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This interim report, developed by the Michigan

Department of Education, concerns the selection of local education
agencies, community agencies, and resource centers for "Mini-Grants"
ror planning follow-through studies. The interim report covers the
general concept of the Michigan Planning Study, identification and
selection of local projects, program sSponsor pre~selection and
involvement, replication of models and role of resource centers,
state education agency administration, cost analysis and reduction,
evaluation, state follow-through policy advisory committee, parent
involvement guidelines, tentative calendar of events, objectives of
the Michigan Planning Study for follow-through, and a list of
respondents not proposed as applicant communities. Appendixes are
indicated but not included. (MJM)
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MICHIGAN REPARTHENT OF EDUCATION

MEXORANDUH

TO: Fembers of the State Boord of Bducation September 26, 1972

FROM: John W. Perter, Chairmen

]

SUBJECT: Selection of hULﬁj Ldufat1cn ﬁg?hﬂiﬁsp Community Agencics, and

lan g Follow Through
Studies; anﬂ Interlm ngf:t to Qifkﬁe @i Eduecation on Mienigan
Follow Through Planning Study

Background Tnformation

On February 9. 1972 the State Board of Education approved a
proposal to be submitted to the Office of Education for securing a
grant leading to the development of a Michigsn Pianning study for the
establishment and administration of Follow Through projects in local
communi itiez. The major nurpose of the proposal was tn demonstrate o
the Office of Education that the various State Agencies in Hieﬁigan
and especially the Department of Education pousessed tﬁe potenktial and
feration of reduced-cost Follow Throuvgh PEG]ELLS utilizing Title I,
ESEA and/or other state and local rescurces. The State BDaf§ authorized
the Sugérinteﬁééﬂt,gf Public Ingtruétién tﬁ take whatever steps ne&éssary

according to federal requirements to conduct the planning study and apply
for an operational grant for FY 1973. The planning study preposai con-
taiﬁéﬂ a ﬁrévisi@ﬂ for tbé Departmant of Education to provide éntiéipatea
federal Plaﬁniﬁg study funds in the form of "Mini-Grants" to cextain
approved applicant commuaities and ﬁﬁivefsity~based Resource Centers for

the purpose of allowing them to continue local planning and implementa-

tion of initial phases of their involvement in the planning study, parti-
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Follow Through and other technical assictance as reguired. The proposed
applicant cammunities evidenced a substantial population of eligible

¥~=3 students; an ability to coordinatc Title i and Chapter 3 funding

and related supportive services on these children; a substantial amount
of local inter-agency and parental involvement and cooperation in com-
pensatory education programs; and a geagia§hic spread and program sponsor
selection affording a sound evaluation design to the study. The Rgsgurca
Centers demonstrated .an interest in and the necessary expertise required
for the!éevelapmént and implementation stages of the Michigan Planning
Study for Follow Through.

y
= i3 Iy L) 5 L3 L] ) L = L}
As a result of this action, Michigan was one of five states

selected to develop, on a pilot basis, methods for the expansion and

establishuenl of new Follow Through Projects. Conseguently, on August 21,

1972, the Office of Education awarded the Michigan Department of Education

Planning Study for Follow Through (%46,000) during the period from June 30,
1972 to June. 30, 1973. The State Technical Assistance Program provides

to the Department of Education a full-time Follow Thr;ugh Consultant who
works w.th state agencies and local school districts to enable them to
become more kﬁawleﬂgeable about Follow Through 24 to assist them in tﬁe
iaentificéti@n and coordination of existing state and local resources in
such program areas as health, nutrition, and social and psycholegical
services. He alsoc helps communities increase their level of parental
invelvement: disseminateerallaw Through program information; and coopexr-

ates with school districts in the comprehensive planning necessary
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for the successful implementation and articulation of the Follow Through
concept in their compensatory gnd regular education pregrams serving low-

income wtudents,

Procedures

The attached Interim Report (Exhibit A, pages 5 through 9)
contains details of the criteria andEFr@:edures felloved for selecting
proposed applicant communities and agencics who may receive "Mini-Grants"
for planning. The communities are listed on page 9 of the Interim Report.
In addition, the report on pages 21 and 22 lists five universities who
may receive "Mini-Grants" and who will act as resource centers for pro-

viding technical assistance to local communities and agencies. It is

expected that these communities and agencies will participate in the

planning study for a period of five vears. Should any terminate such
participation, it is expected that other interested communities or agencies

will be phased into the study.

_Fiﬁélly, the Interim Report contains descriptions of the pro-
cedures, problems, and current status of provigions developed to date
following Office of Education speeificati@ns for Michigan's plans. The
plans are expected to demonstrate how certain selected local educational
agenciés; institutians‘@f higher eiucéﬁian; and community agencies can
coordinate existing cmmpensétezy education programs and marshal available

federal, state, and local funds or services to increasze the number of

Follow Through projects while reducing the direct costs of such projects.

The demonstration period will last five years and Michigan may receive up

to one million dollars each year to carry on the program.



Recommendation

I recommend that consistent with fo;;g_;frEﬂgcaﬁ;gn;ggiésiines

the State Board of Education:

1. Approve the awarding of "Mini-Grants® to 27 local education

agencies or community agencies and five institutions of

highex education fg;ﬁﬁﬁgﬁrg;pe;;iyeWgurg§§;$Jg§7;@gtinuinq

their participation as applicant communities and as resource

centers;

2. Approve the Iﬁtexim Rgpartﬁfaﬁmféfma}rgpbmissicn

Office of Education in oxder to continue the Michigan

Planning Study for Follow Through.

Exhibit A = Attached .
Appendix A-U - not attached because State Board of Education has reviewed
these documents '
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PROPOSED APPLICANT

CCHMMUNITIES, RHSOURCE CRF

R LT

MICHIGAN PLANNING STUDY POR FOLLOW EEEDQEE
September 8, 1972

NTERS, AND PROGRAM SPONSORS

Geouraphic and
Resource Center

Areas —————3}

Program Sponsors

NP

Upper Peninsula

Northern Michigan
University

Central Ecﬂﬂﬁmﬁs

Central Michigan
University

Southwest

Western Michigan
| University

Southeast

Michigan State
| University

|Tri-County:
_Zmﬁsmg Cakland,
 Macomb
[University of

, Michigan

Cognitiwvely
Oriernted
Eigh/Scope

Ypsilanti, MI

Noriheast Michigan
Cormmunity Action igency
Alcona, Llpena,|
Eillman, Littlefield,
| ¥ic RusSable, Petoskey,

| Whittemcre Prescott

{NEMCAH) =

(240)

Benton Harboxr
ﬁ_._ 1 ] & 28 ,E,

Muskegon (805)

Monroe (294)

|Detroit {46,529}

| Wayne-Westlrnd
i {780)

Behavior Analysis|

Battle Creek

Carman {300)

, (857) Romulus ([588)
| University of ” j i Grand Rapids Jackson (1,041) |
Kansas i , (2,467) ;
|
i 'Oakland Co. OED
| Bank Street Dickinson~-Iron Com~ Chesaning (112) | Port Huron (402) |Consortium:
| College munity Action Program:| | | ~ |Berkley (262),
I Zipha, Felch, Iron , Saginaw {1,943) | xalamazoo {1,029} | Ann Arbor {520) ,?éaﬁgmym (115)
Wew York * Mowvntain, ?Hjmtwgna. , ! ,:sﬂcg Valiey ﬁmmm
W Norway Vulcan) Willow Run (130) |Waterford (667) ,
Stambaugh {442) ” : {0ak Park (150},
|Pontiac {1,660)
| New Scheol Sault Ste. Marie Bridgeport (400) ” ]
” (271) Grand Havemn (150) |Highland Park
i dswimﬁimfﬂ of Manistigue (234) 1 Buena Wista (410) (743)
rth Dakota ¥ Mencuninee (96) @
W , , , -
| TCTAL BRCJIECTS | 4 , 5 6 | 5 6 L
NOTE: Mumber in pareatheses indicates number of low-income K-3 target children in respective community.
Of
O—Hl
i
M . Evm
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The Michigan Planning study fox FE}}?WW?hFQPQﬁ?YN1ﬂtéfim,REP?IF,

A. General Concept of the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through

The Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through is planned to
effect significant linkage and coordination with the State Compensatory
Education Program, Chapter (Section) 3 of the State school Aid Act and
Federal Title 1, ESER Programs in Michigan. It is further designed to be
entirely complementary with the State Board of Education Accountability
Model for im@rc&ing the delivery of educational services to the children

and youth of the state of Michigan.

In general, the purpose of Chapter (Section) 3 of the State
School Aid Act is to fund intensive educational efforts for educationally
disadvantaged pupils in Michigan school districts having large concentra-
tions of such pﬁpils! For Fiscal Year l971f73 prdgramé funded ranged
from forty-three to eighteen pexgent of children vho scéraé below the fif-
§35ﬁth percentile in the Michigan Educational Assessment Program. The
prééram‘s abjéétives are’tg raise the achievement level in the basic cog-
nitive sgkills of educationally disadvantaged pupils. The Michgggﬁ
Chapter (Section) 3 program is unique in that it attempts to hold schools
aceountable for the rezultsxar the lack of results achieved with program.
resources through the provision of certain fiﬁaﬂéialiinééﬂtiVES. The
level of continued funding is directly ielatéd to the resulté achieved
by the prior yeér% pragfém as measured by pre and post testing. The Act
pr@viéés that in years 2 and 3, a district will receive full alleocation
for each pupil who achiévéa 75% or moxe of the performance cbjecﬁives and
a proportionately lower amount for PU§ilS;whD achieve less than 75% af the
performance objectives. It shgulé be emphasized that although the primary

objectives of Chapter 3 deal with student learning, concomitant objectives



!
related to the development of social responsibility and eguality of edu-

cational opportunity form the underlying theoretical basis for the pro-

gram and, as in all comprehensive Follow Through projects, are an integral
henefit of all such efforts-. Sée-attachea Appendix A for Fiscal Year 1972
materials on Section 3 and attached Appendix B for legislation per f aining

to .Fiscal Year 1973 now assigned as Chapter 3 of the State School Aid Act.

The State B@aré of Education Accountability Model permeaﬁes the
Chapter 3 Program anﬁ'wili also do so in the new Follow Through projects.
Each applicant cémmunity will be expected to review the State Board
"Common Goals of Michigan Education," and develop their own local varia-
tions as may be deemed necessary. Well defined pupil performance objec=
tives will be developed and an analysis of the local educational and -
related components delivery system for Follow Through will be made’ to
determine the variance between the desired pupil pérlarmance ng cti;e
and the needs assessment. Given the latter, plans for altering the
ﬂeliv&ry system will be made to reéﬁcg the gap between what is expected
of projects and what is achieved by the stﬁdents@ The Follow Through
program sponsor is expected to piay an aspecially crucial role in this
process. In-service professional development of staff and sound evalua-
tion of eaeﬁ Follow Through project is expected to résult.in the disse-
mination of effective educatiocnal practices and the proliferation of new

Follow Through projects in Michigan utilizing Chagter 3 and Title I,

ESEA resources.

The program concept presented here is also highly consistent

with Federal OEQ and Michigan EEGﬂDmlC Opportunity Office Program philo-

sophy and guidelines. Once again the desired features of federalfstaté/
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local cooperation, caérdinatign, and impaction as per Office of Education
directives are expected to be acconplished in a planﬁed and cffective
manner. An additional ana vital element in the proposed Follow Through
applicant communities will be the focus and qﬁality of their Title I,

ESEA efforts. On October 13, 1970, the Michigan sState Board éf Education
adopted Approval Policies for Title I, ESEA. These Title I policies
assign the highest priority to pre-kindergarten and early childhood edu-
_cation (up through third grade) programs, the raising of achievement
levels in the basic-skills, and meaningful parent involvement in the plan-

ning and conducting of projects ‘unded under Title I.

Thus, the impacting and/or coordination of Follow Through,
Chapter 3 of the State Aid Act, and Title I, when coupled with the
Michigan State Board of Educaﬁién Goals and-AcGGuntability whrust,:
guarantees not only the selecti;n and participation of communities with
the gigatest needs but also the fiscal ana’grcféssicﬁal capability to
implement new Follow Thraughlpr@jects;entirély consistent with the USOCE
Five Year Plan guidelines. When the Michigam accountability model is
also applied to these projects, the highest assurances for successful
Follow Through approaches are provided. The experimental and demonstra-
tion potential of such a design for Michigan's early childhood education
thrust is'alsc outstanding and may be used to special advantage by the

Department's State:Campeﬁsat@ry and Federal ér&graﬁs Evaluation Units.

The development and successful implementation of the above con-

cept will pose many opportuvnities for State Compensatory Education staff
and local Follow Through project administrators, staff, parents, and’

program sponsors to again address & variety of very serious concerns




which may include at least the following: the development of pupil
performance objectives and 1@cai criteri - v-referenced testing or state
assessment measures related to children ages 4-8; the practical imgaﬁt
on Follow Through children due to the dﬁamatiﬁjréﬂuctian in funding
level from & FY 1972:ﬂaticnal averacge of approximately $800 per Cﬁild

iﬁ current rescarch and development sites to abaut 5400 per child in

the prap&éed new State projects; the actual delivery of comprehensive
supportive services to children at the 1@251 school district level given
the above :edﬁgtian in available funds; the degree and effe:tiveness of
the implied coordination of feéerélfstate/lcsal offices funds, and
services in various compensatory progrems given the sometimes conflicting
Jegislation and rules and regulations of each; the alleged p?aliferatian
of local community parent advisory committees and ﬁheir impact Gn_instiﬁ
tutional change and pupil achievement, if anf; and the efféeﬁ on local
Michigan school district K-3 instructional programz of mandated program
sponsor involvement in such programs and related Gém@éﬂéﬁ£5; it is
expected that the Michigan Planning Stﬁdy for Follow Thr@pgh will pro-
vide substantive responses to the above concerns and may lend itéelf to

the solution of these and other pressing problems in compensatory education.

ERIC
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B. Identification and Séieetian of Local Piéjects

The Michigan Department of Education in.c@aperaiian with the
Michigan Economic Opportunity Office conducted a broad séarehrf@r ahd
analysis of all local education agencies and other potential grantees
" within the State in arééE to determine their interest in and/or eligibility
for Follow Through projects. All school districts, M@ﬂélrﬂitiés agencies,
Community Action Programs, relevant State égengy personnel, and other
interested corganizations or persons in Michigaﬁ were informed by mail of
the proposed Five Year Plan for Follow Through and invited to communicate
their interest in the proposed Michigan Planning Siudﬁ by return mail to

the SEA. See Appendix C attached for Awareness Mailing.

Approximately 130 Michigan cémmunitigs expressed such interest
by returning Part C of the attached Awareness Mailing. %hese communities .
then reecived a form entitled, "Screening Criteria for Selection of
Applicant Communities in the Michigan Plénninglgtuiy for Follow Thr@ugh}“
which is attachea as Appendix D, Forty c@mﬁunities returned their forms to
the Department of Education and were screened for Patentiai eligibility
_éiiteria to inclpdéz sufficient population of low-income K-3 children
having previous full-day Head Start or other quality preschool experience;
parent invelvemeﬁt; support of state Board of Education accountability
m@iel and Chapter (Section) 3 of the State School Aid Act rules and regu-
lati@né; lécal school district and Office of Economic Opportunity Community
Action Program cooperation; and evidence of ability to develop and imple-
mant a low-gost suceegsful FQlngVTh:augh project. The following chart
idantifigs the interested communities judged and recommended by the

Department: staff and gtate Follow Through Policy Advisory Committee as



most eligible according to these criteria. It also indicates their
choice of Program Sponsor as described in Part B of "this report, and
their assigned Resource Center for technical assistance, replication,

and proliferation as described in Part D of ;this report.

It.sh@ulé be noted that the proposed number of applicant
communities has been reduced from the originally estimated forty to
twenty-seven. This latter number is not expected to reduce the number
of children to be enrolled in new Follow Through préjegts in Michigan
but it is anticipated to aff@rﬂ the approved applicant communities a more
comprehensive project of sufficient size and scope to better demonstrate
thrcﬁgh effective evaluation that Follow Through can généralizé to other
compensatory education programs and proliferate to most é@mmunitiés in

Michigan regardless of location, size, and alleged local constraints.

response to the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through may be attributed

-~ to at least the following factors: the summer initiation dates and

.

limited time constraints obliged on and by Office of Education unfor-

tunately did not allow for the most effective state-wide communication -

.on the purposes, requirements and problems associated with the Office of *

Education Five fear Plan for Follow Through or in the plaﬁning and imple-~
mentation of the Michigan Planning stuag for F@llgw Through; tﬁe écnceEt
of proliferation advocated by the Office of Educati@nlwhen coupled with
its proposed funding level were viewed by local education agencies as
ambiguous enough and so restrictive in terms of pgéspéctivé funds to be

availasle that many communities did not deem it advisable or worthwhile

to apply: the awareness mailing sent to all comnunities in Michigan
) 1



suggested to many communities an aty?isal involvement on the part of
allegedly more sophisticated, and more needy large city school districts;

and the mailing also was viewved as containing too many "strings" or obli-
gations for Sugh_liﬁited or uncertain funding levels over several years,
i.e., the proposed Michigan Planﬁing Study calls for accountability

linked with the financial incentives of Chapter (Section) 3 and it also

requires contractual obligations for an outside program sponsor to imple-

*ment an instructional approach not deemed necessary by many Michigan

school districts since they view the State Accountability Model and their
own local delivery system sufficient to generate improved egual educational

opportunity for low-income children in their early elementary grades.

Despite the 3bave factargf however, the twenty-seven proposed
communities do fepresent a sgbstaﬂtia; potential for widespread Eré;iférasr
tion of successful new Follow Through projects in Michigan. Their interest
and commitment is certain t@fgraéuce an exemplary Michigan Planning Study
for Follow Through. All proposed communities have presented satisfactofyb
evidence of the méaningful involvement of parents of disadvantaged children

in local compensatory education programs and_many have cited special accom-.

_plishments resulting from such involvement. All can produce substantive

proof of cooperation and support between their programs and Cowmunity
Action, Model Cities, and Community Coordinated Child Care (4-C) P:gg:amé

where apglicéble!

It is therefore recommended that each of the following proposed
and approved applicant communities be awarded a similar share from approx-
imately $24,000 in funds prévida@ by the O0ffice of Education to the

Michigan Department of Education for this purpose. Bach mini-grant,



depending on the number of agpiicant cgmmuﬁities approved by thg State
Board of Education, is expected to amount to approximately $900 and is

to be used by thé=ép§févéﬂ applicant communities for the purpose of
enabling saig cgmmﬁnities to engage in Follow Through project planning,
esgecialiy program sponsor relations, and other relevant activities
connected with the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through application

preparation and implementation process.
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C. Program Sponsor Pre—-Selection and Involvement

An innovative asgeﬁt of Fsilcw ihr@ugh is the availability of
a wide variétyvaf educational a;graaches a community ean utilize in
designing a Follow Through project of its Qwﬁi Although the instructional
approaches vary, the sponsors share :Dmmﬁﬁ orientations: a. All of tham
seek to develop children's learning abilitiés; !b; All are céﬂ?iﬁceﬂ of
the importance of individual and small group’ instruction and fréquent

interchange between children and concerned adults; c¢. All attempt to

i...make 1earnin§ interesting and relevant to the child's cultural background;

and, d. All believe that the child's success in learning is inseparable

from his self-esteem, motivation, autonomy, and environmental support.

The sponsors differ améng themselves chiefly in the priorities-
which they assign to these objectives and in, the sequence in whiéhrthey

pursua theamn.

It is important to recognize that the concept of planned vari-
ation was not intended as a means of fgnaing a single best method for
educating disaévéntagéﬂbéhiidﬁgn. A wide variety of graugs of cﬂilérén
suffer from the effaéts of povefty, and a program that is appfapriaté
for some may not be aﬁgr@griate for others. Each approach is being
tested by the foiée of Education in several ﬂifférent locations in the
nation to yield information about optimal matghés between aﬁéfcachES and
circumstances. Sevefal of the approaches are complementary and have been
operated in combination by various Follow Through cammuﬁitiés such as
Flint and Alcona. Some approaches, for example, are primarily concerned

with parental involvement, while others place primary emphasis on the

- 10 =
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Therefore, the Follow Through program sganﬁgz_Playé an
especially vital role in all Follow Through pf@jeats gince hiséargaﬁis
zation provides necessary technical azsistanga and guidance to the lécal
project in‘all méttegs bertaining to the progranm model selected and
assists in the dévelagment and imglemgnta£ion of those portions of the
project whiéh relate to that specific approach. A significant égftian
of the local Follow Through project grant will probably need to be allo- -
cated to the imglemenﬁatién of the éhéseh program model, The applicant
community and the program sponsor will consult before final preparaticn
of the local Follow Through project budget tq ensure thaﬁ suitable

financial arrangements will be provided for model implementation.

During the'apératian cf the local Follow Through project the
program sponsor will provide ég the applicant caﬁmunity such services as:
training in the Prggrém a;préach for appropriate p?@ject staff during
the summer and school year; assistance to the project in imﬁleméntatian,
ineluding the pr@%isi@n of consultant or suﬁarvisory services; arranging
for apgr@priate instructional and ether materials to bE‘maﬁé available

on a timely basis for purchase by the project; and evaluative activities.

‘The grantee in turn is expected to' cooperate fully with the program

sponsor and take necessary steps to implement the approach promptly and
thoroughly. The two parties should be prepared to enter into an agree-

ment that sets forth mutual responsiliilities and commitments.

On August 24-25, 1972, all Michigan communities, agencies,
persons,; and =school éistxicta_demanstsating an interest in the Michigan
Planning Study for Follow Through were invited to a Follow Through Pro-

gram Sponzors Fair in Lansing. See attached Appendix E for Agenda and




list of Prégram Sponsors attendingg The purpose of the Failr was to pro-
?iée initial awarénéss to the ap§r@ximately.3QD partiaiganﬁs of the
sevéﬁteen.prégram‘spangars interested in affiliating with Michigan com-
muriities. The Pr@graﬁ sponsors presented to émall gfgugs'aﬁ various
intervals their particular approach to Follow Through in the forms of

oral presentations, written materials, audio visual displays, and informal
rap sessions. Two general gessions were heldrfér all Fair participants
to-discuss with Department of Education staff relevant aetai;s of the
Michigan Planning Study and anticipated program sponsor iﬁVQlVémEﬁt.at

the local school district or classroom level. Fair pa?ticipants were als@
asked to complete a Program Sponsor Sele;ﬁi&n List'désignéa to as%isﬁ

" Department staff in the assignment of certain program spgn5§ré te pro-
posed applicant Qamﬁunitiéé, ‘See att.".2d Appendix F for Program Sponsor

Selection List.

During the Follow Through Sponsors Fair, each participating

school district or comnunity was asked to vote for their top five sponsor

choices for potential affiliation. The Miehigaﬂamepartmenf of Education
inspected the éisttibutiéﬁ of votes to select the top four Vété*éEttiﬂg
—sponsorsi In case of ties, the criterion fgrvspaﬁsa: éaleéﬁian was
designed to facilitate between sgponsor differences in terms of their

apgrgacheé, i.e., "process" versus "product" orienﬁatién, An attempt

was then médé to have enough séhgal districts in each of the five geo-

graphie and Réé;uxce’Center areas assigned to éaéﬁ of ﬁhé four top vote—=
. getting sponsor models, The fcll@wing advantages are éﬁgéCtaﬁrté accrue

to the Michigan Planning Study because the above selection process was

used: a. Each sponsor is guaranteed several sites; so, each site would

ERIC
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.new Tollow Through programs more cost effective; c¢. Less administrative
problems for the State Department of Education; and, 4. Evaluation would

be greatly facilitated. Sponsors may differ greatly in their effective-

ness at implementing their model at the anticipated greatly reduced cost.
The national evaluation has gg;éatg on this greatly reduced funding
level for Follow Through projects. Sufficient school districts per pro-

gram sponsor may allow between sponsor (or model) comparisons.

VFéllDWing tﬁe above process, the faur-tgg v@te;getting SPONsSors
were the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum Model of High/S;D@é Educational
Research Féunaatiaﬁ, Ypsilanti, Michigan; the Behavior Analysis Approach
of the Sépgéft and Development Center for Follow Thr@ugﬁ, Depértment of
Human Development, University of Egnsasg Lawrence; the Bank Street College
of Eéucatian APPraacﬁ, New ¥Qrk;ﬁand the New School Approach, University
of North Dakota, Grand Forks. A brief aésariﬁtiaﬁ of these four program
sponsors follows in £erms éfxthéir respective tenets, ébjectives; curri-
culum ﬂesign,lmethéﬁaiogy, setting, and ﬁérscnnalz |

. COGNITIVELY ORIENTED CURRICULUM MODEL

Tencts .~ Curriculum Design

The child's learning should be The five areas of classification,
active; it occurs through his ' rumber, causality, time and space
action on the environment and provide the framework in which
his resultant discoveries. academic skills are developed.

The -child is not taught by © The, home-teaching program pro-
being told, but by doing, exper- vides periodic visits by teachers
imenting, exploring, and talking. to the children's homes to teach
about what he is doing. ) . parents how to become directly
' involved in the education of
their children.

O
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Objectives

Nurture in the child the thinking
skills he will need throughout
his school years and his adult
life. .

Develop the academic subject
competencies usually taught in
the early elementary grades.

Emphasize the process of learning.

Paersonnel

Teacher = One or two for each
class:aam.

Aide - One or two for each class-
room (DPtlEﬁal)

Currjculum Assistant - One for

ach seven classrooms. Trains )
teagherg and acts as supervisor and
resource person for instruction
staff. Plans, demonstrates, and’
evaluates activities in the six
to eight classrooms under his
supervision. :

Home-School Coordinator = One for
each project. Teacher, rarent or
other community resident; provides
communication between the school
and home as ta how parents might
play a role ih the education of

their children.

BEHAVIOR ANAEYSIS APPRGACﬁ

Tenets

A c¢hild learns best when he receives
praise and approval for his progress
in developing academic and social
ghllla.

- 14 -

5%22252%232

amall grcugsi

Verbal interaction among chil-
‘dren is encouraged.

Each child's level of develop-
ment is continucusly assessed

so that appropriate materials -
and activities can be provided.

Teachers provide a aystematic,
consistent, and thorcughly
Planned approach fe ch..ld devel-
opment and instruction, combined
with emphasis on active ept. -
ience and involvement with the
child. '

Teachers reinforce self-directing.

Setting, Materials and Equipmeit

"Open Framework" classxroom.

‘Listening Centers.

Tables for small group instruction.
Taba Social Studies.
Nuffield and Cuisenaire Math.

Van Allen Language Experience in
Reading.

AAAS and SCIS Science.

Highfscape Teaching Manuals.,

Curriculum Design

Emphas{gés systematic daily
instruction to develop the

basic skills of reading, arith-
metic, handwriting and spelling.
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A child must master basic skills in
ordery to gain mastery over his
school experience and future life.

Criticism and coercion are detri-
mental to the learning process and
should not be emploved in the
classroom.

Systematic motivation through the
use of a "token economy" system

- provides not only tangible evidance

of approval but also establishes
non-conpetitive incentives for

- maximum achievement by each child,

Objectives

Facilitate and accelerate the child's
mastery of basic skills, particularly .
in reading and arithmetiec through the
establishment of a “token cconomy”
within classrooms.

Train instructional staff to teach

appropriate zcademic and socizl skills
through the systematic use of positive
reinforcement and the elimination of
punishment and coercion.

4]

Train instructional staff in the use
of programmed curriculum materials so
that each child is enabled to work
éffectively at his own speed.

Train parents to work (as paid staff)
in the classroom so that they will
have the opportunity to influence
their children's future education
through the use of behavior analysis
technigues.

Personnel

' Teacher - One for each classroom.

Aide - One for each classroom. '

Parent Educators - Two for each
classroom. Parent of Follow Through
Child: Teaches spelling and hand-
writing; does individual tutoring.

15 =

Children always work in small
groups at their own pace, moving
from one instructor to another.

Teachers award tokens, along

‘'with verbal and/or physical

praise,; to reinforce the appro-
priate academic or efifective
behavior of the child.

Teachers give attention to each
child and reinforce according
to individuzl rates of progress.

The day is divided inteo instruc=
tional periods and exchange
periods. During instructional
periods the child earns tokens

as he accomplishes tasks in the
basic skills. During exchange
periods, he uses his tokens to
purchase activities such as games,
toys, and hooks. o

Setting, Materials, and Equipment
Sullivan.Pr@gzammaé Reading.
Singer Mathematics Prgéram.

Lyons and Carnahan Hanéwrﬁting. _

Behavior Analysis Handwriting

‘Primer.

SRA Reading Lab Series.
Behavior Analysis ‘Phonics Primer.

EFI machines.

Video tape equipment.

Cups or aprons to hold tokens,

Reinforcers (toys, games, paints,
and other child-selected materials).
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Teacher Trainer - One for each ten
classrooms. Observes, demonstrates
and acts as resource for classroom
teachers; conducts in-service
training in behavior analysis -
techniques.

Parent Trainer - One foir each ten
classyrooms. (Expcrl@nced aide.)
Observes, demonstrates and acts as
rosource for parent educators;
conducts pre-service and in-service
training. ' '

Evaluation Aide - One for each ten
classrooms. - (Experienced aide.)
Records and reports daily progress
data on children for feedback to
teaching teams.

BANK ¢ TEEEI CQLLEGE OF EDUCATIDN APPRDA

enets

The child should participate actively
in his own learning and the adults
should support his autonomy while
extending his world and sensitizing
him to méanings of his experience.

Df the learn;ng anVLranmcnt tc aﬂagt
it to the special needs and emerging
interests of the children.

The classroom should offer a rational
and democratic situation in which a
child's positive sense of himself

as learner is supported.

Objectives

Frovide an individualized curriculum.

Enable children not only to acquire
basic knowledge and skills but alsa
to master how to léarn.

Encourage communication which will
foster 4 child's p351L1ve image of
himself as a learner.

Curriculum Design

Eﬁphagiﬁas learnlﬁr thr@ugﬁ 1itual

dﬂd piabimm salv1ng uslng éantent
which is directly relevant to the
child's own world.

Focuses on tasks that are satis-
fying in terms of the child S own

:Dgnltlve and affect;ve develQP* ]
ment.
f

Emphasizes the mastery of language.
Develops undezstanﬂiﬁg and practical

application of numerical concepts
as well as skills.

Emphasizes social studies as the
core academic discipline for

teaching of academic skills.

Methodology

Academic skills are acquired within
a broad context of planned acti-
vities that provide appropriate
ways of expressing and organizing
children's interests in the
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Develop agreed upon limits for
behavior with full freedom of
expression within these limits.

Create a learning environment to
challenge the child and to stimulate
and support prablng and prablém
dclv;ng

Extend the learning experience
beyond the walls of the classroom.

Involve parents in classrooms and in
social and community activities
related to the school.

Work closely with parents in plan-
ning arid developing each child's
educational goals and experiences.

Personnel
Teacher - One for eacn zlassroom.

Teaching Assistant - Jne for each
classroom (one for twanty-£five
pupils or less; two for twenty to
thirty pupils).

Staff Dcvelmger = One for each
eight: to ten classrooms. Works
directly with teaching teams in
model implementatioil.

Psychologist — One for sach site.
Works primarily with the teachers
in the classrooms to help them
understand child behavior.

Parent Coordinator - One for each
site. Responsible for the lhome-
school relationship.

Field Representative - One for each
five to twenty classroom groups.
Represents sponsor in staff davelop-
ment, program development and rela-
tions with school systems and -
communities.

- 17

Parent room for meetings.

themes of heme and school and
gradually extending these inter-
ests to the larger community,

The child is encouraged to select
from among various options, to
make decisions, to develop coping
skills, and to take an active

part in directing his own learning.
The teaching is diagnostic with
individualized follow up.

Setting, Materials, and Equipment

Classrooms designed for flexibility
of arrangement and for specific
learning centers.

Kindergarten classrooms for lunch
spaces.

Eﬁild care facilities for parents
with young children.

Professional staff librarv.

Bank Street basic readers and
language stimulation materials.

Trade and reference books.
Special materials selected by

the community and deemed hasic
to its need.

' A variety of blocks and other -

manipulative and constructional
materials.

Home made materlals created by
teachérs, children and parents.

Spanscr—aevelaped and selected
assessment tools.

Video tape recording equipment,
£ilms, slides for adulit education.
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NEW_SCHOOL APPRCACH

Tenets - -
children learn at different rates;
learning styles differ; and they
bring to schoocl a variety of

. interests and needs.

The child's personal experiencas
should be at the center of his
learning, with the child himzelf
directing the course of his
education. '

Teachcrs should take full advantage
of the natural curiosity and
imagination of children.

A child progresses at a rate
appropriate to his capacity,

interests, and stage of dévelégmeht.'_

Objectives

Allow children to have greater
influence in the direction of
their education. '

Urge teachers to Personalize their
teaching so that it is responsive
to.each child and to recognize
diversity in children by providing
less structured classrooms.

Make learning a éallabgrat;ve
effort of teacher and child.
Personnel

L) = Sy = Fi s T oy g k. - -
feggbg; One for each classroom.

Aide - One for each classroom.

I :
Special Note: Tha above Program
a8 draft copy of A“Hin;~égide,tq7F§11§w

Curriculum Design

Encourages widest possibleé use
of regular curriculum materials.

Emphasizes basic skill, music,.
art and other creative areas.

Methodoloc

Children are encouraged to work
at learning centers, which
contain a variety of curriculum .
materials, tools and other
stimuli,

The teacher's Primary role is
to observe, suggest and assgist

Sgt;inq,jMa;er;a;s, apd,Egu;pmgnt

Wide range of curriculum materials

that lend themselves to opan

classroom instructional Situations.
. . ]

Rich supply of manipulative toys

and games,

Homemade materialg and Projects.

descriptions were taken from

Through, U.S. Department of Health,

Education and welfare, 19732, and in our
distinet approaches; i.e.; the Cognitive

opinion reflect two somewhat
ly Oriented and Behavioral Analysisg

approaches may be partially viewed as more "product" oriented or teacher/
instruction-centered and the Bank Street College and New School models may

be vieved as more "process" oriented or
This alleged distinctien is expected to

Qpen/ehild%QEﬁtg;ed approaches,
pProduce sone interesting evaluation

results in what may be viewed asz Michigan's accountubility or pupil per-

formance based model for Follow Through.

- 18 =
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The Sponsors Fair was considered to be very successful by most
program sponscrs and participants though no formal evaiuatiag was con-
ducted. It was agreed that the proposed Office of Education Consumers

Guide for »llow Through should have been available to participants prior

¥

their ettendance in order téAaff@ra them a general prelininary description
of the various program sponsor approaches and the place of the program
spénsor in the overall coperation of a comprehensive Follow Through pro-~
ject. Many communities did, however, write to iﬁdividﬁal program sponsors
for descriptive materials from the attached Appendix G sganécﬁ mailing

list which they received with their invitations to the Fair.

A major concern which permeated the Fair and makes further
development and eventual implementation of the Michigan Planning Study
for Follow Through difficult is the inability and/or reluctance of the
Office of Education or the program Sponsors themselves to offer relevant
program sponsor cost data. The unavailability of such data and the
relative lack of aﬁequate financial information from our own cost analysis
of current Michigan Follow Through prejects contained in Part F of this

report pose serious obstacles to effective program planning and manage-

. ment at all levels. Statesz are not certain as to how many children and

on what grade levels they will be permitted by the Office of Education to
expect or base  their tentative funding levels or allocations to local
applicant c@mmunities; Local communities do not know if they will be
allowed to enroll oﬁly K=1 students or if they will be able to enroll

K-3 students. The Michigan Planning Study has been projected from the
outset and to date on K-3 studenﬁ enrollments but a recent memorandum
from the Office of Education (BESE/DCE/Follow Thréugh Branch State Plan

Memorandum #1, dated September 1, 1972) places such projections in
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jeopardy. As a consequence, local communities can not even estirate
their anticipated budgets based Bn the Office of DBducation promise of
$200 per enrolled and eligible child. Similarly, since prograin sponsors
do not know' the enrollment prcjections or funding levels for states orx
local communities, and since they have had absolutely no previous
experience in relétiég tmn states or local communities under such drama-
tically ambiguous circumstances, it is understandable why they may be
unable or even reluctant to suggest to laeal.Michigan communities what
it will cost for their services., The Michigan Department of Eﬁu;atiah
is pressing for a prompt and satisfactory response frém the Office of

Education on this matter.



D. Replicaticn of HMHodels and Role

Given the . rather limited

of Resouree Centers

Economic Opportunity Act funding

available to the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through, a means

nust be devised for the systematic

reproduction of new Follow Through

projects in lMichigan communities not directly selected and approved as

initial applicant comaunities.

The assumption is that the latter pro-

jects will be very successful; so, a dissemination and proliferation

delivery system expected to involve five major Michigan universities

has been proposed. A list of those prgpaseé institutions, their current

Follow Through Project tentative assignment, and contact persons follows:

Dean

Dr. Curtis E. Nash

Dean of Education .
Central Michigan University
Mount Pleasant, MI 48858

Dr. Keith Goldhammer

Dean of College of Education
Michigan State University
East Lansing, MI 48823

Dr. Wilbert A. Berg

Dean of Education

Northern Michigan University
Margquette, MI 49855

Dr. Wilbur J. Cochen

Dean of School of Education
University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, MI 48104

ERIC
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Assigned Current
Follow Through Project

Mr. Thomas Rossler, Director
Project Follow Through
Alcona Public Schools

Barton City Child Dev. Center
Barton City, MI 48705

(517) 736-8497

Dr. Rosalind Braden, Director
Project Follow Through
Detroit Public Schools

Room 305 .

Adlai Stevenson Building
10100 Grand River

Detroit, MI 48204

(313) 931-4460

Mr. Robert W. Peterson, Qifectgz

Project ¥Follow Through

West Iron County Public Schools

P.0. Box 575

Stambaugh, MI 49964

- (906) 265-9655

Mrs:. Marian Williams, Director
Project Follow Through
Flint Community Schools

Dort Elementary School

2108 Avenue "A"

Flint, MI 48505

(313) 232-2128

Resource Center
C@QE??E,PEISQP

Dr. A.R. Gaskill, Director
Bureau of Scheool Services
Rowe Hall = 111

Central Michigan Tiniversity
Mount Pleasant, MI 48858
(517) 774-3145

Dr. Louise Sause

459 Erickson Hall
College of Education
Michigan State University
East Lansing, MI 48823
(517) 355-5168

Dr. Frank Wolfe

School of Education
Northern Mich. University
Marquette, MI 49855
(906) Z227=2400

Dr. Jane Schwertfeger
2405 School of Educaticn
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, MI 48104
(313) 7G64-7543

. and
Dr. Laura Williams
Dept. of Elem. REducation
School of Education “
University of Michigan
Amn Arbor, MI 48104



Dr. John E. Sandberg

2ean of Education

. Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, MI 49001

Ms. Lola M. Davis, Director
Project Follow Through
Grand Rapids Public Schools
1356 Jeffexrson, S.E.

Grand Rapids, MI 49507
(616) 245-8651 i

. Dr. Rodney Roth, Director
Research, Evaluation, Deveal.

and Experimentation Center
College of Education
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, MI 45001

(616) 383-0234

Note: Vitas on zach of the above Resource Center Contact persons will be

Through.

available for the Final Report of the Michigan Planning Study for Follow
The above institutions are proposed because of their active

interest and response to the Michigan Flanning Study for Follow Through
and their geographic spread and/or loecation within the State.

Current Office of Education administered research and develop-

ment Follow Through projects in Michigan will be utilized as Resource

Centers in cooperation with their assigned Michigan university as indi-

cated above for the observation by interested communities of various

sponsol approaches and to provide technical assistance in all other pro-

ject activities to potential new Michigan ¥Follow Through communities.

It ig an c;gatrd that the early childhood educatlan staff ‘indicated

from Michigan State University, Northexn Michigan University, Western

Michigan University, Central Michigaﬁlﬂniversity; and the University of

Michigan will also be involved as:consultant staff for Follow Thf@ugh

Resource Centers in the Michigam Follow Through Planning Study and its

implementation.

These Resource Center consultants will be available on

a part-time basis to work with selected and/or interested Follow Through

communities in the areas of planning, parent activities, financial

management, curriculum, in-service training, evaluation, and other aspects

of Follow Through project operation.

More specifically, it app ars Resource Center personnel can

play a vital role in the Michigan Planning Study in at least the follewing

ways:

ERIC
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1. Beconme familiar with currenﬁ Research and Development
Follow Through Projects in Michigan and respective program sponsor as
assigned and utilize these sites in their technical assistance acti-
vities with éésignea and/or interested Michigan communities;

2. Become knowledgeable about as many USOE Follow Through'
program sponsor approaches as possible;

3. Serve as diszsseminaters of information, evaluation results,

respective institutions, SErviée areas, and with assigned applicant
Follow Through communities in the Michigan Elanning étudg and interested
local education agencies in Michiéan;

4. Muster expertise fz@mxtheir respactive institutions or from

each other to provide technical assistance to assigned applicant Follow

©

[finel!

Through cgmmunitiaslih such arezs a
curriculum, in-service training, evaluation, and other aspects of Follow
Thréugh project QPEfatiGﬁ;

5. Provide information te the Michigan Department of Education
on matters of relevance to the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through.
Such information may iﬁ;ludé data on current ﬁesea:sh and Development
siteé; applicant community plénning aétivities; LEA}SPsnsQr relations,
curriculum, the ﬂélivéry of supportive services at the local level, and
the degree and quality of articulation between the Fellow Through project’
and the local school éistricﬁfs regular pre-kindergarten and elementary

grade program;

of Education to improve all aspects of its Michigan Planning Study for

Follow Through but especially those components relacing to delivery of

planning, parent activities; finance.’
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improved academic and supportive services to Follow Through children at

the local level, the vital role and function of the program sponsors,

and criterion-referenced evaluatioen; and,

7. Provide the Michigan Department of Education with such

reports on Resource Center personnel activities and budget as may be

deemed necessary.

In connection with the above responsibilities, it is recom-

mended that each of the Resource Center Contact.Persons be awarded =z

52,000 mini—-grant#* from funds allocated by the Office of Education to

the Michigan Department of Education for this purpose and as ind;éated

below:

J—ié

Dr. A. Riley Gaskill, Director, Bureau of S;héal Services, Central
Michigan University

Dr. Louise Sause, Professor of Eﬂucaticﬁ, Michigan State University
Dr. FPrank Wolfe, Professor of Education, Northern Michigan University
Dr. Jane SQhWEfﬁfég@f and Dr. Lau%a Williams, School of Education,
University of Michigan |

Dr. Rodney W. Roth, Director, ResaaEGE/Evaiuation/Dével@gment/and
Experimentation Center, College of Education, Western Michigan

University

) . ) .
#*The $2,000 mini-grant is expected to defray the expenses and provide a

modest honorarium as follows: $500 for travel and related expenses and

$1,500 for part-time consultant services to interested Follow Through

communities for 30 days x $50 per day during the period October 1, 1872 -

August 31, 1973.

- 24 =
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E. State Education Agency Administration
-

The Michigun Department of Education organizational charts
which fellow this part of this Report indicate the location of the
full-time Special Follow Through Prograns office in the Title I, ESEA

Unit of Compensatory Education Services responsible to the Associate

Superintendent for School Program Development. This position in the

administrative structure affords maximum articulation and coordinatiorn

of the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through with zll otherx

Department Services, Units, and Programs.

The paerson dirEGtiﬁg the aévelcgﬁgnt and subsequent imple-
mentation of the Michigan Planning Stﬁiy for Follow Through is Mr. Louis
Kocsis, Acting Director of Compensatory Lducation Services for the
Hiéhigam Department of Education. ° Preparing the study under his direct
supe%vigi@n is Charles P. 8ilas, Follow Through Consultant, EDE; for the
past four years. Also assisting in the pfasent planning and future oper-
ational phases of the study are the following MDE staff.

Kenneth Swanson, Coordinator, Title I, ESEA

Clarence Wills, Coordinator, Section 3 Program

Martin J. Kangas, Administrative Analysi, Title I, ESEA

Also assisting in the planning of the Michigan Planning(Study
for Follow Through were the following staff of the Michigan Office of
Economic Opportunity:

James E. Jacobs, Chief, Community Support Section

Roy E. Fuentes, Migrant Office

Jack Call, Inter-Agency Relations
Vincent S. DeJong, Regional Training Officer, Head Start
Grace Taylor, Regional Training Officer, Head Start

Lee Madden, Ficld Representative, Technical Assistance

— AE



Assisting in the direct implementation cf the study if approved
will be the seven Title I, ESEA and Chapter 3 Education consultants of
the Michigan Department of Education as well as all of the supportive

service units of the MDE and MEOD.

G

Additional assistance in this planpiﬁg study and available to
potential Follow Through applicant or interested communities will be
former members of the Michigan State Inter-Agency Taék Force on Follow

- Through. Composed of ;ég%gggntatives of thé Department of Education,
Mental Heaith, Publie Héalﬁh, and Social Services, and the Michigan
Office of Eécn@mic Opportunity, this Task Force worked on an informal
basis and was very helpful in providing technical §S$i5taﬁéé.tQ the
current Michigan Follow Thr@ugh projects. It also Qarﬁicipatga in on-
site evaluation and review of the delivery of respective stéte agency
delivery éézvi@es at'the;ragioﬁal éndfgr local level to several cf these
projects. Each of its members also served és an intraﬁagénéy'cgﬁmunica—
-tignélink=relati§e to Follow Through. Members of the farﬁer Task Force
are now serving on the Michigan State Follow Thééugh Policy Advisory
Committee and the latter will be assisted by thé-Stéte Advisory Committee

for Compensatory Education Services.

Once the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through is imple=
mented, the MDE and MEQD will.jcintly conduct regular on-site visits to
theenew Follow Through projects for program yeview. During these vigits,
the parent advisory géuﬁcilrwill be consulted. A praje;t review check-
list will be prepared for use during these visits, Iﬁ-aﬂaiﬁian,'EéISGﬁﬂél
from the various Resource Centers will also be involved in on-site pro-

ject reviews. The LEA and MDE will receive reports of these reviews.

ERIC
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The Federal and State Compensatory Programs Evaluati@n Units
of the Michigan Department of Education will assist in the evaluation
of the new Follow Through projects. Since Title I, ESEA and Chapter 3
of the Michigan State School Aid Act will both be financially involved
in thi= plan ana routinely evaluatea'sePafatély, an effort will be made
to maintain the integrity of each while conducting an ac:@mpaﬁying‘

effective and not redundant evaluation of the new Fgllaerhraugh projects.

If necessary, relevant biographical data on the above personnel

will be included in our Final Report to be submitted on Jaﬁuary 15, 1973.

It should be noted that all applicant communities in the -

Michigan Planning Study f@erﬁllQW Through will be required to satisfactorily

complete an MDE Follow Through Application, Form CE-4500(A) 8/72 which met
the Department approval criteria and procedures for external forms and
was patterned where possible with the Department 1972-73 Application for

Compensatory Education Programs, Form CE-4065, 3/72.
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F. Cost Analysis and Reduction
The Office of Educatioi. provides funds to current research
and development Follow Through projects at a reported FY 1972 level of

$800 per child. The Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through is

local districts must affa;d the balance of Follow fhr@ugh project costs

by ccafﬂinaging Title I, ESEA funds in an equal amount and, if a Chapter 3
community, praviée)ug to an additiocnal $200 per chiid_ Thus, the State
average funding level for Title I/Follow Through children will be $400

per child and fcr Title I/Chapter 3/Follow Through children up to $600

per child. An effort will=bé made, incidentally, to generate some cost-

effectiveness data given these anticipated varied funding levels.

The tables which follow provide an analysis of Federal Costi

Categories and/or major ceore component costs and percentage comparisons

Follow Through sites. It should be noted that this data is based exclu-
sively on original application budgets submitted to the Office of Educa-

tion and are not based on Office of Education approved budgets or actual

- - expenditure reports, neither of which have been made available to State

Departments of Education.

Table I which follows grévides a funding overview of six current
Michigan Follow Through project applications. The funding sources re-
quired to participate in Follow Through are dérived framvthe Office of
Economic ngértunity, Title I, ESEA, and Non-Federal shafa-i Projects
are also required to maintain a level of fiscal effort equal to those

provided in the prior school year. The table also Projects the expected

number of children and the average cost per child.



1971-72 EHQEHQLE FOLLGCW THROUGH

Budgeted Costs ~ Bv Project & Fund Service
{average psr student)

Maintenance
of Effort Other Total

Project Location

{Ho. of Students) OEO Non-Federal ESEA Title T

' Grand Rapids

{1,000)

Flint
{428)

Detroit
{504)

Lansing
(300)

W. Iron Co.
(170)

Xlcona
"_H, ,m, ,Q, “Q

$ 744,176
($744)

363,000
(s848)

348,295
{$691)

247,026
{$823)

144,000
($847)

34,000
($567)

TOTAL

(2,462}

51,880,497
($764)

$156,577
($157)
62,349
($145)

84,824
{$168)

50,573
{5169}

20,260
($119)

20,210
($337)

$100,000
($100)

53,852
{$126)

113,336
(5227)

56,849
($190)

4,000
{$24)

20,634
(5343}

5 447,249
($447)

235,735
($551)

197,591
($392)

208,845
{5898)

62,810
($369)

42,159
($703)

21,870
(373)

2,086
{§151)

$1,448,002
($1,448)

714,936
($1,670)

744,046
($1,476)

585,163
{31,951}

230,970

126,089
($2,101)

$394,693
($160)

$348,671
($141)

$1,194,389 $30,956

($485)

- (¥13)

$3,849,206
($1,563)

The table also reveals that the projected Michigan average level of OEC funding of $764

per child ccmpares favorably with the expected FY 1972 CEO funding level of $800 per child. The

Michigan average cost of $1,563 per child appears very reasonable when compared with the national

average of approximately $1,300 per child. However, the indivicual Michigan project costs actually

ranged from $1,359 per child to mMEEQH,@mH child due to higher local maintenance -of effort in

Michigan's projects.

O
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Table 2 Zelow is & comuilaticn of th
, o

&bl z <
COSt category. The cacegories are defined in Pa

el

eral Accounting Manuals.

1971-72 PoLLOW PTHROUGH
Budget Breakdown by Cost Category

six #ichigan Follow Through project epplication budgets Ty

. . Percént
West . of State
Cost Cateqcry Grand Rapids Flint - Detroit Lansing Iron Co. Alcona Total Total
Pdninistration $ 93,706 S 47,000 g @msuﬂg § 19,718 5 5,760 $ 16,778 s 245,341 63
Instruction , 870,583 476,137 486,754 374,813 1B4,832 41,494 Msamﬁ_@ﬁm 63%
Health Cferwvices 29,200 32,118 11,534 24,820 6,000 8,660 1¥2,432 3%
Pupil Transportation 395,069 - 6,440 - 27,039 - 16,948 - 85,487 2% ,_
Operaticn & Maintenance 15%,750 24,451 . - 35,712 "~ 550 © 8,246 228,709 6% i
of Plant’ -
Fixed Costs 129,558 62,935 69,975 39,586 11,537 8,032 T 321,673 8%
Food Serwices 61,200 15,412 42,235 -11,655 . Hyrqmm 11,138 - 153,415 4%
Community Services ywsmméA - 37,029 13,593 9,816 2,357 74,745 2%
Parent Actiwvities 40,615 51,983 - 12,550 30,570 - 8,725 | 145,543 4%
Equipment . 12,330 4,900 14,350 6,846 - 1,701 40,777 1%
Attendance - - h - 696 - 340 1,038
Student Sexwvices - - - 115 ’ - 600* 715 1%
Rerodel ing - - - = 720 - - 720
TOTEL ' $1,448,002 $714,936 $744, 046 $585,163 $230,970 . $126,089 $3.,849,2086
*Student body activities
The table cbviously reveals that “he major cost in the project is Instruction. Other large cost factors
are Administration, Fixed Costs (Retirement, Insurance, etc.) and Physical Plant Operation.
E - C
k —
(E
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‘Table 3 shows a core component cost comparison of the Michigan
Follow Through projects and a comparison samp
selected and computed by the U.S. Office of Education.

COMPARISON OF MICHIGAN'S PROJICTED COSTS
TO USOE SAMPLING BY COST CATEGORY

Sample of Budgets of
20 USOE Projects Six Michigan
—{Expenditures) . Programs _

-Instruction 46.5% 57.0%
Administration : 10.0 6.0
Sponsoxr 7.0

Parent/Community 6.4 3.0
Involvement

Food . 6.0 4.0
Health : 6.0 . 3.0
staff Development ; : 4.0 ' ' =3;D
Social Services 2;6; | - 1.5
Capitél Outlay-Eguipment , 2.5 , | Ll;D;
Plant Operation ; 1.5 6.0

Psychological Service 1.5 1.5

Miscellaneous © 6.0 11.C

100.0% ' " 100.0%

" The most significant factor noted is the greater éxpééted
expenditure of the Michigan projects for Instruction. This greater
figure affects all the other component cssﬁs although Eichigan as
expected spent mcré for Physical Plant Q@éraﬁian and Mis:ellanacusv

Costs, which includes the Fixed Cost factor.



Cost reduction of local Follow Through project supportive
services is expected to occur ks the respective stata agencies improve
their delivery systems to ;ég%cnal and/or loecal offices and these
latter offices improve their respective delivery systems to Follow
Thréuéh clients. As the attached Appendices will indicate, Michigan
is moving with dispatch pa expedite such effective delivery system%;
The proposed state delivery system between the Department of éaﬁial
The latter's proposed delivery system to la;al Health Departments is
described in Appendix I. Department of Education guidelines to local
school districts for implémaating: axganiihg, and improving health ser-
vices to Ticle I, ESEA students are provided in Appendix J. These
guidelines will naturally relate to naﬁ Follow Thzeugh projects through the

cooperative funding arrangements at the local level.

The Inter-Agency Agreement Between the State Departments of
'Eﬁﬁgatian and Social Servieces attached as BAppendix K details the delivery
syétem for the‘aelivery‘cf local social services to low-income persons
which, by definition, includes all Follow Through participants and their

families.

The Michigan Department of Mental Health's delivery system to
local communities is geared to the Qcﬁmunity Mental Health Boazrds as
indicated in Appendix L with the purpose of such Boards attached. These

services will be available to Follow Through families.

Follow Through children will also qﬁalify for the Food and
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rates to local school districts under the Naticnal School Lunch, Break-
fast, Milk, and Non-Food Assistance Programs are noted ié thé attached
Appendix M. It is expected that food servicé or nutritional components
in the new Fcllc@ Through applicant communities may be implemented at

no additional direct cost to the school district.

L]

A significant factor in the staté_anﬂ local delivery system
for supportive services to children in the new Follow Through projects
is the Michigan Community Coordinated Child care {4-C) Council. The

Michigan Department of Education signed a Statement of Agreement and

Statement of Intent with the Michigan 4=C Council on March 10; 1972. fThe

By-Laws and Membership Roster of the Council are attached as Appendix N.

An additional reference toward tha delivery of comprehensive

suppcrtive services to children enrolled in local Follow Througl projects

.‘ =

is contained in attached Appendix O and Tables 4 and 5 which follow. It

-should be noted that this aspect of the Michigan Planning Study will

reqyiré CQnSidéfabléraﬂﬂitiénal attention to ensure that local projects
can in fact actually deliver these gervices to Follow Through children

at little or no additional direct cost and consistent with their positive
and perhaps optimistic expressions to that effect géﬁtaineﬁ_in the
SCEEEﬂing_Criteria fgﬁms submitted to the Department éf Education and
upon which they were proposed as applicant communities. It is fully
expected that the prmé&sed.new State Féiiaw Through sites will, despite
their lower funding level and/or direct costs, be as effégtive for chil-

dren as have been the current national research and development projects,



Table 4 presents a compilation of data éerived from 47 prospec-
tive applicant community Fellow Thfeugh screening criteria forms submitted
by interested Michigan ccmmunitiés. It indicates the number of communi-
ties whigh can éllegadly provide the 13 supportive services to local

Follow Through projects at no additional cost to the project.

TABLE 4

Number of Supportive
- Services Number of Communities _  Percent of Communities.

13 ‘ 11 23%
12 ‘ 7 _ 15

11 _ 7 15

~d
Had
4]

o
- ‘H
B

T
»
I

Eleven of the communities or 23% of the total respondents
claim that they can deliver all 13 services to their anticipated Follow

Through projects at no extra cost to the school ‘district.

'EPiC S | - 36 -
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Table 5 is also compiled from the 47 scrééniﬂg criteria forms
received by the Follow Thraughlgffigaj The supportive services are listed
according to the number of communities indicating the services are cur-
rently av%ilahle at no extra cost to the préject. Seme applicants ex-
pressed doubt as to the actual availability gf some services at no direect
cost; however, they are not included in the table. Only thgse services
for which the agp;i;aﬂt indicated that there would be no extra direct

cgst were included.

Numbei* of Communities Having

Iype of Service _Sexrvice hvailable at No Cost

social Work : | : | 44
L;bfary - 43
Psychological i _ . 42
Clotihiing . ' ! : 41
Speech Therapy ; C - 38
Special Services f§£ Handicapped C 37
Food ' , 37
Attenqance 7 . 34
Dental Health o ) 34
Guidance : o B A 33
Medical Health 7 33

Other, including Career ngelgpment ; 30

Transportation . 24

No single supportive service was available to all conmunities.

However, Tahles 4 and 5 indicate that cost reduction isﬁdéfinitely pos=

sible when the community makes use of already available services.




G. Evaluation

_ Proliferation of tha-iolléw Through concept under Titia I,
ESEA or Chapter 3, should and will only occur if children enrolled in
Follow Throusgh prajeﬁtslfundeé under the Michigan Planning Study Prave;
that a Head Start and Follow Through experience has effectively revgrsgd
thertraaitiapal history of public school lack of success with children

from low-income families. Therefore, an effective evaluation component .

] , b

of all major core elements of lécal Follow Thr@ugh projects is an essential
feature of the study ané,rindeaa, all programs developed along the Depart-
ment's a:aauntability or pupll parformance baseé.maéel far delivery of
edueatianal services to chiliran.iﬂzmishiga£, Gf Pa#ticular ani major

interest will be the instructional component and the key role expected

to be played by the project's program sponsor. o : i

Az stated earlier, since‘Titlé 1, ESEﬁ!and Cha?ier 3 éf +he
Michigan State Aid Act are both involved in this plan and evaluated
SEpgrately, every effort will be made to maintain the integrity Qf;each
while ccnducﬁing annaecgmpaﬂying effective and not too redundant pre
and post test evaluation of the instructianallcaﬁganént of all Follow

Through projects. To this end, proposed applicant caﬁmunities reflect

discrete geographic and expected socio-aconomic or other demographic

distinctions. Similaflﬁ, the proposed program sponsors reflect two

alLEQedlygdistinét techniques for instruction; i.e., product or teacher/
instruction-centered versus process or open/child-centered approaches.
Chapter 3 and non-Chapter 3 communities have been prép@sed so cost= .

effectiveness data may be gathered since different funding levels will

be invelved between these communities.
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It is also proposed that an outside evaluator be required of
each. new Fcliag Thr@ughiprgjﬂﬁt who will be contracted by the local school
district following the attached Appendix P, Draft "Format for Raquesting
Evaluation Prcposals" and consistent with the components expressed inz
attached Agpenﬁi§ Q, "Some Components of Edusétién Bvaluation." As indi-
cated earlier, Resource Center personnel from the University of Michigan
and Nartherg, éentral, Western, and Michigan State Universities will
play a key role in evaluating the Michigan Pianning Study for Follow

Through. The expertise éprarticipating program sponsors and local school

district evaluaticn offices will also be utilized.
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H. The State Follow Through Policy Aavisa:ytéaﬁmittee

The State Follow Through Poliey Advisgry Committee is an
advisory body to the State Compensatory Education Services Advisory
Committee of the Department of Education. lA Membership List and a
description éf the purpose and function of the former is attached as
Appendix R and a membership roster and minutés describing the general
function of the latter a:é attached as Appendix §. Despite the apparent
b;evity of remarks in this section of this Report, the above Advisory |

Committees are a most invaluable aid to the improvement of all compensa-

tory education programs in Michigan.
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I. Parent Inf@lvement.Guidaliﬁes

On Dctgber_lB, 1870, the Sﬁaté Board of Education adopted
Title I, ESEA-APpraval Policies with particular attention paid to meaning-
ful parental invelvement in Pé?t 3. These aépraval policies and a

Federal Register excerpt on Parent Advisory Councils dated Octoker 14,

1971; is attached as Appendix T. To complement the above and to assure
that all applicant Follow Through communities will provide for the
direct participation pf the parents of Follow Through children in the
deve lopment, conduct, ané overall direction of the project, the Office
of Educatién Dﬁafﬁ Follow Thxéugh Policy Advisory Committee and Parent
Involvement Guiﬂelinésrsubjegt to Office of Education and/or State Board
of Education revision and/or approval will be offered to all applicant
communities in the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Thrgugh; Every
effort should be madé at the local school aistrict or community level

to coordinate the various Eémgensatéry education parent aé&isarg-bcdieé

consistent with their respective legislation and rules and regulatiens.
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A Tentative Calendar of Michigan Follow Through Study Plan -Events

December 10, 1971
February 9, 1972

May 10, 1972

June
June

7, 1972
15, 1972

dJuly 13

July 14

July 2C

July
July

July

21, 1972
26, 1972

28, 1972

August 5, 1972
August 8, 1972

August 9, 1972

August

lg, 1972

August 22, 1972

August 24-25, 1972

September 1, 1972

September ‘5, 1972
September 8, 1972

September 11, 1972

September 26, 1972

September 29, 1972

" October 15, 14972

October 20, 1972

MDEEMEG@'Heeting for Planning Study Review
Michigan State Board of Education review and
approval of proposal and tentative Staté

Plan

Notification of Planniﬂg Grant Award

Addendum to Planning Grant Award to USOE

Awareness mailing to a2ll school districts,
CAP's, and potential Resource Centers in
Michigan and MDE-MEOO Meeting for further
Planning Study Review

Due Date for Interested communities' response
to MDE

State Compensatory Education Advisory Committee
Meeting in Lansing

MDE staff meeting with USCE Follow Through
personnel in Washington

Meeting with State Head Start Directors
Association at Central Michigan Univers ity

State Follow Through Policy Adv;sary Committee
Meeting in Lansing

Interested communities, potential sponsors,
and Resource Centers informed of Follow
Through Sponsors Fair Agenda by MDE

Mcnthly Pragraas LetLer dué USQ&

CaaL R;ducg4§ﬁ unalyala

State Follow Through Policy Adv;eary EEmmlLﬁéé
Meatlng on CQ st Analysls and RcﬂuELlDﬁ

Meetlﬂg wlth Intermedlate SEhEGl Dlstrzct
Repregentativas :

Follow Through Sponsors Fair for 1nterested
communities and meeting with Michigan
Association of State and Féderal Prégram
" Specialists in Lansing

Screening Criteria forms due MDE from inter—
ested communities :

Monthly Progress Letter due USOE

Tentative Selection by MDE, MEOO, and State
Follow Through Policy Advlsary Conmittee

- of applicant conmunities :

Submit ‘State Board of Education’ agenéa item
on USOE Interim Report

Michigan State Board of Eduaat;an review and
approval of Interim Report to USOE and Mini
grants approved for selecied applicant com=
munities and . Resource Centers

Mini grant awards and appllcatléns to selected

applicant ;@mmunltles and Resaurge Centera
Interim Report due in USQOE =
Guarterlv Expenditure Report due in USOE
Applicant Cammunlty Aggl;;ati@n Warkshap in
Lan51ng : :




Rovember
Hovember

November

5, 1972
10, 1972

10, 1972

Hovember 22, 1972

November 23, 1972

December 5, 1972
December 12, 1272

January 15, 1973
January 26, 1973
o

February 5, 1973

March &5, 1973
March 30, 1973

April 5, 1373
April 10, 1973

April 15, 1973
May 5, 1973 .
May 21-23, 1973

May 30, 1973
June 5, 1973
July 5, 1973
July 15, 1973
July 27, 1973

September 4, 1973

NOTE ¢

RiSGuIEF Center anﬁ Currgnt ?allaw Thr@ugh
Directors meeting in Lansing

Deadline for submitting Follow Through
applications to MDE with pre-selection
of program SPONSoOrs

Submit State Board of Education agenda item

on USCE Final Report on Michigan Planning
study for Follow Through ’

USOE Follow Through Staff and State Planning
Study Directors Meeting in host state

Monthly Progress Letter due USOE

Michigan State Poard of Education review and
approval of Final Report on Michigan Plaﬁnlng
Study for Follow Through

Final Michigan Study Plan due USOE

Quarterly Expenditure Report due USOE

USOE Follow Through Staff .and State Planning
study Directors meeting in host state,

‘Monthly Progress Letter due USOE

Inform selected communities, pre-selected
sponsors, and Resource Centers if Michigan
Planning Study is approved by U.S. Commissioner
of Education ’

Monthly Progress Letter due USOE

USOE Follow Through Staff and State Planning
study Directors meeting in host state

Monthly Progress Letter dus USOE

State Board of Education review and approval
of State Follow Through Technical Assistance
Grant Application for FY 1974

Quartérlv E?peﬁditure Répart ﬁué USOE

Fcllow Ihraugh,zvalugt;gn Wgrk;hag with
selected commuriities, Resource Center
personnel, program sponsors, and MDE
Research and Evaluation staff at State
'Fifth Annual Compensatory-Education
Conference in Grand Rapids .

USOE Follow Through Staff and State Planning
Study Directors meeting in host state

Monthly Progress Letter due USOER

Monthly Progress Letter due USOE

Quarterly Expenditure Report due USOE

USOE Follow Through Staff and State Planning
Study Directors Final meeting in Washington

Michigan Five Year Plan Follow Through sites
anratianal

Appropriate

Cgmmun;tLEé w1ll be nDtlilEd Df ncﬁessary relévant changes,
During the period January 1l = September 4, 1973, it is expected
selected communities will be engaged in relating to program
sponsors and otherwise planning for implementation of their
Follew Through projects in September, 1973,




K. Objectives of the Michigén Planning Stuﬁy far Follow Through .

Given the :éiatival§‘signifi§ant and complex history of
compensatory education in our cgﬁntry; and respecting the intended
céncegtualizatign and ér@pﬁséd implemantatién of the Michigan Planning
Study for Follow Through, the following general program objectives are
offered: . |
National

1. To provide to the Office of Education a workable State
plan far relatively largye=-scale proliferation of successful local Follow
Th%@ugh projects at reducéi é@sts utiiiziﬁg coordinatéd Title I, ESEa,
4State, and local funds aﬁﬂ éervi&as;

2. To provide to the Office of Education evaluation data
Pertaiﬂing t~ cost reduction and Effecﬁiveness in the State Follow Through
projects Fr@éram sponsor comparisons where pﬂésible, anarthe imgact:@f a
State accountability model on comprehensive Follow Through aéprgachgs:

3. To Préviée relavant»infarmaﬁign to the Office of Education
éniStaté Agéncyxie;ivery gystems for the provision of their respective
sugpgrtivE»sarﬁiQes to local Follow Through ccm@unities and families.

1. To provide additional Follow Through prijGEs and services
to as many éligible.cammunitiés and children in Mighigén as posgsible -
and cénsiétént with Office of Education and Departiment of Education
gémﬁeﬁsatéfy education guiaé;iﬁesréné resources.

2. To ﬂéclll:'néﬁt the successful artizulaﬁign of full-year Head
Sta:ttsr other nuréefy séhacl programs, régaréiess of their funding
source or administgati?e:agency, wiﬁh:lccél school district K-3 ele~-
ﬁenﬁé&y Schaél'prggraﬁérpérticigaﬁiﬁé,iﬁ.a camﬁréhensive,Failéw Through

project.

: i
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3. To enablelthé Department of Education and other State Aéenéiés'
or Pragsaﬁg to cooperatively develop the necessary capability or delivery
system(s) for the effective ﬂéli§ery ertheir respective technical and
supportive services to local Follow Through égmmuﬁities and families.

4, To provide the Department of Educatigh an opportunity to
evaluate a planned state and local inter-agency, inter=progranm, agpr@égh to
K=3 elementary school compensatory education particularly as it applies
to a comprehensive Follow Through approach and the State Board af-Edusatian

accountability model for the delivery of educational services to the chil-

dren enrolled in the new Follow Thr@uéh projects,

5. To éffgrd the Department of Education an opportunity to
compare the effectiveness éf new State Follow Through projects with the
current Federal research and dav&lggmenﬁ projects in‘Michigan where possible.

1. To successfully articulate, for the benefit of the children
involved,; the local Head Start or other nﬁfséryfpreschoél program regard-
;ESS of funding source or a&ministrativaragéncy with the séhéél districts
zegulaf K-3 elementary schgal and Follow ihr@ugh programs.

2. Teo éffegtively coordinate the school digtrict's X-3 compen-
satory education program consistent with the réquiremenﬁs and guidelines
of Office of Education Follow Through guidelines and the Michigan Plan-
ning Study for Follow Through. |

| 3. To implement thé State Board éf,Eéucatiﬁﬂ accountability
model for improving the delivery of educational and related supportive
services to the children enrolled iﬁ ﬁhéir Follow Thraugh'préjaétsi

4. To provide such gvgluatian data and other infcrmatian or.
regarﬁs té the Department of Education as rgqﬁired or deemed necessary

i
i
\




for the effective implementation of the Michigan Planning Study for
Follow Through.

‘5. To cooperate to the ful;est é&téit possible with local
offices of State agencies or programs delivering their respéétivé sup-
portive services to the local Follow Thréugh community or families and
to report to the Department of Education on the Effectivénésg of these
delivery systems. |
6. To prévi§e fDr the meaningful and direct invalvéme&t of
the parents of the f@lléw Tﬁfguqh children in tﬁa development, conduct,
‘and overall direction of the léé;l Follow Through project as offered in
the guidelines relating to such involvement caﬁtained in the Michigan

Planning Study for Follow Through.
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L. List of Respondents Not Proposed as_Aggligant Communities

From a group of férty~;£e potential applicant communities respond-
ing as requested to the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through by
submitting the necessary sgcreening criteria forms to the Department of
Education, the fourteen communities indicated below are not proposed as
Follow Through applicants Lo the State Board of Education by the Compen-
satory Education Services F@iiqy Through office and the State Feollow
Through Policy Ad%iscry Committea for the reasons stated:

1. Big Rapids -~ émall number of eligible K-3 students

2. Brighton - Small number of eligible K=-3 students
3. Capitol Area Community Action Program (Lansing} - No

eligible K-3 students

4. Croswell - Small number of eligible K-3 students

5. Deckerville = Small number of eligible K=3 students
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6. East Lansing = Small aumbér of eligible K-3 séudents
7. Fennville - No evidence of full-year Head Start or other
preschool program
8. Godwin Heights - Small number of ellgible K-3 students
9. Huron - Small ﬁumbér of eligible K-3 students
10. 'Memphis/Capac = Small number of eligible K—E_sfuéents
1l. Port lope -~ Smaii number of eligible K=-3 students
12. Van Dyke = Small number Qf'eligible K-3 students
13. wWyandotte -~ Small numbe? of eligiblg'K=3 students

14. Yale - Small number of eligible K-3 students

It should also be noted that the absence of full-year Head Start

or other preschool programs and the lack éf_Préximity or affiliation by
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most of the above communities to other potential applicant communities

seleating a similar program sponsor approach were also considered crucial

factors. Thus, it was believed that these and coriteria outlined in
2ppendix D would provide a sufficient number of applicant communities
conducive to the mosi effective educational program planning, manage-=

ment, budgeting, and evaluatio».




L. List of Appendices for Interim Report
1. 4ppendix A = State Ald to Improve Achievement in Basic Cognitive Skills
2 Appendix B ~ State School Aid Act of 1972
3. Appondax C -~ Awarences Information a% the Michigan Planning Study for
Follow Through
4, Appendix D - Screening Criterié for Selection of Applicant Communities in
the Michigan Plaﬁﬁiﬁg Study fidr Follow Through
+ 5. Appendix B - Follow Through Program Sponsors Falr Agenda
6. Appendix f -~ Follow Through Program Sponsor Selection List
7. ﬁppéndix'g = Follow Through Program Sponsors
8. Appendix H - Draft Copy - Agreement Between the Department of Social Services
and the Department of Public Health
9. Appendix I = Draft Copy - Guidelines for the Implementation of the
Responsibilities of Local Health Departwments in the Farly and
Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and Traatment.@f Children under
the Medicaid Program
10. »Appendix J -~ Guidelines for Implementing, Exgandinglanﬂ Improving Health
Services for Educationally Degriveﬁ Chiiirén Using P.L. B89-10,
Title I Funds
% 11. Appendix K - Information Regarding an Inter-Agency Agreement Between the
State Departments of Education and SéciaIVSarvisés
12, Appendix L - Community Mental Héalth_BDaias :
13. Appendix M - Michigan Education Food and Nutrition Program School Manage-
ment Services |
14. Appendix N - By-Laws ﬁichigaﬁ C@mﬁunity Coordinated Child Garé Caﬁncii :

15. Appendix O.~ Minutes State Follow Through Policy Advisory Committee’

August 9; 1972 : 7 7 7 ' - é
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16. Appendix P - A Format Tor Requesting Evaluation Proposals
17. Appendix @ - Draft Some Components of BEducational Evaluation

18. nppendix R = State Follow Through Policy Advisory Committee
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19. Ap@eﬁﬂix - Compensatory Education Services Committee Membarshlg List

20. Appendin T - Title I E.S.E.A. = Approval Policies hAdopted by the State
Board of Education Gﬁtébef 13, 1970 and Revised as of August 15,
1572

Appondix U - Follow Through Poliey Advisory Committee and Parent
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Involvement Guidelines (Tentative Draft) August 1, 1972
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