so would not reduce the total number of children served by Head Start
programs); exactly 2% of funds would be reserved for training and technical
assistance; and state alotments would be based on amounts received in FY 2005
(updating the “hold harmless’ from FY 1998) with any remaining funds distributed
not by the share of poor children under age 5 (as dictated by current law), but instead
by apportioning 65% of the remainder among states giving priority to those whose
programs serve the lowest percentage of eligible children, and awarding 35% of the
remainder on a competitive basis.

The percentage of funding reserved for Early Head Start programs would be
increased from the current level of 10%. Reservationswould be asfollows; 11% for
FY 2006; 13% for FY 2007; 15% for FY 2008; 17% for FY 2009; and 18% for FY 2010.

LiketheHouse bill, S. 1107 increases competition for grant funds, by requiring
granteesto recompete for funding every fiveyears. High-performing granteeswould
receive priority, with “ high-performing” meaning those grantees who meet goals for
improving school readiness and who meet goals aligned with the Head Start child
outcomes framework, state early learning standards, and requirements and
expectations for local schools. The bill requires agencies designated as Head Start
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grantees to assemble a governing body, which is to receive regular and accurate
information about program planning, finances, and performance data, and isto work
with the grantee’ s policy council and committee.

Likethe Househill, S. 1107 would put into law the requirement that each Head
Start agency is to establish procedures for evaluating its delegate agencies, and
procedures for, when necessary, defunding them. Thebill also would add to law new
provisions regarding reduction of funding for grantees that exhibit chronic
underenrollment. Reduction and redistribution of funds would occur only if actual
enrollment still fails to reach 95% of funded enrollment after receiving technical
assistance attempting to remedy the situation.

Similar to the bill introduced in the Senate last Congress, S. 1107 would
authorize $90 million for the Secretary to make a maximum of 200 grants (of at least
$200,000 per year for five years) to Head Start agencies nominated by Governors as
“Centers of Excellence” in early childhood. Grants could be used for purposes such
as. furthering best practices, serving more children, and providing additional training
for staff. In a separate authorization of funds, S. 1107 would authorize $10 million
in FY2006 (and such sums as necessary for FY 2007-FY 2010) to award grants for
tribal colleges and university Head Start partnerships.

Staff qualifications and degree requirements for Head Start teachers are also
addressed by S. 1107. Among other provisionsto increase staff qualifications, thebill
would require (except in cases where a waiver could be granted) that by the end of
FY 2010, all Head Start teachers in center-based programs have at |east an associate
degree relating to early childhood (or a related educational area, with coursework
relating to early childhood). In statesthat have established state teacher requirements
for their pre-K programs, all Head Start teachers would be required (by the end of
FY 2011) to meet those requirements (provided they are not lower than Head Start
requirements). For stateswithout established pre-K staff requirements, 50% of Head
Start teachers in those states' programs would be required to have a B.A. degree
relating to early childhood by the end of FY2011. All Head Start teachers would be
required to attend an average of at least 15 hours of professional development ayear.

Also adopted from last Congress Senate committee bill is the provision
increasing income digibility for Head Start from the poverty line up to 130% of the
poverty guideline. Moreover, any homeless child would be deemed eligible for the
program. The bill also adopted the provision to commission a National Academy of
Sciences panel to review a range of issues related to early childhood care and
education — including assessments. (During the brief discussion of S. 1107 prior to
a voice vote passage, a few Democratic members of the committee did express
concern regarding use of the National Reporting System, noting that the recently
released (May 17, 2005) GAO report callsthe effectiveness of the assessment system
into question.)®

° Government A ccountability Office, Head Start: Further Development Could Allow Results
of New Test to Be Used for Decision Making, May 2005 GAO-05-343,
[http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d05343.pdf].
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Other Legislation in the 109" Congress. Billsthat have been introduced
this Congress with provisions pertaining to Head Start include S. 189 (I nhofe), abill
to amend the Head Start Act to require parental consent for nonemergency intrusive
physical examinations; S. 117 (Feinstein), abill to extendloan forgivenessfor certain
loansto Head Start teachers; S. 15 (Bingaman) abill that would authorize increased
funding for Head Start, and increase access to Early Head Start, and Indian and
Migrant programs,; S. 9 (Enzi) a comprehensive education bill that calls for the
Senate, in reauthorizing Head Start, to establish new educational standards for Head
Start, toimprove coordination and alignment of Head Start with other early childhood
programs, and to support efforts to improve fiscal management and accountability;
and, H.R. 778 (Putnam), a hill to provide greater accountability for Head Start
agencies.

Reauthorization Bills in the 108" Congress. Efforts to pass
reauthorization legislation in the 108" Congress were unsuccessful, after the House
narrowly passed its bill (H.R. 2210) by one vote, and a markedly different bill
emerged out of committee in the Senate (S. 1940), but was never brought to the full
floor. TheHousebill’ spassagefollowed aheated debate over proposalsto allow state
administration of Head Start in up to eight qualifying states, and to allow
discrimination in employment of Head Start staff based on religion. The Senate bill
contained neither of those controversial provisions. Both bills propose to increase
competition for Head Start grants, and also to foster greater collaboration between
Head Start and other entities providing early childhood services at the state and local
level. Likewise, both bills propose to increase staff qualifications beyond the levels
required by the legidation enacted in 1998. Summary of both bills follow. Also,
followingisasummary of S. 1483, areauthorization bill introduced by Senator Dodd,
prior to the HELP committee’ s activity on S. 1940.

The School Readiness Act of 2003 (H.R. 2210, 108™ Congress) —
Passed by the House. Thishill to reauthorize the Head Start Act wasintroduced
in the House by Representative Castle on May 2, 2003, with eight Republican co-
sponsors. The originally introduced bill, H.R. 2210, was subsequently amended at
both the subcommittee and full committeelevel, and was passed by the House on July
25, 2003.

H.R. 2210, as amended by the full Committee on Education and the Workforce
on June 19, 2003, included two titles; the first would have amended sections of the
current Head Start law, and the second would have introduced a new option for eight
qualifying states to administer their own federal Head Start funds. (The bill as
originally introduced would have provided this option to all qualifying states, but as
amended would have limited the option to eight qualifying states over the five year
period of the legidation.) H.R. 2210 was reported from the full Committee on
Education and the Workforce with avote of 27 (Republicans) to 20 (Democrats), and
subsequently was passed by the House by a one-vote margin of 217-216. Prior to
passage, Representative George Miller offered a substitute bill on the floor (H.Amdit.
322), which proposed to retain the changes to Title | asincluded in H.R. 2210, with
the exception of the bill language alowing discrimination in employment based on
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religion.’® The substitute bill would have struck Title |1 (the section proposing state
demonstration projects). The Miller amendment failed by a vote of 200-229.

H.R. 2210 as passed would have authorized an appropriation for Head Start in
FY 2004 of $6.87 billion, rising to $7.427 billion in FY 2008. If appropriated, this
FY 2004 amount would have reflected a $200 million increase above the FY 2003
funding level of $6.67 billion. The President’ s budget request for FY 2004 included
$6.816 hillion for Head Start, which is $54 million less than the amount H.R. 2210
would have authorized.

Major featuresof thebill’ sTitlel (“Program Improvements’) included increased
credentialsfor Head Start teachers; a2% cap on the percentage of fundsto bereserved
for training and technical assistance (under current law, the floor is set at 2%);
increased requirements to promote collaboration and coordination among early
childhood programs, a 60% set-aside of excess appropriation funds for quality
improvement; arequirement that at least 10% of thetotal Head Start appropriation be
reserved for Early Head Start; and new language that would explicitly allow faith-
based Head Start programs to discriminate in hiring, based on religion (Sec. 116).

Theproposal toincrease credentialsfor Head Start teacherswould haverequired
that by 2008, 50% of Head Start teachers have a B.A. or advanced degree in early
childhood education. (Current law requires that 50% of Head Start teachers
nationwide have an A.A. or above in early childhood education by 2003. That
requirement wasmet.) Inaddition, within three yearsafter the date of enactment, this
legislation would have required that the Secretary require all Head Start teachersin
center-based programs, hired following the date of enactment, to havean A.A. degree
or abovein early childhood education, or be enrolled in aprogram of study leading to
an A.A. degree in early childhood education, with an agreement to complete the
program within three years of being hired.

Title Il (“ State Demonstration Program”) of the bill contained provisions that
would haveallowed up to eight qualifying statesto participatein “ state demonstration
programs’ in which their alocation of federal Head Start funding would be
administered by the state (as opposed to current law’ s system of direct federal tolocal
grantees). To qualify, a state would have had to have an existing state-supported
system of public-pre-kindergarten; standardsfor school readinessthat arealigned with
state kindergarten through grade 12; prior-year state and local spending at alevel of
at least 50% of the federal Head Start funds to be allocated to the state; and an
established “means’ for interagency coordination and collaboration. States would
have been required to demonstrate that their standards* generally meet or exceed the
standardsthat ensurethe quality and effectiveness of programs operated by Head Start
agencies.”

A local granteecurrently receiving fundswoul d have continued to receive funds,
from the participating state, for at least three years after that state received approval

1 For more discussion of executive and legislative efforts to allow for religious
organizations to give preference to co-religionists when hiring, see CRS Report RS21924,
Charitable Choice: Expansion by Executive Action, by Joe Richardson.
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to participate in the program (assuming the grantee has no uncorrected deficiencies
identified in monitoring reports from the most recent five-year period).

Head Start Improvements for School Readiness Act (S. 1940/ S.Rept.
108-208, 108" Congress). Thishill to reauthorize Head Start wasintroduced and
reported by Chairman Gregg of the Senate Health, Education, Labor and Pensions
Committee on November 24, 2003. There were significant differences between the
House bill (H.R. 2210) and the bill reported by the HELP committee. Most notably,
S. 1940 (S.Rept. 108-208), unlike the House-passed H.R. 2210, would not have
provided any state the option to administer the Head Start program (nor would it have
changed current law with respect to the non-discrimination in hiring provision). A
summary of many of the bill’ s provisions follows.

Asreported, S. 1940 did not include afunding authori zation amount for FY 2004,
but would have authorized $7.215 hillion for FY 2005, $7.615 billion for FY 2006,
$8.015 hillion for FY 2007, and such sums as may be necessary for each of fiscal years
2008 and 2009. The bill would have made changes to the way in which Head Start
funds are alocated, allowing not less than 4% to Indians, and not less than 5% to
migrant and seasonal Head Start programs (provided this could be done without
reducing thetotal number of children funded by Head Start). Thebill would also have
changed the way in which remaining funds (after the set-asides, including exactly 2%
for training and technical assistance) would be allocated, giving priority to grantees
in states serving the smallest percentages of eligible children, and distributing a
portion of the funds on acompetitive basis. The bill would have provided a60% set-
aside of excess appropriation funds for quality improvement.

The percentage of funds allotted for the Early Head Start program would have
been maintained at 10% in FY 2004 and would have gradually increased to 18% in
FY2009. Collaboration grants would have been awarded to each state by the
Secretary, and each state’ sGovernor would have designated a State A dvisory Council
to advise states on collaboration between Head Start and other entitiesinvolved with
early child care and education.

The bill would have authorized $90 million for the Secretary to make a
maximum of 200 grants (of at least $100,000 per year for five years) to Head Start
agencies nominated by Governors as “Centers of Excellence” in early childhood.
Grants could have been used for purposes such as: furthering best practices, serving
more children, and providing additional training for staff.

The bill would have also addressed the population of children eligible for Head
Start servicesby increasing thedligibility level to 130% of the poverty line. Programs
would also have been required to keep an active waiting list at all times. S. 1940
would have required monthly enrollment reporting to the Secretary, and if actual
enrollment were found to be lower than 95% of funded enrollment for a period of a
year, technical assistancewould have beenrequiredto beprovidedtoalleviatechronic
under-enrollment. If theunder-enrollment wereto persist after 18 monthsof technical
assistance, the bill would have allowed for the grantee' s base grant to be reduced by
a percentage reflecting the under-enrollment.
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The bill would have provided for the Secretary to make training and technical
assistance funds available to support a regiona or state system of early childhood
education and training and technical assistance. The bill aso outlined a variety of
uses for those funds.

Other provisions in the bill included increasing Head Start staff qualifications
and requirements (ultimately requiring that no later than September 30, 2010, 50% of
all Head Start teachersin center-based programs have both aB.A. degreerelating to
early childhood and demonstrated teaching competencies); requiring that school
readiness-related goal s be established by aHead Start agency before designating it as
such; commissioning a National Academy of Sciences panel to review a range of
issues related to early childhood care and education (including assessments); and
authorizing $10 million for FY 2004 to award grantsfor tribal college (or university)
Head Start partnerships.

Head Start Coordination and School Readiness Act (S. 1483, 108"
Congress) — Introduced (Dodd). This bill to reauthorize Head Start was
introduced by Senator Dodd on July 29, 2003. Unlikethe House bill, S. 1483 would
not have provided any state the option to administer the Head Start program. Included
inthebill were provisionsto require expanded coordination and collaboration among
Head Start and other agencies, and to provide funding for doing so. The bill would
have established state Head Start Quality Improvement and Collaboration (HSQIC)
Offices, expanding the functions of state Head Start Collaboration Offices. As
proposed, the HSQI C Officeswould have worked in consultation with State advisory
councils(aso newly definedinthebill) toimprove coordination among programs, and
to plan for a state system of training and technical assistance. Advisory councils
would have been composed of representatives from awide range of early child hood
programs, agencies and organizations in the state, including Head Start.

The bill would have authorized $8.570 billion for FY 2004, $10.445 billion for
FY 2005, $12.384 billion for FY 2006, $14.334 billion for FY 2007, and $16.332
billion for FY 2008.

Under this bill, center-based Head Start program classrooms would have been
required within eight years (at most) to have at |east one teacher with a B.A. degree
in early childhood education (or an advanced degreeinrelated field). Likethe House
bill, this bill proposed that within three years of enactment, the Secretary of HHS
would haverequired that newly hired Head Start teachers (for center-based programs)
havean A.A., B.A., or advanced degree in early childhood education, or be currently
enrolled (or enrolled within ayear) in an associate degree program in early childhood
education. S. 1483 would have authorized new additional funding to be used to meet
theincreased staff qualification requirements: $387 millionfor FY 2004, rising to $841
million for FY 2008.

Other Head Start Legislation in the 108" Congress. Several Head Start
bills of narrower scope than the reauthorization bills outlined above were introduced
in the 108th Congress. S. 1474 (Alexander), The Head Start Centers of Excellence
Act of 2003, would have established grant programsto fund 200 Head Start agencies
designated by HHS as “ Centers of Excellence in Early Childhood.” This bill would
also have awarded grants to states to establish state councils that would identify
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barriers to, and opportunities for, coordination and collaboration among early
childhood programs. S. 1444 (Har kin) would have gradually increased the set-aside
for Early Head Start to 20% in FY 2008. The overall authorization of appropriations
for FY 2003-FY 2008 would have been set at “ such sums as may be necessary.” H.R.
2543 (Ber kley) would haveamended theHead Start Act to provideadditional funding
for states with increased numbers of Head Start-eligible children. S. 1469
(Bingaman) would have amended the Head Start Act to provide grants to Tribal
Colleges and Universities to increase the number of post-secondary degreesin early
childhood education and rel ated fiel ds earned by Indian Head Start agency staff. H.R.
2291 (Del aur0)/S. 140 (Feinstein) would have amended the Higher Education Act
to extend loan forgiveness for certain loans to Head Start teachers. H.R. 2945 (P.
Kennedy)/S. 1620 (Bingaman) would have conditioned the implementation of
assessment proceduresin connection with the Head Start National Reporting System
on Child Outcomes.

1998 Reauthorization. Although Head Start has traditionally enjoyed
widespread support, the program has not been without criticism. Concern has been
expressed about the quality of services and the program’s potential for sustaining
positive effects over thelong term. The 1998 amendmentsto Head Start, included in
thelegidation reauthorizing the program in 1998, continued to emphasi zethe need for
quality improvement.

The 1998 reauthorization law (P.L. 105-285) increased the amount of new
appropriations that must be used for quality improvement activities, at least until
FY 2003, and slowed the pace at which the program could expand. Thelaw required
HHSto devel op specific education performance standards, and established teacher and
staff training related to these standards asapriority use of quality improvement funds.
The law encouraged payment of higher salaries for staff with higher levels of
education and training, and required every Head Start classroom to have ateacher with
demonstrated competency to perform certainfunctionsrelated to school readinessand
child development. Thelegidation also required that, by September 30, 2003, half of
all Head Start teachers nationwide must have at least an associate, bachelors, or
graduate degreein early childhood education or development, or inarelated field with
experience teaching preschool children. According to HHS Head Start Program
Information Report (PIR) data, this requirement was met in the 2002 program year,
reaching just over 50% — up from 37% holding a postsecondary degreein 1999. The
law further required HHS to develop results-based performance measures, and to
review the effectiveness of individual programs in meeting those measures.

Long-Term Benefits. During the 1998 reauthorization of Head Start, several
congressional committees expressed interest in arigorous evaluation component for
Head Start. Whilethereiswidespread agreement that Head Start produces significant
short-term gains, there continues to be disagreement over the program’s long-term
benefits. Several studiesin the 1980s and early 1990s found a “fade-out” of Head
Start benefits for children during their later school years, but some researchers have
guestioned whether this apparent fade-out was due to the children’s preschool
experience or the poor quality of the schooling they later received. A 1995 report by
the Packard Foundation presentsevidencethat high-quality early childhood education
for low-income children, including Head Start, does produce long-term educational,
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economic, and societal gains.** Head Start programsincluded inthereview generally
showed significant favorable effects on grade retention and special education
placement. Multi-service Head Start programs did not fare as well as better-funded
public preschool programsin overall effectivenessmeasures, although thereport noted
that Head Start participantstend to be more disadvantaged, so that comparisons could
be affected by preexisting conditions.

The Genera Accounting Office (GAO, now the Government Accountability
Office) published aHead Start literature review in 1997, in which it concluded that
an extensive body of literature exists, but the research is inadequate to draw
conclusions about theimpact of Head Start on anational basis (Head Sart: Research
Provides Little Information on Impact of Current Program, HEHS-97-59, April
1997). GAO noted that most of the studies were on cognitive outcomes and did not
evaluate such program components as nutrition or health-related services. Moreover,
the quality of some of the research was poor and none of the studies used anationally
representative sample that would enable conclusions to be drawn about the national
program. However, GAO pointed out that HHS currently hasavariety of research and
evaluation activities underway that will eventually produce information about the
program’s impact.

The 1998 amendmentsto Head Start mandated and reserved fundsfor additional
studies on theimpact of Head Start. Thelaw also required all Head Start agenciesto
coordinate with the local education agency and community schools, to develop
procedures for the transition of Head Start children into kindergarten and el ementary
school. The law aso required HHS to provide technical assistance to Head Start
programs to help ensure school readiness of children and to promote family literacy.

FACES and Head Start Impact Study. Two evaluation efforts underway
which are designed to measure the effectiveness of the Head Start program are the
Family and Child Experiences Survey (FACES) and the National Impact Study.

FACES, initialy launched in 1997 (with the most recent cohort starting in Fall
of 2000), is a periodic, longitudinal study of successive nationally representative
samples of children and familiesin Head Start programs. The purpose of the study
is to provide descriptions of the cognitive, social, emotional, and physical
development of Head Start children; the characteristics, well-being, and
accomplishments of families; the observed quality of Head Start classrooms; and the
characteristics, needs, and opinions of Head Start teachers and other program staff.
Children and parents are studied at entry into the program, followed for one or two
yearsof program participation, and followed-up at the end of the child’ skindergarten
year.lz

1 The Future of Children, Long-term Outcomes of Early Childhood Programs, The David
and Lucille Packard Foundation, winter 1995. Available via the web, at
[ http://www.futureofchildren.org/pubs-info2825/pubs-info.htm?doc_id=77657].

12 For information on recent findings from the FACES study research team, see “What Are
We Learning About Program Quality and Child Development?’ by Ruth Hubbell, available
at [http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/hs/faces/pres_papers/nhsa/nhsa_home.html].



CRS-21

TheNational Impact Study, mandated by the 1998 reauthorizationlaw (P.L. 105-
285), began in FY 2001, and is designed to provide a national analysis of the impact
of Head Start on the devel opment and school -readiness of low-income children. The
HHS study requires random assignment of children to Head Start and non-Head Start
groups, with attention being paid to the type and quality of other care and servicesthat
the control group receives. Data collection began in the Fall of 2002, and results of
the study are not expected until 2006.

Coordination with Child Care. Particularly in light of welfare reform
requirements instituted in 1996, which have caused more parents to work or
participate in training activities, Head Start is working to respond to the needs of
familiesfor full-timechild care. Inrecent years, HHS hasused some of the Head Start
expansion funds to build partnerships with child care providers to deliver full-day,
full-year services. The 1998 amendments also were intended to encourage
collaboration between child care and Head Start and to promote the devel opment of
unified early education and child care plans that will increase the availability of full-
time services. The law authorized the Secretary of HHS to provide supplemental
collaboration fundsto states that undertake such unified planning or other innovative
collaborative initiatives.

The 1998 amendments also directed the Secretary to identify barriers to
collaboration and to devel op amechanism for resolving programmatic conflicts, and
to provide technical assistance related to the provision of full-day, full-year services.
In addition, factorsto be considered in awarding Head Start expansion grants, under
the 1998 amendments, include the applicant’s ability to coordinate with other
community child care providersand preschool programsto providefull-day, full-year
services. Moreover, the law authorized Head Start agencies to charge fees for
extended-day servicesprovided to children, if necessary aspart of acollaborationwith
another agency.
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Table 3. Head Start FY2005 State Allocations (Estimates)

State Amount State Amount
Alabama $106,555,000 | Nevada 23,953,000
Alaska 12,476,000 | New Hampshire 13,390,000
Arizona 103,043,000 | New Jersey 129,039,000
Arkansas 64,447,000 | New Mexico 52,308,000
Cdlifornia 831,931,000 | New York 434,387,000
Colorado 68,353,000 | North Carolina 140,753,000
Connecticut 51,915,000 | North Dakota 17,179,000
Delaware 12,899,000 | Ohio 246,543,000
District of Columbia 25,114,000 | Oklahoma 81,052,000
Florida 262,910,000 | Oregon 59,481,000
Georgia 168,505,000 | Pennsylvania 228,262,000
Hawaii 22,892,000 | Puerto Rico 249,260,000
Idaho 22,635,000 | Rhode Island 22,020,000
[llinois 269,783,000 | South Carolina 82,565,000
Indiana 96,044,000 | South Dakota 18,830,000
lowa 51,560,000 | Tennessee 119,399,000
Kansas 50,937,000 | Texas 478,833,000
Kentucky 107,867,000 | Utah 37,773,000
Louisiana 145,942,000 | Vermont 13,563,000
Maine 27,617,000 | Virginia 99,124,000
Maryland 78,050,000 | Washington 101,195,000
M assachusetts 108,372,000 | West Virginia 50,654,000
Michigan 234,537,000 | Wisconsin 90,682,000
Minnesota 71,831,000 | Wyoming 12,375,000
Mississippi 161,722,000 | Virgin Idands 7,998,000
Missouri 119,015,000 | Outer Pacific 7,334,000
Montana 20,954,000 | American Indian 188,571,000
Nebraska 36,066,000 | Migrant Programs 267,267,000

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) based on dataincluded in the
President’ s FY 2006 Budget, Analytical Perspectives, Table 8-22.

Note: Estimated state allocations do not include estimated funding for technical assistance ($174
million), Research, Development and Evaluation ($20 million), and Program Support ($40 million).
Total FY2005 Head Start funding = $6.843 hillion.



