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STsTH TITLE I, ESEA EVALUATION QUESTIONS

-9

FISCAL YEAR 1970

1. STATE STATISTICS

The following figures indicate various statistics involving the

state operation of Title I projects:

A. Total number of operating LEA's in the state-——-—-———" 6386
B. Number of LEA's participating in Title I-—-—===—=—===" 506
Number of LEA's eligible for Title I--—-———=——77=77""77 635

(Eligibility is determined by receiving a grant ewven
though the formation of a cooperative project would have
been necessary in most cases for utilization or funding

of a minimum project of $2,500.)

Number of LEA's participating in Title I--——-==-===—="" 504
(1) During regular school term only-——-=-7===ToTTrTTT 277
(2) During summer term only-——-—==———----TooTTooTEETTE 38

(3) During both regular school term and the summer
O ——mm e m e T ST e E T 190
C. Number of Title 1 programg—-—-——————-—==""="--T"-"=oToo 472
(1) Regular school term only projects—————=—======77~ 250
————————————————————————— 33

(2) Summer term only projects

(3) Projects which did both regular school term and




Unduplicated nuxber of pupils who participated in Tirle I nrograme

(Sea Table 1)

(1) Enrclled in public school-—m——————m——m s mm 114,722--10.673%
Total public school enroilment egualed-——-- -1,078,347

(2) Enrolled in non-public schoolg—=m—m——mmm—=——="" 5,045-- 3.19%
Total nen-public enrollment--—=== i e e 158,342

Mumber of cooperative projects (pumber iucluded above)- 20
(1) Number which included schonls with another

project-—--- 5 projects with 25 LEA's.
(2) tumber in which cooperative project was only project—---

15 projects with 50 LEA's.




TABLE 1 PROJECT PARTICIPANTS

Public School Non-public School Neglected and
Grade Participants Participants Delinguent
| Prelkindergarten 597 39

E Kindergarten 4,057 123 8
| 1 10,327 561 21
’ 2 10,855 643 28
’ 3 11,608 724 30
| 4 11,898 727 42
’ 5 11,865 670 74
6 11,619 577 57
7 9,493 ' 445 89
8 9,044 310 98
S 7,363 91 68
10 5,290 48 38
11 4,152 L4 23
i2 3,194 23 5
lUngraded 3,960 20 146
Totals 114,722 5,045 727
Nunber of projects 472 86 13
Number of LEA's 506 86 13

The unduplicated count of Title I participants is shown above.
Approximately 63 per cent of the students are below grade six. This
indicates the tendency toward the focus of Title I activities on the

lower grades. Preschool activities remain limited for FY 1970 but appear

to be on the increase. All projects corntained public school activities.
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Implications and conlusicns--state statistic

& bhigher percentage of districts were eligible far Title I programs
than in the previous year by some 7 per cent (FY '69--86%--FY '70-93%).
As noted earlier eligibility wvas determined by the LIZA receiving a grant
even though the formaticon of a cooperative would be necessary in most
cases. Even with a higher percentage of eligibility the percentape of
participation dropped five vnoints from 85 per cent for the fiscal yearv
1969 to 80 per cent for fiscal year 1970.

This lowering of participation was due to a number of factors. In
some céses LEA administrators felt there was too much paperwork involved
or simply failed to apply early enough for approval. Other factors
included a shortage of properly certificated remedial teachers, lower

funding at the tentative allocation period, and revised state guide-

- . .
ilinecs based cn OFE recommendations,

The above factors are involved also with the reduction in the
number of projects. In FY 1969 there were 512 projects andé in FY 1970
only 472, a reduction of 60 projects. Consolidation and veorganization
of school districts alsc accountzsd for some of the reduction.

The time of year of the projects is little changed Irom the previous
year. TFifty~three per cent were conducted during the regular year only.
This remains the same percentage as FY 1969. Projects which occurred both
during the regular year and summer increased 3 per cent from 37 to 40
per cent, while summer projects decreased only 3 per cent, from 10 per
cent to 7 per cent. This latter statement reflects the addition of .
regular year activities in LEA's which previously conducted only summer

activities.




The participaticn of low income and eduzaticnally deprived students
decreased somewnat from the previous fiscal years. This occurred botn
in the public and non-public school children parcicipation realms. The

chart below indicates participation for three fiscal years.

TABLE II - PARTICIPATION BY FISCAL YEARS
PUBLIC SCHOOQOL CHILDREXN

Total State Title I Percent of
Year Enrollment Participants Total
FY 68 1,031,010 202,152 19.6
FY 69 1,061,646 122,056 11.5
FY 70 1,078,347 114,722 10.6

NON-PUBLIC SCLOOL CHILDREXN

FY 68 165,000 14,970 9.1
CFY 69 154,326 6,822 b4
FY 70 158, 342 5,045 3.2

Two primary reasons exist for the decrease in student participation.
The first was effort to concentrate on a smaller number of educationally
deprived and low income students. The minimum per pupil expenditure oI
Title I funds was $150. This was required in individual projects for
Fiscal Year 1970 and specifically encouraged in Fiscal Year 1969.

The second reason was the more restrictive guidelines deaveloped in
the summer of 1969 as a result of Federal audits of the state Titie I
program. Not only was there increésed movement toward concentration on
fewer students but the elimination of activities which tend tec be general
in nature. This eliminated some eligible students as the programs began
focusing more on instructional activities with more small group and

individualized instruction.

A continued reduction of non-public school participants has also
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been alfected by the afovementioned factors. In‘additicn, the state has
continuaily required that nou-public school pavticipanis meat thoe same
requirements for participation as public school children. The state
Constitution raquires that 2ll participation be outzidec the regular
school day. Some non-public children who earlier participated have

since discontinued due to the problems involved.

There has not been a movement in Missouri toward cooperative projects.

The minimum amount for which a project may be approved is $2,300.
Cooperative projects serve best where activities serve a number of LEAs
and would be extremzly inefficient to attempt to apply the program to a

single LEA.

2. TITLE I STAFF VISITS

A total of 556 individual staff visits were made to local educational
agencies participating in Title I, ESEA, during Fiscal Year 1970. Of
this total 442 were made primarily for program development and program
operaticn. Visits for evaluation purposes were made on 36 occasions.
Seventy-eight visits took place which considered only the financial
aspects of various projects.

When a supervisor visits a particular Title I project, he may be
involved in many aspects of the program. Awareness on the part of each
supervisor of the total operacion of Title I has proven wvaluable.

Specific planning visits were limited due to the press of office

duties prior to and during the application stage. Planning activities,

10
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hiowever, were carvied out in conjunction with other suparvisory visits.

)

The format of the Title I Baslic Data and applicotion forws we:ie so
constructed so as to assist schools in planning for their Title I
activities by first of all requiring a determination of pricrity needs
and secondly providing for development of a project to meet the needs
di scovered.

The Title I, ESEA staff encouraged local administrators to call the
section when they are in need of help or tv visit the department per-
sonally as needed. Much of this is done especially at application time
and continues on a somewhat diminished basis throughout the vear.

The effectiveness of the supervision of local projects by the
State Department of Education is enhanced by the onsite visit. The
supervisor can get the actual picture of the activities at a local school
se;ting and can determine if the project is operating as specified in
the application. Assistance may be rendered not only to school
administrators but often to other Title I personnel in carrying out the
various phases of the Title I activities. Continued effort is made to
keep the iines of communications open between Lhe State Title I section

and the local school representatives.

o 1;1
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4, Lffect on Educational Progress

Regular Year - Public

A, The impact of Title I upon the total educational achievement of
eligible educaéionally deprived chiléren in the state of Missouri has
been great. This is true even though the mean achievement in grade
équivalence of Title I students was not significantly different than
the results achieved during the previous year's program. The
intensification of services to those children significantly below
grade level has evidently reached a plateau; therefore, additional
input will be needed to raise the amount of achievement made within a
single year over that gained per year for the past two years. There
is another important factor to consider in analyzing the gains made
by Title I students. This factor is the ability of the type of student
which is included in Title I programs to make gains beyond those attained
or those expected for the total population. The normal expected gain
for the total population is one year gain in achievement per year of
instruction. Title I students have gained about .8 of a year on the
average. This number becomes really significant when one considers
that the gain without Title I assistance might have been from .2 to .5
of a year of achievement. This consideration indicates real impetus
toward the continuation and intensification of Title I.

The following pages show some of the student's progress indicated
as a result of the use of standardizea achievement tests. Note that
of the 24,053 students shown for regular reading the weighted mean gain
for all students is .79 years of growth and achievement. For the 12,608

students shown in Mathematics during the regular year, results of
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standerdized achicvement testg indicated a growth of .97 vears. This
would appear to be a significant growth.

Note should be taken that the average post test score by grade
indicates that meny students involved remain beleow tha expected grade
level.. Continued effort is needed to narrow the gap between the pre-

sently achieved level and the desired level.
Non~Public

Non-public school students in a sample of 326 showed a gain of
.82 years achievement in reading based on the Icwa Test of Basic Skills.
Many other non-public school participants were also evaluated through
achievement testing; however, due to the variety of tests used a signif-
icant sample could not be acquired for reporting. It is evident, however,

that non-public children achieved along rhe same patterns as public

school children. Public and non-public school students weres evaluated

-

together in the summer activities. Similar progress can be noted for

both groups.
Summer School

Summer school achievement as a result of standardized testing was
approximately equal to the amount of time spent in summer activities.

No consideration is given to the standard error of meesure in intrepreting

test results for test taken within a few weeks. In this case, hovever,

test results indicate progress in a positive directiom.
Most Title I summer school participants were evaluated through the
use of a carefully developed checklist (shown as exhibit I). The check-

list was developed initially in 1969 by tha Cape Girardeau Public Schoels,

ERIC 16
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Cape Girardeau, Missouri in cooperation with the State Department of
Education. Revisions were made for fiscal year 1970 which facilitated
summarization of the checklists.

The premise of the checklist was the division of broad skills arcas
into more specific behavioral objectives. Ratings were made prior to
the instructional period and at the end. 1Initial ratings showed not
only the current standing of the student but also indicated appropriate
objectives for the student. Poét ratings determined progress toward
meeting these objectives.

Using this checklist as a model other schools have developed their
own or developed scales for other subjects. The idea of individual

student objectives and evaluation has caught on.

B. Common Characteristics of Effective Title I Project

Many variables enter into a particular project which affect its
success. Some projects succeed well where minimal Title I effort is
imposed. 1In contrast, however, the focus on the total child appears to
be most effective for the child. If a child can achieve over and above
that normally expected through intensive instructional activity but
continues to have health or social problems, he may loose the advantage
gained. Learning to get along, learning to adjust, improvement of
health problems, having books available after appreciation is developed,
etc., all may contribute substantially to the overall progress of the
educationally deprived, low income child.

Effective teaching vet remains the most significant factor,

accompanied by such supportive services as needed by the children

17
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involved. The determination of priority needs during projact planning

allows the LEA to make provision for the needs of the child.

C. Relationship of Effectiveness to Cost
A minimum expenditure of $150 of Title I furnds per student is
required for FY 1970. It will increase next year. 1t may be expected
that increased expenditure would result in increased results; however,
this is not always true. The efficiency of the use of the funds also

becomes important. The approximate cost per pupil for FY 1970 was $175.

General Conclusions on Achievement

The following generalized conclusions regarding student achieve-

ment and progress may be drawn:

1. Students have made evident positive progress in achievement.

2. Average achievement per vear by Title I participants has not
¥eached that expected by the total population.

3. Progress is generally greater in primary and middle grades
compared to upper grades.

4. Evidence presented indicates only the general nature of
achievement. Thousands of instances of significant individual
progress might be sighted which would indicate the impact of
various supporitive services as well as intensive instructional

activity.




Table

IiT

SUMMARY OF STUDENT PROGRIESS (SHOWN IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS)

Regular Year Reading - Stanford Achievement Test - National Norm

Number Mean “Mean “Gain in
Grade of Students Pretest Post Test Grade Scores

1 219 1.09 1.61 .52

2 1,005 1.45 2.25 .80

3 1,155 2.02 2.85 .83

A 1,210 2.90 3.63 .73

5 940 3.63 4,48 .85

6 972 4.39 5.22 .83

7 728 5.18 5.85 .67

8 647 5.76 6.45 .69

9 54 5.22 6.43 1.21
10 34 5.89 6.14 25
11 29 5.44 5.94 50
UNG. 161 2.69 2.91 22

weighted
Totals 7,194 3.33 4.10 mean gain 77




R Table IV

SUMMARY OF STUDENT PROGRESS (SHOWN IN GRADE LEQUIVALLNTS)

Regular Year Reading - Iowa Test of Basic Skills - National Norm

Number Mean Mean Gain in

Grade of Students Pretest Post Test Grade Score

1 _— —- — —_—

2 — —_— — —_—

3 235 3.56 5.55 1.99

4 251 2.95 3.54 .59

5 272 3.74 4.60 . 86 )

6 245 4,45 5.08 63

7 2389 5.35 6.38 1.03

8 277 5.96 6.63 67

9 b4 6.02 6.63 .61

weighted

Totals 1.613 mean gain .93

Sample for each grade is taken from 17 projects.

SUMMARY OF STUDENT PROGRESS (SHOWN GRADE EQUIVALENTS)
St. Louis and Kansas City

Regular Year Reading - Iowa Test of Basic Skills - National Norm

Number Mean Mean Gain in
Grade of Students Pretest Post Test Grade Score
4 4,786 3.31 4.14 .83
5 4,294 3.95 4.86 .91
6 4,251 5.04 5.73 .69
7 282 5.19 6.44 1.25
8 864 5.58 6.21 .53
weighted

Totals 14,477 mean gain .30



Table V

SUMHARY OF STUDENL PROGRESS (SHOWN IN GRADE EQUILVALENTS)

Regular Year Reading - Metropolitan Achievement Test - National Norm

NMumber Mean Mean Gain in
Grade of Students Pretest Post Test
1 134 1.12 1.84 .72
2 635 2.43 3.00 .57
weighted
Total 769 mean gain .59

Regular Year

1 13
2 588
Total 601

Mathematics - Metropolitan Achievement Test
1.60 2.40 .80

2.67 3.25 .58
weighted
mean gain .58

Summer Reading - Metropolitan Achievement Test

1 129
2 162
Total 291

1.68 1.95 .27

2.40 2.52 .12
| weighted
mean gain .18

Summer Mathematics - Metropolitan Achievement Test

1 119
2 133
Total 252

2.12 2.38 .26

2.75 3.08 .33
weighted
mean gain .29

21

Grade Score
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Table VI
SUMMARY OF STUDENT PROGRESS (SHOWN IN GRADL EQULVALENTS)

egular Year Mathematics - Stanford Achievement Test - National Norm

Numbex Mean Mean Gain in
Grade of Students Pretest Post Test Grade Scores
1 : 56 1.07 1.60 .53
2 417 1.64 2.36 .72
3 350 2.24 3.17 .93
4 358 3.09 . 4.01 .92
5 346 3.70 4,60 .90
6 403 4.76 5.63 .87
7 486 5.75 6.19 - Lhb
8 | 492 6.09 6.40 .31
9 44 7.16 8.40 1.34
UNG. 113 2.88 3.22 .34
welghted
Totals 2,665 4.60 5.39 mean gain .79




Table VII

SUMMARY QF STUDENT PROGRESS (SHOWN IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS)

Regular Year - Mathematics - lowa Test of Basic Skills -~ National Norm

Number Mean Mean Gain in

Grade of Students Pretest Post Test ~Grade Score
3 144 3.33 4.40 1.07
4 3,717 - 3.53 4.54 1.01
5 3,917 4.13 4.84 .71
6 3,992 4.85 5.68 .33
7 83 5.17 6.09 .92
8 56 5.352 6.36 .84
9 34 7.35 8.18 .83

weighted

Totails 9.9435 mean gain 1.02




Table VIII

SUMMARY OF STUDENT PROGRESS (SHOWN IN GRADE EQULVALENTS)

Summer Reading - Stanford Achievement Test - National Norm

Number Mean Mean Gain in

Grade of Students Pretest Post Test Grade Score

1 502 1.46 1.66 .20

2 562 2.04 2.21 .17

3 466 0 2.77 3.00 .23

4 610 3.39 3.70 .31 *

5 505 4,29 . 4.50 .21

5 357 5.02 5.25 .23

7 178 5.90 6.04 .14

8 104 6.33 6.7C .37

weighted

Total 3,284 mean gain .23

SUMMARY OFF PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS (SHOWN IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS)

»

Summer Reading - Iowa Test of Basic Skills - National Norm

Number Mean Mean Gain in
Grade of Students Pretest Pcst Test Grade Score

3 183 2.82 2.91 .39

4 139 3.20 3.37 ' .17

5 153 4.18 4.25 .07

6 119 4,89 4,92 .03

7 33 _ 6.00 6.36 .36

weighted
] Totals 627% mean gain .20

*Sample only.




Table IX

SUMMARY OF STUDENT PROGRESS (SHOWN IN GRADE EQUILVALENTS)

Summer Mathematics - Iowa Test of Basic Skills ~ National Norm

Number Mean Mean Gain in

Grade of Students Pretest Post Test Grade bcorxe

3 135 3.06 3.43 .37

4 124 3.57 3.70 .13

5 104 4,45 4.85 .40

6 115 5.21 5.38 .17

7 84 6.05 6.26 .21

8 32 6.58 6.33 ~.05

weighted

Totals 594% mean gain .24

#*Sample only.




Table X
SUMMARY OF STUDENT PROGRESS (SHOWN IN GRADE EZQUIVALENTS)
Non-Public School Students - Regular Year Reading

Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Number Mean Mean Gain in

Grade of Students Pretest Post Test Grade Scorxe

4 102 3.60 4,45 .85

5 81 4,45 - 3.55 1.10

) 72 5.52 6.27 .75

7 67 6.30 . 7.46 1.16

8 &4 8.20 8.52 32

weighted

Total mean zaino 82

26
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5. EFFECT O3 ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
AND EDGCATI05AL, PRACILCE

The procedures of determining pridrity needs, planning to meet those
needs, and evaluating to discover if needs have been met have the
beginnings of making a significant impact on the procedures in other
programs. The State Department of Education has recently instituted a
planning and evaluation section under Title IV, Section 402, Elementary

. .
and Secondary Education amendments of 1967, Public Léw 90-247.

It appesars that locai schools have begun to use evaluative
procedures on non-Title I activities in the local setting. Local
personnel have become aware of evaluation methods tﬁus are more willing
to involve themselves.

Improvement in educational practices has been widely noted as a
result of hoth the improvement of Title I teachers znd the spin-off from
this new knowledge to other teachers. Inservice training both formal

and informal has been an important part of Title I.

A new looseleaf Title I, ESEA Operational Manual was published in

August 1969. Additional policies may be printed and added as need
arises. This manual carefully and clearly defined Title I guidelines
by various activities and topics and served as a valuable instrument
in carrying out the projects.

The development of a three-part Basic Da;a form for determining
priority needs and initial planning was an outgrowth of previous experience
with Title I procedures. The determination of priority needs and initial
planning have always been an integral part of the application procedure.

A Part IA was developed for public school students, Part IB for non-
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public children, snd a Part IC for neglected and delinquent children. 'The
LEA then makes a single application for the project. This f{ormat is being

used for the FY 1971 projects.

A similar breakdown is also used for evaluation with parts developed
for public, non-public, and neglected or delinquent children. This
insures more accurate evidence of participation on student progress.

These forms were used to evaluate the FY 1970 program.

6. ADDITIONAL EFFORTS TO HELP THE DISADVANTAGED

A. State support for programs for disadvantaged children continues
at an increased level over the pfevious fiscal year. The 74th General
Assembly of Missouri meeting in special session enacted Senate Bill #15
which provides these services for the handicapped.

During fiscal year 1970, $9,211,119 were expended for those special
education programs. (See following attachment.) Remedial reading is
included in the programs along with areas of homebound, orthopedic, deaf
and hard of hearing, blind, and partially seeing, mentally retarded,
speech defective, learning disabilities, and emotiomally disturbed.

Three hundred fifty-five school districts provided special education
classes fér 79,153 disadvantaged children. Teachers numbered 2,251 in
these special education programs.

The primary purpose for the use of state funds was to make available
additional services needed by disadvantaged and handicapped children.

Every school district which provides the various classes for dis-
advantaged included under Senate Bill #15 may receive funds if classes are

i provided according to special education guidelines. Allocations are not
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made prior te the submission of the application. The amount of funds
received by an LEA is dependent upon the number of classes offered.

Local educational agencies must apply for all available state funds
before Title 1 funds are used. The two funds are then used concurrently
to operate approved Title I activities.

In some cases different philosophies exist between the state special
education guidelines and the Title I guidelines. Criteria for participation
tends to be the primary differenﬁe. Three activities for disadvantaged
children made up tne greater portion of cooperation between Title I and
state funds. These programs were remedial reading, educable mentally
retarded, and speech correction programs. All educable mentally retarded
and speech correcticn programs funded by Title I were approved and funded
also by the special education section. Most remedial reading programs

{ , were zlgo co--funded, Th

1]

v 1z no overlapping of fuads.

Each remedial reading and EMR activity approved by special education

receives $3,500 per full-time teacher with a full load. Approved speech
correction programs'receive $6,000.

Local and state funds provide many of the supportive services needed
by eligible Title I students.

B. Coordination of other Federal programs with Title I.

Title II, ESEA provides funds for materials and books for library

services. Title I requires that a school must utilize these Title II funds

prior to use. of Title 1 funds wheve complementing activities exist.

The state Department of Education maintains close contact within
the agency to insure coordination rather than competition.
Title ILI, ESEA and its former projects continues to provide assis-

tance in the area of resources and consultation.
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Recently instituted programs for the handicapped under vecational
education will be coordinated with Title I where applicable.
STATE
SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS Table XI
1969~1970
Total Number Total Number Total wumber Apprcvedh_
Category of Districts of Children of Teachsxrs Reimburaaran
Homebound#** 133 1,165 e S 144,905.7.
Orthopedic 10 721 56 332,500.5
Deaf & Hard of Hearing 8 542 68 410,005.0
Blind & Partially Seeing 4 117 16 92,002,700
Menially Retarded 293 19,648 1,253 4,412 ,994.0
Speech Defective 145 29,403 302 1,821,133.7°
Learning Disabilities 14 574 48 288,0GC.°
Emotionally Disturbed 10 779 86 295,750
Remedial Reading 169 26,204 422 1,413,832
Totals 79,153 2,251 $9,211.11¢.2°

355 school districts provided classes.
114 counties represented.

**Estimated data for the 1969-1970 school year.

30



-

-

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

7. TITLE I AND CHILDREN ENROLLED

IN NON-PUBLLG SCHGOLS

The effectiveness of Title I in meeting the needs of non-public school
children has improved even though the number of participants has decreased
as explained earlier. There were 86 LEAs which conducted activities for
non-public school students with a total participation of 5,045 students.

Missouri's State Constitution requires that all publicly funded
services to non-public school children be outside the school day; thus,
Title I non—-public school children must participate before or after school,
on Saturdays, or during summer programs. Participation must be on
public schoel premises. A larger percentage of the participation was
during the summer.

Local school districts have developed prcgrams for nen-vublic school

0

hildren where needed and when programs could be kept within Title I

guidelines. The State Operational Manual of August 1969 states, "'The

special educational needs of educationally deprived children enrclled in

private schools, the number of such children, and the types of special
educational services to them shall be determined after cecnsultation with
persons knowledgeable of the needs of these private schoocl children.™
It also states, '"Determining the special educarional needs of educationally
deprived children enrolled in private schools is the responsibility of
the private school." After this is done regular Title I guidelines apply
in general.

The above mentioned statements indicate the involvement of non-

public school people in determining needs of non-public school children.

This practice continually improves. A Part IIB of the evaluation form
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calls specifically for an evaluatiocu of nun-public school children in

which both the LEA authorized representative and the principal non-
public school officer must sign. This furthers the awarencss hotween
both groups.

Recent legal interpretations have not affected non~public partici-
pation in_Title I. A thorough study of non-public participation was
made by a USOE task force during Fiscal Year 1970. XNo response has been

received since that time.

Past experiences with the involvement of noon-public schocl children
has brought about improved procedures for determining children's needs
and working through local LEA's. These will be instituted for the 1971
fiscal year. The forms were described earlier in this report. They
involve that portion (Basic Data, Part IB) of the determination of need
and planning in which the non-publiic school people are involved. If
non-public schools do not wish to participate, they may sign a form so

indicating.

8. COOPERATIVE INSERVICE TRAINING

All LEA's which employed teacher aides or teacher clerks are ve-

quired by Title I guidelines to offer coordinated teacher--teacher aid

training programs. Plans for these were noted in the application aud
were approved at that time. .»proximately 397 LEA's conducted training
programs with 3,102 professionals and teacher aides participating.

Workshops varied from a minimum of one day to week long sessions to

: aides receiving college credit. In general the workshops were one and
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two-day programs because of the large number of returning perscancl and

the extensive workshop activities the previous year. General topics
included information regarding the total school program, relationship

of the Title I pregram to the total program, and meeting the needs of
educationally deprived children through instructional activities and audio

visual operations.

Summaries of three outstanding joint training programs follows:
Sikeston--Three days of inservice training was received by

the Title I staff. Fifty-six aides and 90 classroom teachers
and special teachers were required to attend. Two consultants
from Southest Missouri State College provided service to the
session. Primary objectives of the program were to: (1) Evaluate
the most pressing needs of the deprived student, and (2) Enable
staff to use effective wmaterials and techniquza for maxinum
remedial results. Inservice was not limited to the three days
as informal information presentations were made thrbughout the
year.

St. Louis——Cooperative inservice training was provided to 85
teacher aides, 30 principals, and 30 team leaders. The team
leaders and principals participated primarily in a three-da
orientation period by receiving college credit in appropriate
areas. The program was operated for the aides and other per-

in

sonnel which worked in the Career Opportunities activity.
addition, 66 teacher aides received 60 hours on~the-job training.

Kansas City--Inservice training is an integral part of Title I
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staff development with workshops involving almost all Title 1

"m

staff members et ceowme time during the fLiscal year. There is
close cooperation between the University of Missouri at
Kansas City College of Education and the Division of Urbzan
Education. Additional inservice training is provided throuzn
Mid~Continent Regional Educational Lab in trainingz teachers
to teach in the imner city. All Title I teacher aides and
parent visitors are provided unique annual workshops to help |
them develop the speciel skills required for their jobs.
Coordination between departments in the Divisien of Urban
Education is organized to provide much of the workshops wirh

Title I staff members working within their arce of speciai-

ization.

9. COMMUNITY AND PARENT INVOLVERM:

L

Community and parental involvement in Title I programs remzainad

'~
1

w0

generally minimal even though LEA's were thoroughly notified of &

»

suggestions and requirements for involvement. Ona of the maior problams
appears to be that LEA people do not know how te utilize parents in

light of their often evident inability to contribute constructivaly te

the input of Title I planning and operation. Hawever, some LEA's have

had good success in using parents and others in the commuaity. Tw2

b

ported ssatisfactory

i)

examples follow. Other school districts which ¥

parental involvement include Kirkwood, Springfiz=ld, Monroe City, Tarkio,

and Jefferson City.
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Momentum is gaining toward more involvoment as pressure is appliad
from both the State and Federal leavels and as those districts which really
undertake involvement of parents and community people are discovering

it can be done successfull
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‘progyams in T1

St. wLouis City

D. Voluntecrs:

The St. Louis Title T Volunteer Prcmram has groun vas
ably since 1967. TIn 1967, thore +ere 25 voluntecd
ing with 3,000 students in two szl
program hed recruited 1,100 volunt
than 21,000 students in 25 progr
were added in 1969-70.

oYy o work wilh omore

Seven new prezyans

P.a
fu
Jl
.

gy Ay

The voluntecr Py tering in
15 schocls, cluux
in ceutral co

4+ o5 N E el o
ster .L a) I

books; hclping in

PR N

Junior Great T
volunicers prescito
schools. COthare
progriam, thae Se
girls, the Reading

Title T {funds

for recruiting
lecrul tment c¢f
Contacts arz
sity end chu

tion mecetings
cooxrdinator
administrat

secretaries, and coilnun
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Local Adviscry Conmittce--Title I

& prevailing concern in public ecducation is for substantive
comnunity involvement in school prograts. To }rowﬂLL rnat
end, St. Leouls hac orgenizad a Title 1 Advisory Comzittee

to monitor Title I programs and to participate in decisions
about them.

In 1968-0%, the main function of the committee was to become
intimate with the workings of each Title I projecct. The
members visited the programs and talked with teachers and
project directors. Followlng that general orientation,

a sub-corraittee was formed to specialize in each project

and to report back to the whole committee on each program's
problems and successes.

In 1968-69 the committee was composed of two parents and
one teacher {rem each of the five Title I districts. The
members wevre apvointed rather than elected and served two
year terms. The plan was to expand the cormmittee in 1970-71
to include more members who were less clesely connected with
the schools. TIrobloms and confusion caused by St. Louis's
recent decentralization move have complicated feollowing
through on the plan, but the Advisory Cemmittee will be
restructured and made nmote brozadly representative early in
the 1970-71 school year. '

Tne rew decentralization vian producec five districts, four
of which are Title I. Each district hzs two Parent Congress
o +

r
[ two nizh scheosl (feeder)-elementarv school

one for each g e K

vnits. Each of the =2ight Title I Parent Congresses nas been
asked to recruit two memhers Irom their nzighbornsods to
serve on the Title I Advisory Commiztee. 1In addition, the
administration of each school uni: has tszen asked to

a teaclier to serve. The new committece, then, will te compos
of sixteen community people and eight teacners. The commit:
will be larger and more broadly representative than it has
been. The changes could not be made in the string of 1970
because the new Parent Congresses had not vet been organized

The 1969-70 committee took on more sfec7f1c tzsks than it
had dealt with in 1968-69 T nued menitoring the
. keeping inforned ot cha:ges in guidzlineas,
relative importance of the contribution of
each project. In addition to making decisions about the
organization and function of the Advisory Committee, they
! oversaw the revision of the Rooms of Twenty grade system,
They also made recommnendations about the staffing of Title I
| branch schools and the operation of the Vit-A-Lunch program.

omzended that the Vit-A-Lunch
lucde service to kindergartens.

00

C
progran be exp
They recommend
served be maintai

e Y/blCL‘ Vit—-A- TLﬂr‘n s are

c i
in the same fashion that rezular lunch
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reoms are maintained:  the [loors should be wet moprped

and accemadations should be made for coliccting and dis-
posing of the debric from lunches. Anothor recoitaondation
was thoet full-tine clerks be employed in Title T branch
schoolsg.,

The recommendations for additional secretarics was accepte:d
by the administratioun, but funds were not availeble buocsvsn
of the rcjection of the tax referendun. ihe committocn ;,;JL—
mented its decision to expand its size and broaden the repro-
sentation., The committee also was cfiective in c1r\\L1ﬂ'

the revicion of the Rooms of Twenty report card.

The Advisory Committee's recom mendation for clean ng class
rooms in which Vit-A-Lunches are served was *ﬁnortcd to the
Superintendent. Doth the Director of Foeod Services and tha

Building Cemmiccioner were notificd
The Building Cemnissioner will mal:
special custodial scrvice for those
his ne=t directive. In the rozntine,
the Advisory Committee let him know ¢h
which that comvlaint occurs so that he car
the rooms are properly cleaned.

('

At the end of the year, the co._LtLe was ash

Title T prograns i') order of prieviiv for 7
The members were familiar with the objective
of all the preorzs: and Lnew ¢f their sucos

The committez recormended the programs in ti

of priority:
1. Rooms of Twenty
2. Lincoln High School
Work—-Study High School
3. Remedial Reading Progran
4. 1Instructional and Supplemezniary Services
5. Study-Learning Resources Center
6. Vit-A-Lunch
7. Summer School
8. Curriculum Materials Center

9. Mini-Grants
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Progress Report Outline for Title | Activity ond/or Service

Indicate Evaluation Design Used .__F__ |

Include a progress report for each activity and/or service operated according to the following outline. Repular vear
(RY) and Summe: (Su) programs should be reported separately. Each question should be answered for each activity

ond/or service. Attach additional pages as needed.

I. Type of instructional activity or supportive service

Parent Council

.__(. R\._’_,,;El;‘,_

II. Number of eligible Title I children included in the re

5,923

Circle One

port

I[II. Present objective evidence, such as quantitative summaries, charts, tables, etc., used in evalualing activity and,

or service.

IV. In what ways were project objectives met and what conclusions were made?

V. Describe any unigue o1 innovative features of this activity and/or service.

V1. Make recommendation of changes needed for this activity and/or service.

II1. Parent Visitors were active in each Title I elementary school.

Attachement #! provides a summary of the services provided by them during 1969-70
school year. Attachuent #2 gives the results of the questionnaire requested from
parents about their involvement with the school their children attend and their

knowledge of Parent Council activitie

s. The two se

ts of summary sheets are

included. One summarizes the total response received for fall and spring. The
completed both fall and spring survey forms,
parents are becoming better informed about

other includes only those parents who
Both results were positive in showing

no attempt to assimilate the data by

ERIC
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school affairs and Title I activicies.

grade level.

We decided to review the effect on student behavior of those students whosc parents
regularly attended Farent Council meeting or a minimum of three meeting during the
year. The study included 298 students whose parents met the meeting attendance
requirements and who had been enrolled in school during 1968-69 and 1969-70,
Comparisons were made to determine if there was improved attendance during 1969-70
over the previous school year and to compare these participants with the total
school's attendance. Since the participants represented all grades, there was

From the 298 students, there were

229 which we obtained matched attendance information for both fiscal years.
This information follows after Attachment #1 and Attachment #2.
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THE SCHCQOL DISTRICT OF KANSAS CITY MISSOURI

Division of Urben Education

SUMMARY OF DAILY AND WEEKLY REPORTS OF PARENT VISITORS

ATTACIMENT 1 KC

FROIM  Sept. 3 1969 TO Oct. 20 1969
VISIT- HCME | PRINC} NATURE OF COUNJ- NO. OF' "[ATTZND~ [SFECIAL FET Y
SCHOOL MRS CALLS | ReW, PROBILEM CIL MEETINGS IANCE 5.:’-‘\.i',‘.'I‘fI.'","I".Y,"[E.‘:'\ {";
ATTUCKS 1 116 1 Discipline yes 1 3 Open nouse 5ih5
BANNEKER 1 20 14 Tardiness yves 2 9 none
Absentees :
Enrollment )
DOUGLASS 1 23 21 ] Attendance yes 1 9 none
' 1 problens
FRANKLIN 1 10 5 Attendance
problenms yes 1 12 Open house et
GARRISON 1 58 |15 | Attendance and Gaz Co. cooxing
family crises | yes 3 18 0 1ass b
o Veaxily Life Flls §
KARNES 1 136 1k Family crises | yes |- 1 15 Gas Co. cooki&& ‘
classg S
Pamily Life Filid o
n
PHILLIPS 2 150 1k Attendance and| yes 2 55 ] _ *
family problemns Sewing class \
g
. , o
SWITZER 2 Both {Parent| Visitors resigged. (ne effectiye 9/26, |the cther 10/3.
WASHINGTON 2 129 4 Attendance yes 1 1k Block meeting
Millinerv closs 1%
WOODLAND 2 L6 21 Attendance and
' enrollment yves 2 19 none
YATES 2 80 35 Attendance and Sewing class
family crises | yes 1 10 {
' ' ¥illinery clasg
TOTALS l 16 668 148 10 [ 15 176 [
| ! L
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IToxt Provided by ERI




EXPLAINATION OF "F/MILY CRISES" ATTACIMENT 1 kO

-37~ BT i gy

‘GARRISON:

9/8/69

10/8/69

Mother had no way to get her monthly commodities.
Called the principal fer help. Principal asked
parent visitor to take her to pick up her com-
nodities.

The principal esked parcent visitor to teke &
3rd grade boy home who was a severe behavior problem.
His mother was 111 , threatening a uiscarriage.

Teacher and Principal asked me to pick up child and
bring her to school. She was a kindergartener and
the nother had called and szid she had no wey of
getting to school. I brought her to school and
tock her home.

YATES:

9/19/69

10/15/69

Children vere fighting on way home from school.
Principal asked me to go to the home and ssk tha
parent to call the school.

Took letters to several parents about their children

KARNES :

10/16/69

The principal ssked sarent visitor to go and get
parent. Her second grade son had an accident and
needed somé clean clothes.

Family has a kindergartener and no transrortation.
They sent a note to the principal asking if there
was bus service. Principal asked parent visitcer to
go to the home and inform them that there was no bus.
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KAMSAS CITY MI

Division of Urban Education

DAILY AND

SSOURI

BYFHIRIIC L e oy

ATTACHMEN

WEEKLY REFORTS OF PARENT VISITORS |

FROM Dec. 21 1669 TO March 20 1970
VISITH HOME | FRINC)] HATURE OF COUN-| NO. OF | KO
SCHOOL {OR3 CALLS | 30F, REFEERAL CIL MEET. ATT, | SPECTAT ACTTYTTan
Assist with chro- 56 to Finimns Ha‘nt
nic absentees and Parents alterationn
ATTUCKS 1 179 23 fklothes project |yes 3 10 |group for clothcz
_for rz=edy needy -
bontact parents 31 to Finians Eeairi. -
BANNEKER 1 L1 2k pbout discipline |yes 2 L )
pnd oabhgentens, -
\ssist with chro- 15 to Finians Hainy
hic absentees and 3 29
DOUGLASS 1 118 47  kardies. yes {3 Blk. 16 |{Coocking clazs
issist parents
v7ith vital statis+ 31 to Finians Painb.
FRANELIN 1 57 11  tics. yes 2 8
Assist with chro+4 36 to Finians Rainbav
. nic zbsentees &
=i I508 1 21k 43 parents with yes 3 25 |Cooking and sewing
anpe rafer¥ais olossog -
Assist with chro- 45 to Finians Anin oo )
I A nic absentess.
KARIES 1 299 91 assist verents |yes 3 12 [Cooking and sowing
with hordehin ros clesses —
Assist with breaXk-
fast program and 17 to Finians RaintTos
PHILLIPS 2 L34 31 clothes project. |yes 3 33 Sewing class
Assist with chro-
nic shsentess & 50 to Finians Rainbau
SWITZER 1 173 |16L paerents with cem~yes 2 69
rnifgT ggojacfv
Assist parents P00 to Finians Razintao
HASHTRGIOR with community 3 n
" b 2 201 5 projects & chro-|yes |1 Blk. b Millinery cl=zss
nic ahsentess
WOODLAND 2 €0 ves 3 25
Assist with
YATPS chronic absentecs 64 to Finions Reintow
™3 2 271 L1 and tardies yes 3 10
: Sewing class .
15 POLT 480 34 319 545
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THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF KANSAS CITY MISSOURI
Division of Urban Education

R L N

ATTACIHMENT ¢ 1he

SUMMARY OF DAILY AND WEEKLY ‘REPORTS OF PARENT VISITORS

EP{}C
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FROM March 21 1970 TO ifay 28 1970
T IVISTT- HOME  PRINC.. NATURE OF COUN-{ NO. OF | NO. o
SCHOOLS ORS "CALLS !REF. REFERRAL CIL |MEET. ATT.| SPECIAL ACTIVITIZS
B i ; Assist with 22 to Urban naucacien
: chronic absentees FPair. People for Pecyl:
ATTUCKS 1 163 12 Assist parents yves 0 0 |{Group in - Gas Service
with vital stat. Co. Demonstratioar.
Assist with 11 to Urban Educaticn
chronic absenteeg Fair. People for renr!
BANNEKER 1 Ly 13 Contact parents | yes 0 0 |Group in - Gas Servics
for conferences. Co. Food demonstratiz-,
; Assist wit 50 to Urban Education
Chronic absentees Fair. P=zople for Psouli:
DOUGILASS 1 97 37 yes 1 Group in - Gas Servics
Co. Food .demonstraticn,
11 to Urbean Education
Fair. 3 to Pecple Tor
FRANKLIN 1 25 ] yes 1 6 |People Group in- & to &
{ Co. food demonstration.
: Assist with 21 To Uroen riucaiciorn
chronic absentees Fair. 5 to People foo
\RRISON 1 25L 15 ﬁssist parents yes 2 10 cople. Gas Servize 0ro,
ith shoe referrazls Food demonstreaticn.
j Assist with shoe 40 to Urban Bducanicn
P and clothes ref. fair. People for
KARNES 1l 330 59 and chronic yes 0 0 broup in - Gas Sare
. absentees ' Co. Food demonstratic:
i Assist with 3 to Urban Education
" chronic absentees Fair. 3 to Pecople f:or
FPHILLIPS 2 287 9 Assist with breaktyes 0 0 eople Group in- & o 7
: . fast for needy. | : Co. food demonstraticr
; ' :
’ \ssist with 7 to Urban Education
SWITZER b 71 |71 khromic absenteeslyes | 1 6 |Fair.
‘ iSS1St with 1 to Urben Zcucaticr
i : rhronic absentees| . Feir. 3 to Peoplc fcr
WASHINGTON 2 222 Y \ssist parents w/{yes 1 People. 2 to Gas Co
' community projectq. Focd demonstraticon.
| ' 10 to Urban Educaticn
WOODLAND : 2 21 Fair.
4
. } 48 to Urban Educeiicn
' Aspist with Fair. 2 to Pecple {fcr
YATES -2 83 17 chronic tardies lyes 0 {¢] People. 9 tc Gos Co.
_ ! and absentecs. Focd demenstraticn,
; 130L Attended the Foir.
TOTALS .15 hsor 237 8 22 |This is an approvimnt.
¢ ) ) humber. many did not

register or leave axy
evaluation shest.

)
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THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI ALTACHIIENY 22
Division of Urban E£ducation

“

Matched Responses from Pavents Who Completed Bolh Questiownnaires
Pre Date---11/21/69 Post Date---5/28/70
YES NO NOT SURE SOMETIME

1. Are you familiar with the work of Pre 89 ) 44
the Division of Urban Education? Post 152 7 19

2. Have you heard about the Parents Pre 130 48
Council Program? Post 170 8

3. Did you attend Parents Council Pre 48 127
meetings or the Urban Education Post 92 86
Fair last year?

4. Do you feel that your child has Pre 152 16 9
made satisfactory progress in his Post 151 11 16
school work?

5. Does your child read books at home? Pre 137 11 26
' Post 138 9 ' 25

5. Do you think your child has made Pre 152 7 16
progress in reading? Post 147 8 18

7. Does your child have e library Pre 78 90
card? Post 89 85

8. Are you familiar with the 'earn a Pre &9 83
book" program? Post 96 67

9. Do you think this has been a good Pre 1.09 129
program for your child? Post 129 6

10. Does your child talk about school Pre 173 5 1
at home? Post 172 3

11. Did you visit your child's school Pre 144 33
last year? Post 160 16
Why? :

Voluntarily Pre 121
X Post 129
School's request Pre 20
y ’ Post 34

12. Would you like your child's teacher Pre 150 22

to visit your home during the Post 148 22

school year?

‘ Total Number of Surveys Pre 179

o Post 179 05[,
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THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF KANSAS CT1Y, MISSOURI

Division of Urban Education

Summary of all Parent Questionnaires Received

Pre Date---11/21/69 Post---5/28/70
YES NO NOT SURE SOMETIME

1. Are you familiar with the work of Pre 245 227 153

the Division of Urban Tducation? Post 315 62 62 |
2, Have you heard about the Parents Pre 393 236

Council Program? _ Post 375 63 )
3. Did you attend Parents Council Pre 122 502

meetings or the Urban Education 144 291

Fair last year?

4. Do you feel that your child has Pre 520 40 2
made satisfactory progress in his Post 356 37 38
school work?

5. Does your child read books at Pre 445 56
home? Post 319 17 86
6. Do you think your child has made Pre 516 46 62
progress in reading? Post 359 34 40 ‘
7. Does your child have a library Pre 287 319 Y
card? Post 221 205
8. Are you familiar with "earn a Pre 294 317
book'" program? Post 221 172
9. Do you think this has been a good Pre 288 2
program for your child? Post 326 15
10. Does your child talk about school Pre 598 24
at home? Post 419 12
11, Did you visit your child's school  Pre 454 160
last year? Post 359 62
Why?
Voluntarily Pre 304
: Post 289
School's request Pre 89
Post 88
2. Would you like your child's Pre 514 75
! teacher to visit your home during Post 331 74

. the school year?

Total Number of Surveys Pre 629 L¥2?

‘ Post 438 _
N 2 45
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REPRESENTATIVES OF THE PARENT INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM HAVE SERVED THE FOLLOWING

ADMINISTRATIVLE GROUPS IN ADVISORY CAPACLTIES OR AS RECOMMENDATIONS IRNDIVIDUALS:

(¥}
-

The T'arent, Teacher, Principal Committee--Dr. A. Leedy Campbell
The 1969-70 School Levy committee--Mr. J. Glenn Travis and Mrs. Della Hadley

The AnlLi-Vandalism Committee--Innercity Parents Council and Division of Urban
Education Staff

The Annual Division of Urban Education Fair--Instructional Serwvices Staff,
Principals, Teacheares, lulke Ponder

The Informer - A Divisicn of Urban Educaticn Newsletter - Luke Ponder,
Instructional Services
Staff, Parencs

Human Relations staff and P,.T.A. Council, Division of Urban Education--'"People

for Pecple Group-in' '

Lincoln High School and West High School student uprisings
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THE SCHOOL DISIRICT OF KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI

Division of Urban Education

Results from the Atcendance Information

Page 3 Continued

FY 1969 Rate FY 1970 Rate Change FY 1970 Total Samp i

School N 0f Attendance Of Attendance FY 70 - FY 69 Schowl Rate OL  Compars
Attendance o Tot.

1 22 91.45% 94.20% +2.75% 92.09% +2.1

2 30 90.20% 90.11% -0.09% 87.96% +2.1

3 24 90.02% 90.73% +0.71% 90.23% +H) L S0

4 17 88.04% 94.49% +6.45% 89.12% +5.72%
5 25 90.38% 93.40% +2.52% 88.96% L AL

6 30 88.62% 89.63% +0.967% 93.40% 3.7

7 1970 attendance information missing from.storage tape

8 5 91.16€% 97.59% +6.43% 93.09% R
9 48 92.21% 93.247% +1.03% 89.49% +3.75

10 28 93.69% 96.59% +2.90% 91.267% +5.35
Summery 229 90.87% 92.81% +2.86% 89.70% +3.107

It can be seen from these figures that attendance has improved from fiscal year
1969 to fiscal year 1970 for those students whose parents become involved

through the Parent Council with the school. Participants rate of attendance fow
fiscal year 1970 was also better than the rate for the total schecl in which they
attended in all but one school. A 3.11% better attendance rate than their

school adds additicnal support to getting more parents involved with the schocl
in a positive way.

Another part of the study was to compare fiscal year 1969 and fiscal year 1970
achievement as shown through standardized tests. Comparisorswere made on only
those students with a 1969 pre and 1970 post test score on the same

standardized test. ‘Intelligence score indicates these were average children for
our schools with non-verbal scores about average and verbal scores low average.
Comparison shows the following: '

Test Spring 1969 N  Spring 1970 Change
Gates-MacGinite Grade 2
Vocabulary 1.6 46 1.6 0
Reading Comprehension 1.6 46 1.7 +.1
Total Reading 1.6 46 L.63 +.05
| Iowa Test of Basic Skills Grades 4-7 .
Vocabulary 3.96 135 4.97 1,01
Q. Reading Comprehension 3.98 135 4.38 0. 50
l;BJ!; Total Reading 3.97 135 4,068 0,71
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THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF KANSAS CITY, MLSSOQURI
Division of Urban kducation

Page 3 Continued

From this data can be seen some carry-over of parents becoming invelved in
constructive verbalization. Note the year's growth in vocabulary for the
135 students in the study who werc in grades 4-7 during 1970. The change
in reading comprehension was less than hoped for, but still wade pessible a
seven month gain in total reading.

Recommendations for the Parent Council Activity would include exploration of additicn:

methods to get more parents to respond. The schools and parauts need¢ to develop

greater understanding in each other's problems and recognize the need fer coopevative!

developing activities to solve them. There is real need for direction and
guidelines from the State in organizing lines of responsibilities between school
personnel and parents as related to Title I activities. We neecd to develop
better two-way lines of communication between the school and parents. Each

group needs assistance in deciding what affairs are separate responsibilities

and what should be cooperatively done. Each groups needs guidelines estzblishing
policy for areas to be discussed, where and when recommendations are to be made
and where lines of decision making lie.

The organizational structure should provide a plan for looking ahead rather than
working predominately with immediate problems or crisis. This would alliow more
involvement in program planning instead of program implementation. As the
parent org-unization becomes more involved, it will be neccessary to expand the
budget to meet the demands of new activities and services.
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Exhibit No. I

hat the attached summer school evaluation forms

c*

It is recouwmended

as follows:

READING CHECKLIST, Fart I

Regular year te
Partly, Does lic
being rated.
Summer School Teacher should complete the second seciion (Improved,
Did Not Improve and Not Applicable) for purposes of gummer school
evaluation. Only those items for which the line has been carried into
this section are to b2 ratcd here. Ratings recorded in this {second)
section will be tabulated for inclusion in the evaluaticn of Summer
School.

Summer School Teacher will also complete the third section of this
checklist for the benefit of the teacher who will receive the studernt
next year.

cher should complete the first section (¥nows, Knows
¥now and Not Applicable) for all skills ci the student

READING CHECKL.IST, Part II

Regular year teacher should complete the first section (Knows, Krow

Partly, Does Not EKnow and Not Appllcable) for all skills of the stid

being rated.

Summer School Tezcher should complete the second =zect

Did Not Improve and Not ipplicable) for purposes of

evaluation. Only ose items for which the linz has been carried intoe
= , .

this section are to be rated here. Rotings recorded in this {(gacong)
section will bte tabulated for inclusion in the svaluation of Swmrmer
School.

Summer School Teacher will also complete the third section of this

checklist for the benefit of the teacher who will receive the studen
next year.

READING CEECKLIST OF DIFFICULTIES

This checklist is for instructional purposes only and is

included in the evaluation of Summer School but should go on to the
teacher for next yesar. Item is to be checked only if

to this student.

[

ARITHMETIC CHECKLIST

Regular year teacher should complete the first series of ratings
(Knows, Knows Partly, Does Not Know and Not Applicable) for 211 skills
of the student being rated.

Summer Scnool Teacner will corplete the second series of ratings
(Improved, Did Not Improve and Not Applicable) for purposes of Summer
School evaluation. Ratings recorded for this second series will be
tabulated for inciusion in the evaluation of Summer School.

13



"READING CHECKLIST

Fart I

Teacher

End of Grade

Beginning of Summer

End of Summer
Beginning of Grade

Chack:

e Vi g i

RSP ——

Ve ma s e

Date

= "

219 > % ™ % i

+ é (V] Q :.J‘ ,& (V) r:; .(2 o

S , ~ 4> —~ I — 5~ e

O] 42 0 o] 0 L0 O I 0 ) 4 A

o9} g 8 g o O>.> 8 AW g | e o] L

{ Q o

12 124 e 0 T O+ A 0 ) .Aln | n = -

= = 0 O bl A i | O = =W = 3 Ui :

o] 8 [ P4 & % o) Gy = 8: O g Q = adi o &) [ :
Sl &1 8 < = = ZHE] S 18 ShE 1S < B

READING SKILLS i

o

Sight Words

Letters

Consonants

Initial

tiddle

Final

Blends

Consonant dizgranh

Vowels

Vowel diagraph like ea
and oa

Dipthong like oy and
oi

Other vowel sounds

Prefixes

Suffixes

Compound Words

Contracticns

Syllables

Meaning from context

Dictionary Skilis

Location
Pronunication
Meaning

Figurative Lanzuage

Notes and rememvers cor-
rect sequence

Draws conclusions of
what is read

Main topic of paragrapn

Sub tooic of paragraph

Outlining

‘'sing Index @

COMMENTS :

*Pointing may not be detrimental in scme cases.
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READING CHECKILI

Teacher

Date
ORAL READING

Level in oral reading

Part IX

5T

knd of Grade

Beginning of Summer
Fnd of
Beginning of Grade

. -~
Surmer

Cheelk

(o]

e

1M

e

AVER IPOOR 1 PROVE

BID RO
TUPROVE

AVER

Comprehension in oral reading

Security in oral reading

RSN PP

—

e

S0

T
S

jypeeds

e
ey
97}

¥

Letter reversals

Word revarsals

Word onmdssions

Word substiivuticns

Word repetition

word callinz

)
Phrasing 4 i ]
H gi :_?_':'L:ECT. V& TLON 1
Expression in reading
Poor enunciatvicn
TZnores wWora €Atings i | i

SILENT READING

Level in silent reading

R eate ey

o,

oy o
-

SR S—.

—— o———

b -

RN RS O S SV U I T

4
e e Lo

I
GOOD AVER POOR

Comprehension in silent reading

Recall of wmaierial

YES SO N0 1 5008 e
TTIES ! : TSR
Lip Movement i : ' -
Pointingx
tlead movement
Vocalization
Tense -

Zye Movement

Cox’

*Pointing may not be detrimental in

Q
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CHIECKLIST OF STUDENT ATTITULES

Regular year teacher should complete the firsy seornion (Uond, Incirforont
and Poor) for zzch itom,

Summer School Teacher will complete the second sccuion of
the purpose of noting progress and possible inslusion in
of Summer Schocl.

Tt is suggested that for the purpose of summer School e"~’uac;cn the
following itcms will be applicablc to grades four (L) wo six (6) 1nb]uJ1.c:
Sight. Words; Consonants; Blends; Vovels- Compound words; 3yllzbles; Meaning
from context; Dictionary skiils; Main topic of paragraph; Sub tOplC o3
paragraph; Comprehension in oral re aulng, Security in oral reading; Comprehensicil
in silent reading, and Reca2ll of material. Page three (3) of the evsluation
m1gh+ be completed as follows:

Ten items checred "Improved......veeevee...Subctantial Progress

Five to nine ite** checked "ImprovedV......Scm: Progress

Four or less items checked "Improved"......iittle or No Progressz

’_l
o
&

For Summer School evaluation it appears the following items wil
applicatle to grades one (1) through three (3). Sigat Wo d ; Cons
Vowells; Compound words; Syllablcs; Meaning from cerntextb; Covm:eh:hsl
reading; Security in oral reading; Comprehension in silent resdi ing, and Recall
of Material. Page three (3) of the evaluabion mirht ha sampleted zz follows:

(@]
&
o
O
Ve
o
SR

Eight items checked "Improved".............Substantial. Frogress
Four to seven items checked "Improved".....Some Progress
Three or less itzms checked "Improved".....Little or No Progress
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