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North Carolina Annual Evaluation Report
for
Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1975

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 - Title I

¢ - ;
Basic State Statistics

A1l Others \ 3,437

1974 1975
A. Number of LEAs in the State
B. HNumber of LEAs participating 151 149
(1) during regular term only 131 131
(2) during summer term only 04 .0
'(3) during both regular and summer term 20 18
Unduplicated number of pupils who participated
in Tit}g_l programs
1) enrolled in pubT'i:i\ schools . 125,165 121,939
(2) enrolled in non-puﬁ]ic schools 502 98
D. Title I Allocations to Léﬁs
(1) Part.A \'\ : $51,556,663 $47,860,854
(2) Part B ‘ \ 0 0
(3) Part C. $ 2,032,152 482,303
E. Participants by Instrucriona%‘Activity
\ Participants
Activity | 1978 1975
Kindergarten Vg 14,234 11,184
Reading o 105,777 97,517
- Mathematics . | 6,752 16,270
Occupational Education \\ ) 799 585
Activities for Handicapped \ 1,877 1,303
150
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F. Participants By Support Service

; Participants
Support Service oy 1974 1975

Guidance and Psychology 10,748 3,729

! Health-Medical/Dental 30,188 22,024

Media 6,882 3,922

 Soctal Hork | 35,400 32,030

’ Services for Handicapped 1,627 511
A1 Other 406 0

"‘The data reported in the Basic Statistics portion of this report
was secured from evaluation reports submitted by each LEA. A copy
of the Program Statistics Report, the form used to collect this data
is included in Appendix A. A summation of the data reported on
this form is also found there.

Data.reported on this from the form was used to derive the following
charts: :

-]




REGULAR TERM

Participation by Grade Level

Grades 1-3
[ ]

52,516

J
/
Grades 4-6 :
) /
42,520
j
. Grades 7-9
Kindergarten n.’on
1,184
Grades 10-12
2,818
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REGULAR TERM

Parent Participation 13,818 j" ‘

! !
f
{

Jl.
i

School Advisory Committee

District Advi;‘ilary Comnittee 13°%

f'j
{

Title | Activities 50%
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EXPENDITURES STAFF STUDENTS
REGULAR TERM ‘

s oo | B s & 5,000
. $3$533$SS Q0 -
Kmdergaf't}en $S$$SSS i ' ﬁi 1Y
g . 5
1 $1.1 7:%,403‘ 1,639 ' 11,184
| E i
, $$3335SS .e.
Reading ssssss# i ' ﬁ i
$$353$35959

ol Bl
oiboib<lle
el i i
il i
<= o=l @

333333 (WUWE
$3333SS i

$$S$SSSY,
" 524,016,176 4,2198 97,51
Mathematics $$599S¢ ﬁ I '
(1L
$3,054,066 - 541.1
Other Instructional | § ) . ;
Activities $465,424 W 50
4 .

Social Work, s i et

\ $1,068,266 s | @
Other Support $9 l' Y111
Services** $7807134 | 84.1 §!

o THandicapped, Occupational Education, Music 11 |

- ERIC “*Guidance/Psychology, Health, Handieapped, Media

—
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REGULAR TERM

Per Pupil Expenditure
E
KINOERGARTEN
-
o OTHER ACTIVITIES® . \

$228.37

SOCIAL WORK
. 33335 OTHER SERVICES**

. T R

I-nstructional Activities Support Services

*Handicapped, Occupational Education, Music
**Guidance /Psychology, Healith, Handgpapped, Media

o ~12
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IT. SEA TITLE I VISITS TO LEAS

During FY 1975 a total of 10 State staff members made 381 visits to LEAs
participating in Title I. Each LFA was visited at‘least one ‘time, and most
were visited two or more times during the year. These staff visits can be
categorized by objectives as follows : (1) development, (2) operation,

{3) evaluation, (4) Staff development, and (5) Others.

_Deve]opment. Of the 381 staff visits, 94 or 24.7 percent were primarily
focused on program development. Through these visits, the Title I staff
assisted the LEAs to complete the planning process and to develop project
proposals in a format ﬁhich could be easily reviewed for apprﬁval. Also,
in these visits the staff suggested new or alternative approaches to the
solution of stated problems. Frequently, too, the staff member found it
necessary to encourage the LEA to concentrate upon a limited number of
activities rather than attempting to imp]ement(a large number of separate
activities. From time to time, the staff also found it necessary to re-
emphasize that Title I activities must focus upon specrflc student needs
rather than upon general school needs. )

In addition to these visits; the‘§EA staff conductedwsﬁree (3) area
meetings as a means of assisting LEAs.to plan project proposals. Many LEA
pfojgci directors also visited the State office to secure help in planning.

- Operation. Of the 381 staff visits, 185 or 48.5 percent were for the
purpose of reviewing the oﬁeration of a’Title I project. Most often these
visits consisted of on-site visits to view the various aspects of the project'

which were operating satisfactorily and those which were not. On the basis

~ of such observations, recommendations for improvement were then made.

*

13
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Recommendatians frequently made included the following: more inservice
training for tga;hers, planned Jisita%ion of nearby Title I projects-
judged to be successful, more widespread dissemination of information
gleaned from the project evaluation, a constant review of alternative
ways of attacking educational problems, and careful consideration of the

equipment and/or techn{que which might be utilized. The SEA also conducted

" three (3) ares meetings at which the-effect of new legislation on the

operation of Title I programs was discusseq:

Evaluation, Of the 381 staff visits, 9 or 2.4 percent were devoted
to project evaluation, The major objective of these visits was to improve
the evaluation procedure itilized by the LEA. The visit focused on the
effective reporting of local‘evaluation materials, and the use of such
materials in project planning an& development. Based on comments from the
State staff, these visits and the rssu]ting frank appraisal often resulted
in positive changes in project emphasis.

Staff Development. Of the 381 staff visits, 3] or 8.1 percent were

for the purpose of assisting the LEA in the area of Title I staff develop-
ment. One reading supervisor, in close cooperation with the SEA Title I
superviso;}"itaff, conducted a number of regional workshops which focused on
staff deve]bpmént in reading.

Other Visits. Of the 381 visits, 62 or agproximate]y 16.3 percent
did not easily fit into thg four categories above, Man} of these visits

were “ﬁet acquainted® visits made necessary by change of LEAs assigned to

the individual SEA staff member or by a change in LEA staff.

14
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TII. CHAMNGES IN SEA TITLE I PROCEDURES

Administrative Changes. The‘follow%ng changes in the administration

s of Title I have been made which should improve the quality of Title I

péﬁjects:

1) The early project submission procedure was continued for FY 1975,
LEA submitted program descriptions and budget proposal€ for review,
prior to April 15. The staff of the Division of'Compensatory Educa-
tion read and reacted to these early proposals. The Division of
Augiting and Accounting reviewed each proposed budget. HNew project
activities which were qdestionﬁble wege also reviewed by appropriate

o curriculum specialists. Where revisions were re&uired, the LEAs

| were so notified. The major result of the process was to extend
the period of time that the State staff could'work with the LEAs
in project development. Previoqijy, these efforts were often con-

fined to the summer months. The process shifted this effort to the

. p
spring.

2) Six Title I area supervisors have been given primary responsibility
N for the monitoring process. The supervisor calls on specif{c
program specialists for needed assistance, rather than assembling

a team for each visit. A11 LEAs were monitored in this way.

Non Public Schools. The local Title I dirgctor was charged with the
responsibility of contaétiné officials of non-public schoo]g in his district,
explaining the Titfe I program, and encouraging participation to the extent
permitted under regulations. Each of the LEAs which had non-public schools
in its district included as part of its project pggposa] a response to the

following statement:
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Describe how educationally deprived children enrolled in pri-
vate schools will be given genuine opportunities tgyparticipate
in the Title I program on the basis of need as determined by
the comprehensive assessment of the needs of all children in
‘the eligible low-income areas.” Show that the high priority
needs of private school children residing in those areas will
be met with services that are comparable in scope and quality
to those provided to meet the high priority needs of public
school children.

v The State staff, as part of its résponsibility, encqyraged the LEA to
~ extend services‘to eligible non-public schools, and to design cooperatively
Titie f activities for eligible non-public schcol children. Héwever, the
number of non-public school students who participated in the Title I program
was small, Since the State ‘has only approximately 4.5 percent of its child-
ren enrolléd in non-p@blic %schools. Also, because of the nature, and purpose

of some of the schools, they have little interest in participﬁ%ing.

y Modification of Local Projects. The study of State and local Title I
evaluation reports’ resulted in efforts by both the SEA and the LEAs to
modify local projects. Some general outcomes included the foliowing:

. increased effort to design activities to meet the most pressing
needs of the eligible children .

. greater effort to design programs which offer specific rather
than general types of assistance |,

. greater use of prior evaluations in the planning of programs

. increased effort to coordinate Title I activities with
overall school program

. reduction in number of activities and in number of partici-
pants ‘ )

!

H
f
\i

- ‘

Because of the extremely wide range o} need; of the Title I eligiblé
children, soﬁ; needs must be given priority over other needs. On the basis -
of what has been tearned through the operaticn and evaluation of the Title
I program thus far, the State staff has determined that the following

activities should have the highest priority:
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. lower elementary grade education

. developmental activities in basic skills

. parental involvement '

. planning and evaluation

Appendix C. "Yearly Plan, Division of Compensatory Education”, provides
additional insight into the FY 1976 priorities, objectives, strategies, and

work plan for the State compensatory education staff.

17
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IV. EFFECTS UPON EQUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT

Pre-Post~Test Results. There were six/tests used in FY-75 in the

Title I Reading projects in the 143 LEAs which were administered %n the

modal months of September, 1974 and May, 1975 for which sufficiently
extengi;e data we?h\reported to be summariied. They were the California
Achievement Test, Reading (CAT-Table I}; the California Tests of Basic
Skills, Reading {CTBS-Table II); Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, Reading
Comprehénsion (GMRT;{pble I11}; Iowa Tests bf Basic SkilTs, Reading
(1TBS-Tabie IV); Metropolitan Achievement Test, Reading (MAT-Table V);
and Staqfofd Achievement Tests, Reading (SAT-Tab]? VI}. Numbers of sch001§
and LEAs shown are duplicated from gradé to grade and are included in the
tables only for 1nformationq1 purposes. Séores reported are for an aggregate
of 43,350 students in the Title I projects. Since the test data reflects
neither the universe of participants nor a representative sampling of tﬁase
participants, the resu1fs are not necessarily rgpresentative of‘the state's
Titie I prégrams. The purpose of the Test summaries‘is to provide an estimate
of growth. : |

A1l mean scores are individual rather than school or LEA mean scores.
Each student score has equal weight. Mean sc6res were reported 1nltefhs of
grade equ1va1ent since only a few LEAs reported raw scores. The SEA realizes
that raw scores represent the preferab]e mode of report1ng for eva]uat1on
\\b(poses, and it is moving toward that-method. However, many evaluator§ hold

N

that ‘grade equivalent scores may be averaged, -that growth is shown- by

, cOmpariéﬁQs of grade equivalent scores, and that though they have certain

limﬁtatioﬁ§, grade equivalent scores are more widely used than other type

A

scores. \

Al

18
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For ali tables, the decile-quartile frequencies may nof total the

number of students taking the test for which the mean score 15 computed%

The reason for this is that Either not all LEAs reported the decile-

quartile distribution, or thak there were obvious errors ih the distribu ions:
which had to be dise;rded. A pre- and post-scores involved an identical
number of students on which the means were computed and all decile-quartifie .
distributions involved an equal number of students for the pre- and post- esis\

General Findings. There appears to be a better selection of eligible \\

students for receiving T1t1e I reading instructional serv1ces than 1n pr1or

fiscal years as evidenced by the reSpect1ve mean scores on pretests wh1ch

-

are considerably below grade level on all tests on all grades (except grade

one, which is somewhat an anomaly of tests and the system of scoring at this

level). Also, the frequencies in quartiles 3 and 4 on the ﬁre-tests are scant.
The expectation is that there would be none of these. One explanation is
that another test could have beeh{used in the initial screening process.

There were no grade levels at which negative "growth" appears. This has

not always been the case in prior years. )

The several tests reflect a remarkable impfovement over prior years. | All
grade mean scores for the several tests show that in ﬂ4 out of 54 possibilities,
or 81 per cent, the mean scores show average growth o¥ 8 months or more at each
grade for each test; viz: ' -

CAT - 8 of 8 grades - 8 months or more
CTBS - 7 of 12 grades - 8 months or more
GMRT ~ 8 of 12 grades - 8 months or more

ITBS - 7 of 11 grades - 8 months or more

MAT - 7 of 12 grades - 8 months or more

SAT - 7 of 3 grades ~ 8 months or more

The least growth appeared at the first grade level, for reasons already
commented upon and because of Tess extensive representation, and also at the
senior high school level (with the exception of the Stanford and Metropo]ftan

Te;ts). ' 19 N
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The findings and indicetionsffor all six tests reported for the reading
programs c]eariy ref1ect conSQderable improvement over results for prior
years in Title I. There is. a remarkable consistency in what all six tests
show with respect to the growth of participants in Title I reading programs.
There are few vagaries and %nconsestenc1es in the reported results, which
indicates that the trend aphears te be State-wide As a matter of fact, all
reported score; from the LEAs having read1ng programs were used if they had
a pre-post- pattern, and if. the report showed an identica)l number of students
for both pre- and post-teste, and if they used one or more of the six tests in
this report. No other selection criterion was used for this extensive sample,

A closer examination of the six tables follows:

- Table 1 - CAT. Tah]e Iishows the resu]ts of pre-post testing of 5369 Title

I participants in the read1ng programs on the Total Reading scores of the
California Achievement Test, At ach grade 1eve1 one through eight, the mean -
1mproveheht was 8 months or'mone. ‘Five of the aight grades averaged a year or °
better. There is a considerable increase ih numbers of students placing in

the third and fourth quartiles of“the (decile) duartile distributjon, as well
as a consiaerable decrease at every grade level (except iq grade 7) in the

first decile: . . )

Table II\- CTBS. Table II shows‘the,resutts of pre-post testing of 6107 .
Title 1 partic}pants in the reading programs on the California Tests of ‘Basic
Skills, Total heeding subtest. In 9 of the 12 grades, only three scored a
mean below 7 months (grades 5, 7 and 9). Grade one scored over one year, but
this was with a very small number of students. Considering the fact that the
time interval between testing is 7 or 8 months (Septj'- May), the showing for

’ the mean scores is notable. This is especially significant when it is noted

20
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sflowed a mean improvement of less than 7 months (when rounded)--these were

. tests appéars heré as well--the frequeﬁcies in the third and fourth quartiles’

the third and fourth quartiles.

post in the first decile. Likewise, the observation noted for the other

- 22 -

that the means for the pre-test scores range from six months to four years

below on-grade averages. As with the other California Test discussed in
b Y

Table III - Bates-MacGinitie. Table III shows the results of pre-post .

testing on the Gates-MacGinitie Test, Reading Comprehension for over 12,000

student participants in Title I reading programs.’ Only 4 g}ades of the 12

éradés 1, 3, 10 and 11. Also, very few students, relatively., were reported

for those grade levels. Five of the eight grades improvidﬁ as much as 7

montﬁs showed a mean gain of 1 year or better. Examining ?he'(décile) o N
quarti]e’di%tribution for over 10,000 students reported; it appears that

in all grades’ except in grade 2, the frequencies decreased - from pré to

Ay

increased significantly.

Table IV - ITBS. Table IV shows the results of pre-post testing on the

Total Reading score¥ of the Towa Tests of Basic Skills for 6468 students
participating in fitﬁe I reading programs. As was noted for the other tests,
the mean scores showed a growth of 7 months (when rounded)\or more in %11
grades except in grades 1 and 12, where the fewest scores are reported.

In the (decile)‘quartile distribution covering nearly 5000 students, the -
same observation applies as for the other Tables.

Table V - MAT. Table V shows the resul'ts of pre-post testing on the

Metropolitan Achievement Test, Total Reading scores for the 9493 students

reported. For the 12 grades, all but grade 2 showed a mean improﬁement of

+

21 \'{
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* Total Reading Comprehension subtest of thé Stanford Achievement Test for

" of 8 months or more except grade. 1 and that fxceptwg 1nv01ved on]y% students.
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7 months (when rounded) or more, with one-third of the grades showing one year

or more. The greatest mean improvement was 2 years; the’least, 6 months. In

1

the former ‘instance, a very small number of students was involved (48).

The same obseyvation applies here as with the other tests with réépect .

to the reduction of students in the first decile, and the increase in the

' frequencies in the third and fourth quartiles in the post-test.

. Table VI - SAT. Table VI shows the results .of pre-post testiag on the,

3665'§tudents For the ‘nine grades reported +all showed a mean improvement

F
Four of the 39 grades reported showed a gain of 1 year or more. T

The same observation as:for the other tests reported applies here regarding
the decrease ih the frequencies of scores in the post decile one distribution,

and the increase of frequencies {n the.third and fourth quartiles.

Table VII ~ Extedt of Pre-Post-Testing. ‘This Table shows the extent:of

té;ting in the various reading programs by grade level and that the greatest t
number of participants tested gere in grade 3, with over 9,000, followed by
grade 2, with over 8,000, grade 4 with over 6,000, and grade 5 with over 6,000.
The‘;umber of parttcipants tested in those four grades accouﬁts for over 75
per cent of those 1j§ted. The distribution reflects the choice of the LEAs to
do the major part of the compensatory effort in the readjngnprogram at the
earlier grade Jevels before ‘the deffcit becomes too great to e?fectire]y

. "

eradicate. The precedifg statements apply as well to each of the six stan-

dardized tests, as well as to the aggregate. ﬁt] the grades above grade 5

' indicate a successive decreasing extent through grade 12.

The Table also 1ndicates the relative frequency of use .of the six
standardized tests, with the Gates-MacG1n1t1e Reading Test leading. the list
with approx1mate1y 28 per cent of the total.

22
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’ TABLE I
CALIFDRNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST {(CAT) R . R
: TOTAL READING -
- PRE AND pOST TESTS, FALL AND SPRING, SEPT.-MAY, 1975
(MEAN SCORES IN GRADE EQUIVALENT UNITS) .

PRE TEST POST TEST

[ .
<o Number of Students in Percentile, Number of Students in’Percentile
. Ranges Ranges
No . No . Pre Post Diff- )
LEAS Schools Grade N Mean Mean erence 1-10 11-25 26-50 51-75 76-99 Total 1-10 11-25 26-50 51-75 76-99 Total
4 13 1 90 0.59 1.5 0.97 43. 28 16 2 1 Qd’ 8 14 34 26 8 a0
12 67 2 .1196 0.93 2.22 1.39 402 418 208 46 5 ° 1079 138 303 409 171 58 1079
15 90 3 1512 1.81 2.75 0.94 609 402 223 47 7 1288 325,430 38 108 , 37 1288 |
. . +
9 . 57 4 819 2.44 3.47 1.03 293 266 90 4 1 654 117 225 247 45 20 654 ,
8 53 5 722 2.97 3.97. T:OO 312 \Hggl, 88 g 2 612 178 200 162 50 22 612
7 42 6 - 556 3.55 4.58 1.03 189 119 56 10 1 375 112 113 100 36 14 375
3 21 7 3004.104.90 0.80 62 55 31 1 149 g 57 27 3 149
3 13 -8 174 4.89 6€.01 1.12 49 - B4 16 1 120~ 50 . 36 26. g —— -.120 L

TOTAL 5369 ' ' S 4367 . 4367

“
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TABLE 11
CALIFORNIA TESTS OF BASKIC SKILLS (CTBS)
TOTAL REAOING ,
PRE AND POST TESTS, FALL AND SPRING, SEPT.-MAY, 1975
(MEAN SCORES IN GRADE EQUIVALENT UNITS)

: ) PRE TEST POST TEST
NHumber of Students in Percentile Number of Students in Percentile
P Ranges - Ranges
No. No. Pre Ppost Diff- g .
LEA  Schools Grade N Mean Mean erence 1-10 11-25 26-50 51-75 76-99 Total 1-10 11-25 26-50 51-75 76-99 Total
2 7 1 122 0.38 1.43 1.05 38 39 13 ‘ - % 18 14 25 26 7 90
7 43 2 782 1.21 2.02 0.81 334 150 41 1 526 128 126 205 58 - 9 526
8 50 3 793 1.852.65 0.80 165 242 138 20 2 567 107 211 201 41 7 55?£§
13 65 ¢ 1214 2.31 3.19 0.88 389 238 114 . 5 '_?42 237 261 205 36 3 742
9 75 5 1020 2.87 3.41 0.54 312 382 15 20 5 870 244 315 244 53 14 870
9 54 6 784 3.36 4.28 0.92 291 - 259 128 13 1 692 198 241 183 60 10 692
628 7 584 4.134.58 0.45 242 240 74 4 1 561 279 195 59 24 4 561
5 {Ef“‘”a 8  4104.52 5.21 069 211 162 36 1 410 201 133 65 10 1 410
3 6 9 170 5.23 5.87 0.64 71 52 22 5 : ‘150 70 41 27 9 3 150
3 4 10 145 6.09 6.91-0.82 58 38 23 7 1 127 82 37 24 12 2 127
3 4 1 50 6.23 6.91 0.68 2 1 1 4 2 ] 1 4
2 3 12 _336.827.72 0.9 | o o
TOTAL . 6107 ’ - 4739 ~ 4739
« ,

\
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TABLE 111
GATES-MACGINITIE TEST
: REAOING COMPREHENSION .
PRE AND poST TESTS, FALL AND SPRING, SEPT.-MAY, 1975
(MEAN SCORES IN GRADE EQUIVALENT UNITS) -

/r -

Do ~ PRE TEST POST TEST
! Number of Students in Percentile Number of Students in Percentile
Ranges ) Ranges
No.  No. Pre Post DIff- . )
LEAS Schools Grade N Mean Mean erence 1-10 11-25 26-?0 51-75 76-99 Total 1-10 11-26 26-50 51-75 76-99 Total
6 34 1 241 1.06 1.52 0?46 15 ‘g4 20~ 6 65 7 21 24 1 2 65
18 155 2 2497 1.36 2.12 0.76 758 780 676 82 2 2298 804 724 480 186 104 2298
21 159 -3 2561 1.73 2.65 0.96 848 947 333 54 -7 2189 604 694 659 201 | 31 2189
20 130 4 1898 2.38 3.29 0.91 819 581 1 33 3 1617 707 479 308 103 20 1617
21 100 5 1783 2.80 3.83 1.03 818 559 207 60 lé 1662 604 552 365 108 33 1662
20 96 6 1333 3.40 4.80 1.00 546 388 189 41 10 1174 459 393 225 72 25 1174
12 38 7 905 4.14 5.15 -1.01 365} 245 153 14 3 719 205 232 206 52 24 79
-10 35 8 450 4.79°6.16 1.37 179 144 58 n 392 121 131 103 28 9 392
7 12 9 290 4.58 4.90 0.32 140 48 N 199 127 52 16 3 i 199
4 4 10 155 6.72 6.30 0.58 ° Gé 34 13 3 - 112 60 ;2 15 4 1 112
3 8 1N 77 5.84 6.43 0.59 35 6 1 ‘ 42 29 12 ',1 42
3 8 12 __56 7.52 8.29 0.77 22 6 1 29 19 8 1 1 :_29_
TOTAL 12246 ) 10498 10498
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Mo, No.

LEAS Schools Grade N
2 2 1 51
13 33 2 1085
16 43 3 1361
17 52 4 1393
16 53 5 1214
13 30 6 681

6 9 7 1??
4 7 8 108
1 2 9 198
1 2 W 124
1 2 N _8l

TOTAL 6468
B

TABLE TV
IOWA TESTS OF 8ASIC SKILLS (IT8S)

TOTAL READING

PRE AND POST TESTS, FALL AND SPRING, SEPT.-MAY, 1975

Pre Post Diff-

Mean Mean erénce 1-10 11-25 26-50 51-75 76-99 Total

PRE TEST
NHumber of Students in Percentile

Ranqes

(MEAN SCORES IN GRADE EQUIVALENT UNITS)

P&TTBT
Number of Students in Percentile

Ranges

1-10 11-25 26-50 51-75 76-99 Total

-|0
10

(%) ]

10°1.40 0.30
39 2.18 0.79

.93 2.77 0.84
.49 3.37 0.88
.05 4.09 1.04

.65 4,52 0.87
.18 B3 .66

.42 5.17 0.75
.30~6.00 0.70
.90 6.70 0.80
.70 6,90 0.20

28
212
346
460

475

242
76

51

74
53
21

20
210
306
372
330
122
l31

35

57

53

38

3
168
220
?39
166

52
23
16
67
18
22

-

15
24

10

51
691
936

31106
1008
© 428
142
104
198
124
81

erm—

4869

6
139
230
316
265
182

64

49

63
40
26

.

24
209
285
312
30?
129

37

30

66

59

36

20
198
306
369
308
100

28

20

48

23

13

1
108
92
85
94
14
10

16

37
23
24
39

51
69}
936

1106
1008
423
142
104
198
124
81
4869
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TABLE V
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST
TOTAL READING
PRE AND POST TESTS, FALL AND SPRING, SEPT.-MAY, 1975
| (MEAN SCORES IN GRADE EQUIVALENT UNITS)
Do PRE TEST . POST TEST
=~ Number of Students in Percentile Number of Students ih Percentile
Ranges . Ranges

No. No. ’re Post Diff- ; . L
LEAS Schools Grade N Mean Mean erence 1-10 11-25 26-50 . 51-75 76-99 Total 1-10 17-25 26-50 51-75 76-99 Total

3 5 { 18 1.051.83 '0.78 12§ 1 .18 ’ 3 8 2 , 15 18
21 129 2 1969 1.61 2.23 0.62 357 480 443 247 .79 1600 215 414 495 318 158 1600
16 90 3 2063 2.02 2.72 0.70 614 566 256 82 185 1603 324 363 473 209 234 1603 ;)

. (o]

12 72 4 1436 2.23 3.13 0.90 326 189 78 7 . 600 197 200 167 32 4 600 ,
13 60 5 1232 2.74 3.83 1.09 399 373 155 6 933 345 374 178 32 4 933

9 40 6 830 3.70 4.36 0.66 199 210 45 454 200 172 69 11 2 454
11 40 7 1234 4.14 4.81 0.67 225 134 - 46 7 412 211 125 65 11 412

9 28 8 547 4.46 5.42 0.96 168 109 8 1 286 145 97 38 5 - 1 286

2 4- 9 91 4.92 6.82 1.90

2 3 10 48 5.37 7.33 1.96

1 2 1 18 5.00 6.10 1.10 13 5 - 18 7 7 3 1 18

] 2 12 7 6.00 6.70 0.70 5 1 1 ' 7 1 4 1 1 7

5931 5931




No.

No.

1
8
10
n

W o n M

LEAs Schools Grade N
2 1 5
48 2 675
57 3 829
57 4 643
38 5 5562
37 6 495
9 7 313
5 8 130
1 9 _ 25
TOTAL 3667

TABLE VI

STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST (SAT)
' READING COMPREHENSION
PRE AND POST TESTS, FALL AND SPRING, SEPT.-MAY, 1975
(MEAN SCORES IN GRADE EQUIVALENT UNITS)

u.“-
AR

. PRE TEST POST TEST .
Number of Students in Percentile Number of Students in Percentile
Ranges Ranges
Pre post Diff-
Mean Mean erence 1-10 11-25 26-50 51-76 76-99 Total 1-10 11-25 26-50 51-75 76-99 Total
1.00 1.50 0.50 2 2 1 5 2 2 ' 1 5
1.35 2.11 0.?6 368 157 109 4 37 675 198 178 16§ 51 85 675
1.83 2.63 0.80 417 177 69 6 669 314 221 100 29 5 SGQ:L
-3
2.38 3.21 0.83 256 196 29 481 193 195 64 2§ 6 481 ,
3.12 4.70 1.58 293 199 44 2° 538 183 1937 126 30 6 538
3.63 4.50 0.97 224 139 31 2 396 172 148. 52 18 6 396
4,03 5.03 1.00 158 120 34 1 .313 110 129 61 12 1 313
4,56 5.74 1.18 89 36 5 130 61 44 21 = 4 130
6.10 7.40 1.30 ¢ .
3207 3207

--..__,-"",______._----"'

-
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TABLE VII

EXTENT OF PRE-POST TESTING BY GRADE LEVEL AND TEST, FY-75,

IN TITLE 1 READING PROGRAMS

Reading Test Used

GRADE CAT CTBS GMT ITBS | WAT SAT

.
1 90 | 122 | 241 51 18 7| 5} 527
2 | 119% 782 | 2497 | 1085 | 1969 | 675 | 8204
3 1512 793 | 2561 | 1361 | 2063 | 829 | 9119
4 919 | 1214 | 1898 | 1393 | 1436 | 643 | 7503
5 722 1020 | 1783 11214 | 1232 | 552 | 523
6 556 784 | 1333 681 | 830 | 495 | 4679
7 300 584 | 905 | 172 | 1238 | 313 | 3508
174 40 | “a50 { 108 | "547 | 130 { 1819
9 —--- 170 | 290 : 198 91 25 | 774
0 - 5 | 155 | 12 48 | ---- | 372

1 ! ---- 50 i 7 e 18 | --—-| 226 i
2. | ---- R 7 | - 96
T | 5369 | 6107 [12246 6468 | 9493 | 3667 43350
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3 .
Local Evaluation Reports. Since each LEA designs, implements, and

evaluates its own Title I program,‘it is difficult to generalize as to

the sugcéss of Title I on a State-wide basis. WNo uniform program evalua-
tion design is applied, and no single achievement fest is administered N
State-wide. For these reasons the effect of Title I uwpon participants
“can best be seen through reviewing individual LEA evaluation studies.

Some of these studies report minimal gains, some réport modest gains,

and some rebort. substantial gains. From the‘studies reporting substantialn
gains 1in the areé of reading'énd math achievement, the following excerpté |
. have been selected as examples of the effeét of Title I upon educationally

deprived participants:

ELKIN CITY SCHOOLS , . -

ame of Activity: Reading

tumber of Participants: 45 students- |

2nd Grade - 5 gth Grade - 5
3rd Grade - 5 7th Grade - 5
4th Grade - 9 8th Grade - 6 R
5th Grade - 10 '

Des¢ription of Identified Needs and of the Activity or Service Impiemented
to Meet Those Needs:

Improvement in reading skills was selected as the most Pressing need
of educationally deprived children in the Elkin City Schools. Sixty percent -
-of the students at Elkin Elementary School in grades 2-4 were reading below
grade level. Sixty percent of the students at North Elkin School in grades
5-7 were reading below grade Tevel. These percentages were based oil the
results of the achievement test scores gathered in the fall of 1974, He

were unable to provide services for 411 children showing a deficiency in
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reading. Our program was designed to work with those children with the
greatestudeficjency in reading. A chart showing the percentage reading

below grade levels by grades follows:

" Grade . . Test Percentage Below
—_— Grade Level

2 CAT 63%

3 IT8S . S 62%

4 CAT 58% - ’
5 CAT 56%

6 ITBS 61%

7 CAT 64%

8 ITBS 55% -

Three reading programs were set up in the three schools for children
in\grades 2-8. A full-time reading teacher and 2 para-profegéionals worked
with children in grades 2-7. A ha]f-iime reading teacher worked with eighth
grade students at the hign school during the 1974-1975 school year. Students
who were one or more years below grade level in readﬁné skii]s were’eligib1e
for the classes. These classes were limited to a maximum of 6 students per

)

~class so that much individual instruction could be given. This instruction

was in addition to the regular classroom reading instruction.

Behavioral Objective Related to Activity or Service:

Thé main behavioral objective for grades 2-é was that by June, 13875
the Title I reading participants will have improved their reading skills by
five months to one year grade equivaient, depending on their ability. This
was to be measured by the feading.subtest of either Phe California Achieve-
ment Test or the Iowé Tests of Basic Skills.

Progress tade Toward Stated Objective:

Progress was made toward the stated objective. This is shown by the
fact that 42 of the 45 Title I participants made at least five months progress.

The three students who did noi gain five months on the reading achievement

31
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_test appear {o have guessed on either'br both the pre-test and post-test.
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i

Therefore their test scores are possibly invalid. .

At E1kin Elementary School (grades 2, 3,,& 4), the gain made by Tjt]e I
students ranged from 2 honths gain to a gain of 2 years and 2 months. The
mean gain was one year and three months for the 19 Title I students in
grades 2-4,

At North Elkin School {grades 5, 6, & 7), the gain made by Title I
students ranged from 8‘months to a gain of 4 years and 3 months by one
student. The average gain was two years and four months for the 20 Title
I students in grades 5-7. .-. L

At Elkin High School (grade 8), the gain made by Title I students ranged
from a two month loss to a gain of three years and four months by one student.
The average gain was one year and six months for the 6 Title I stuhgnts. o7

The pre-test and post-test gains of the 45 participants showing

i

average gain by grade levels is as follows:

Grade . Number of Participants Grade Equivalent
Gains
2 5 1.7
3 5 1.2
4 g 1.1
5 10 2.1
6 5 2.8
7 5 2.5
8 6 1.6

Although three students did not obtain grade equivalent .gains of 5
months or more, a breakdown of the range of student gains indicates that

many students did make impressive gains.
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Grade Equivalent Gains Number of Participants
4
4.0 - 4.9 1
3.0 - 3.9 4
2.0 - 2.9 15
1.0 - 1.9 14
0.1 - 0.9 . 10
No Gain i
Total 45 !

Seventy-five percent of the participants made grade equivalent
gains of one or more years. Forty-four percent of the participants ma&e
grade equivalent gaiﬁs of two or more years. These findings indicate the
reading program has been successful.

Modifications Planned in the Structure of the Activity or Service:

No major modifications are planned for 1975; however, attempts wi]]
be made to improve present organizations and'techn§ﬁuas. There is an
increase in the number of pa¥ticipants from 45 to 75. A closer Took will
be taken, to determine which grade Tevel has the gréatest reading deficiency.

GOLDSBORO CITY SCHOOLS

F ]

tlame of Activity: Reading

The ESEA Title I Reading Program is substaptia?]y the same as for the
years 1972-73 and 1973-74. This is in keeping with the data gained from
the needs assessment and the proposals made by the Goldsboro City Schools.

This is the third year that Goldsboro City Schools has provided reading
laboratories for target students. The plan is to keep as many‘bf the target
students as possible working in a reading laboratory as they progress to
higﬂer grade Tevels.

“Fifteen reading laboratories were set up in five schools for target

children who had been found to be reading at a comprehension level below
the twenty-fifth percentile {25th percentile) when they entered grade four

(4). Upper grade target students are dropped from the program as they

b
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. Qroéress nearer to grade level or until the program is phased out in
grade eight. . ‘

The target students were taught by fifteen traingd certified teachérs,
as regding laboratory coordinators, with the help of one reading laboyratory
assistant in each laboratory. The students attended tﬁe reading laboratory
classes in groups of twelve {12) or less for periods of fortyjfive (45)
minutes or one (1) hour each day. Each reading laboratory coo;dinatar had
from forty to sixty students in five classes per day.

Seven hundrea and ninety-three (793) students were selected in September.
Thirty-eight (38) students transferred from the program, so that seven hundred
and fifty-five (755) students we;e given the pre- and post-test. Some new
students were added in grade & when §ejected students moved.

The students in grade four (4) were given the Metropolitan Regding
Achievement Test, Form F, in September as a pre-test for the selection of
the target students. In May, the Metropolitan Achievement Test, Form G,
was given as a post-test., In grades 5, 6, 7 and 8 the target students were
given the Stanford Achievement Test, Form X, in September as a pre-test.

In May, the Stanférd-néhievement Test, Form W, was g%ven as a post-test.
These pre- and post-tests were given to all the students who attended the
classes in the reading laboratories as a means of evaiuating the effective-
ness of the program. )

The net resul@ing mean gain for the program for the five grades was
an average of eleven {11) months. The staﬁed objective 1in the proposal,
to improve the reading comprehension level by an average of 7 months, was
surpassed by four (4) months,

After the pre-tests were given anajthe weaknesses and strengths of

the target students were diagnosed, pgfsonalized reading prescriptions were
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written. Tests used for diagnosis included: SORT, DOLCH VOCABULARY,
SPACHE. SAN DIEGO, READER'S @HGEST;’METROPOLITAN D}AGNOSIS,’AND BETTS.
Many of the programmed materials have tests to determine the beginning '
‘Jevel of the students. Continﬁous evaluatfons were made on the studgnts'
progress. Sfudents worked indepéndently, on a one-to-one basis, or in

\

small groups according to their needs.
According to the information gained from the diagnostic tests the

needs of the students varied. Students showed weaknesses in basic sight
}ocabblary, phonics, structural analysis, comprehension ski1is and other
reading skills.

Many techniques and materials were implemented to help each individual
master the skills they needed. The dia;nosed needs of the students deter-
mined the type of instructioﬁ, the material and'équipment used to help
correct their d}fficu1ty. Teachers are more informed on the types of
matérials they need and they have added many new types of mqteria]s to the
laboratories,

Indivi&ua] folders were kept for each student in each laboratory. Re-
cords of skills mastered, samples of student's work, and diagnostic tesf

L

results were kept in these folders. The folders were sent along with their

other records as target students progressed from grade to grade.

THE STATE DEPARTMENT LANGUAGE ARTS CURRICULUM GUIDE, and BARBE'S SKILLS .

vere used as gquides for skills to be taught. Dr, ébabh Vann Allen's LANGUAGE
EXPERIENCE IN READING was used és a co-basal book with the HOLT, RINEHART and

WINSTON state adopted reading books. .
Various programmed materials were placed in each laboratory. These
/ }
materials were placed in the laboratories according to the assessed needs of

the participating students.
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The reading laboratory'éoordinqtors worked ‘closely with the class-l
rooin teachers in correlating the individualized reading instruction of the
target students with the regular reading p;ogrhm. Emphasis was, placed on
the students' needs and areas needing iﬁprpvement. r

The Reading Specialist taught a full load of siudents in a reading >
laboratory and worked with the Director of ESEA, Director of Instruciion,
the Follow-Through Director, Director ESAA, principals, classréom teachers,
reading laboratory coo:%fyﬁggrs and their assistants, to initiate, execute
and evaluate the reading program according to the proposal.

It is felt that the Title I reading program was very shiccessful. The

students made remarkable growth in reading. They developed in many desirable

!

respects; and they worked happily at their own pace and Tevel.

No major modifications are planned for ﬁ}?ﬁi Howeypr, attempts will be
nade to fmprove present organization and techniques and minor modifications
@i]] be made as considered advisable, ,

The fof]owing tables substantiate the graw{h aglexp]ained in the narrative:

AVERAGE DAILY TITLE I ESEA READING .
Goldsboro City Schools '

The average mean gain by grades was as foliows:

Grade 4 - 12 months
"Grade 5 - 12 months
Grade 6 - 8 months
Grade 7 - 10 months
Grade 8 - 15 months
Students Tested
Grade 4; from 1.8 to 3.0, a gain of 12 months 183
Grade 5; from 3.2 to 4.4, a gain of 12 months 180
Grade 6, from 3.7 to 4.5, a:gain of 8 months 161
Grade 7, from 4.4 to 5.4, a gain of 10 months 147
Grade 8, from 4.4 tc 5.9, a gain .of 15 months 80
Average Mean Gain of 11 ménths 755

3y
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PERCENTAGE GAINS TITLE I ESEA READING PROGRAM
© Goldshoro City Schools

The percentage of students and the gains made for the Title I program

were as follows:

-

3.0 - Up months gain ’ 4.6 per cent
2.0 - 2.9 months Gain " 9.8 per cent
1.0 - 1.9 months gain 41.5 per cent

.1 - .9 months 9ain : 31.6 per cent

HNo Gain 12.3 per cent

GREENSBORO CITY_ SCHOOLS

Name of Activity; Reading

Number of Participants:

Grade One 78 Grade Four 167

Grade Two 304 Grade Five 61

Grade Three 206 Grade Six 48
Total 864

Approximate Cost: $398,239.00

Description of Identified Needs

The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills was administered in Dgcember,
1973, to a séhpling of 226 students in target schools at the 4.3 grade
level. This testing revealed a mean grade achievement Tevel in "Total"
reading of 2.4, which 1S almost two years below grade level for the average
child tested. |

In addition, of the approximately 200 Title I students in grades 2,

3, and 4 referred to the Reading Center during the 1373-74 school year,
the average student scoréd at the primer or below reading level on the
Gray Oral Reading Test administered upon acceptance to the Center's program.

Indeed, 1t 15 a common experience to receive students from the third and
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fourth grade levels of Title I schools reading at the pre-primer and below
reading levels, without any indication of mental retardation as a cause

for their severe reading disahility.

Behavioral Objectives of the Reading Program

a. By'the end of the 1374-75 school year, 70% of the prim;ry children
participating in the MacMillan Tutorial Program will be reading at the
first grade reading level as documented by individual progress reports and
an appropriate reading achievement test.

b. I% is the obJe;tive of the Reading Centers in grades one through
six to help raise the student's reading score an average of one month for
each month served by the Title I Reading staff.

Progress Made Toward Stated Objective

Progress was noted in the following areas:

a. Seventy-eibht pércent of second and third graders selected to
participate in the tutorial program were reading below the first grade level.
By June, 1975, 74% were reading at the first grade level. The tutorial
program was suctessful in reaching the proposed goal.

b. The comprehension score on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test is the
best index for reporting a child's reading score in this evaluation. A
comparison of the pre- and post-test results in reading for grades 2

through 6 reveals the following gains in months between pre- and post-test:

Second Grade .3 Months Gaingd
Third Grade .9 Months Gained
Fourth Grade 1.4 Months Gained
Fifth Grade 2.5 Months Gained
Sixth Grade" 2.5 Months Gained

According to the proposed objective, the reading program was very successful.

38
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Modification
The Tutorial Program will be discontinued. Reading Centers will be
implemented at those target schools.

IREQELL COUNTY SCHOOLS

Name of Activity or Service: Math - Full Term

Number of Participants: 98, Grades 2-5

Approximate Cost: $26, 910 00 -

Description of Ident1f1ed Needs\ and of the act1v1ty or service implemented
to meet those needs \

Achievement tests given unikrw1de revealed that the average math scores

-of Iredell Count} students dre beiow the 25%ile as compared to national norms.

These statistics indicete 2 need fer specia] Title I concentration in the
area of math. Children were identified for the program wite the California
Achievement Test and found to be deficient in basic concepts and computation.
Ninety-two of the 98 sfudents who qualified for the program were at or below
the 25%iTe in math. ‘

The instructor set up a math 1ab wifh the assistance of an aide.
Services were provided in a resource capacity in the two participating
schoois. Teachers had a maximum of 60 students per day. Periods were
arranged in thirty to forty-five minute blocks with no more than 12
students in each gnoup.'

Teachers had five or six periods per day and included a planning
session. The student, classroom Instructor and math specia]ist cooperatively
planned the student's program on a weekly basis with continued re-evaluation
of skills mastered. e -

The labs contained activities and materials designed to create interest

by the student and to meet specific needs. Individual folders and progress

39

.
1




- 41 -

reports, which contained check lists of skills, were maintained by each
child. The participation in planning and evaluation gave studemts a

feeling of direction and self-worth.

! LY

Performance Objectjve

The object'ive/ established for the Title I math activity was to show
an academic gain of eight months by the students in grades 2-5 who
participated. This was to be measured by the California Achievement Test
to be administered in September, 1974 and May, 1975.

1

Progress Made Toward Stated Objective

Of the 98 students selected for this math activity, 96 were administerad
both the pre-and post-test. " Average gain for the group was one year, two
months which surpassed the objective of eight months. The goal was attained
in all grades. More than 30% of the total showed gains over one and one-
half years while two-thirds had grade equivalent gains over one year.

L)

Modifications Planned

Decrease in the student-teacher ratio
The objective will be changed to read one month gain for each month

in the program.

a

Standards for eligibility will be the following: f

Grades 1-3 6 months below grade level
Grades 4-6 8 months below grade level
Grades 7-8 1 year below grade Tevel

SALISBURY CITY SCHOOLS

Name of Activity: Mathematics

¥, .
Number of Participants:

A remedial math lab was set up ‘inder Part C funds, operating in Henderson
School, the elementary school with the largest number of Title I eligible

H ' 5 .
pupils.
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The iab served seleéted pupils who were 1 year or more below Qdrade
level on the Ar”thmetic Computational subtest of the Stanford Achievement
Test,

Pupils from 4th - 6th 9rades were scheduled to the 1ab from {ts
beginning in Gctober. At mid-year it was possible to extend the help to
3rd grade pupils.

The grade level breakdown of the 45 participants:

Grade -3 10
Grade 4 7
Grade 5 19
Grade 6 18
Total
.Approximate Cost of the Activity: kt

The cost of the math lab program totalled $6927, or approximately
$154 per child. Approximately 82% was for the salary of the part-time
teacher and 18% for instructional materials.

Description of Identified Need and the Activity Implemented

A. HNeed for._Math.

The fo]10wing”ﬂ§f3ﬂ§ummarizes the results on the Stanford
Achievement Arithmetic subtests, administered to 3rd and 6th

grades in September, 13973.

No. No. ranking in Mean
- Tested 1, 2, 3 stanines G.E.
3rd Grade
" Arith. Computation 76 47 2.3
Arith. Concepts 76 56 2.5
6th Grade
Arith. Computation 54 28 5.0
Arith. Concepts 54 27 5.1
Arith. Application 54 26 5.0
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B. Activity Implemented

A Math Lab was established to provide supplementary assistance
to those pupils showing educationa]_deprivation in the computa-
tional skills. Pupils attended the lab, staffed by one teacher,

in groups of five for 30 minutes daily for the entire school year.

The Individualized Computational Skills Program {Houghton-Mifflin)
used in the classrooms provided diagnostic tests which identified
individual weaknesses. These results with other diagnostic
instruments formed the basig fbr deve]oping a diagnostic/prescriptive
program for each participanf. Multi-level worksheets, games and
individual drill were used to achieve masterfw{é ﬁhe identified
computational skills. Individual pupiﬁ records were maintained

to record progress.

Behavioral Objective Related to Activity

By June, 1975, Title I participants in Henderson Elementary School will
show a month's gain for each month of instruction in Arithmetic Computation,
as measured by the Arithmetic Computation subtest of the Stanford Achjevement
Test.

Progress Made Toward Objective

0f the 45 pupils who were selected for supplementary Computation
instruction, 35 were enrolled for the entire term which began in October.

The average gain by grade is as follows:

Grade Number of Participants G.E. Gains
3 9 1.0
4 7 1.8
5 6 .8
6 13 1.5

The objective was met for all.grade levels.
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71% of the pupils met the objective of one month's gain for each

month of instruction, as shown in the breakdown of the range of pupil

gains.
G.E. Number of Percent of

Gains Pupils Participants

No Gain ' 6 - 17%

Jd - 6 4 . 1%

7 - .9 7. 20%
1.0 - 1.5 -4 11%
1.6 - 2.0 10 299
2.1 -2.5 1 3%
2.6 - 3.0 -1 37
3.0 + 2 6%

Modifications Planned

There will be no Part C funds for the coming year. All of the
expected regular allocation will be needed for the reading program so
the math lab will pe discontinued.

; Because of the need and the significant progress noted, it will be

o

deshrab]e to resume the lab when sufficient funds are available.
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V. EFFECTS ON EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES

Early in 1971, the State agency involved jtself in a management
study. of the entire operation of the State quartment of Public Instruction.
During the process an analysis was wade of %he organizational structure
of the Department. Following the manaqgment study, the Title I, ESEA
operation, including Migrant Educatiqﬁ; was organized into & Division
of Compensatory Education.

The Compensatory Education staff was reorganized to include one
Associate Director for Administrative Operations, one Associate Director
for Program Operations, and one Associate Director for Migrant Operations.
Six area supervisors work directly with the LEAs to improve planning
operation, and evaluation of Title I projec;s. In five geographic areas
where the State agenc} has established regional offices, these super-
visors, although not physically located in these area offices, coordinate
their efforts with the area offices.

One consultant from each academic discipline has been assigned‘by
the Assistant Superintendent for Program Services to serve the specific
needs of Compensatory Education programs. These disciplines include
cultural arts; health safety, and physical education; language arts;
reading; mathematicss occupational education; science; social studies;
gxceptional children; and early childhood education. These consul-
tants have two lines of responsibility; first, to the director of a°
particular Jiscipline, and, secondly, to the Director of Compensatory
Education. A similar cooperative arrangement operates between the
Divisian of Compensatory Education and the Oivision of Pupil Personnel

Services.
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Coordination with other State agencies in State government has been
effective, as evidenced by close working relationships with the Depart-
ment of Human Resources and the Department of Corrections in programs
related to mental health, social services, health, and neglécted and
delinquent students.

At the inception of the Title I, ESEA program, many local educational
agencies did not have a systematic approach to educationa} planning. .
However, with the reqﬁirement for comprehensive planning being a part of
the Title I program, each district moved in this direction. Now that the
Staéé agency is promoting comprehensive planning for the basic program,
more than 100 of the local educational agencies are currently involved
in specific programs of planning for ?he improvement of their total
educational program. Furthermore, Tiﬂ1¥ I, ESEA practices have made both
State and local school é&mipistrator; awa e\pf the ﬁecéssity of including
teachers, paraprofessionals, and lay citizeng in the planning of educational
programs.

The State of North Cdrolina has rather sma]l numbers of qualifying
students enrolled in non-public schools which participate in the Title I,
ESEA program, MNevertheless, local educational agencies have identified
non-pub]ic schools operating in their school districts and have included
these officials in the planning, development, and implementation of
Title I activities to serve eligible students. As a result of this
involvement, officials of the non-public schools are more aware of the

educational programs in the public schools.
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VI. COORDINATION OF PROGRAMS FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

_ Although there have been no ‘programs funded by the State that are
specifically and solely for disadvantaged children, some programs tend
to serve the same target popu]at{Oa as Title I. For example,,in 1871-72
a pilot kindergarten program in 74 LEAs funded by the State served )
approximately 3,400 students. In 1973-74, this pilot program was’ expanded
" to provide a minimum of 2 kindergarten classes in each of the State's

o school diﬁtricts About 50 percent of the State's five year old children
were enrolled in the program 1n 1974-75. By September, 1978, it is
expected that all five year old chi1dren will be enrolled. Until that
time, the following procedures have been established to assure that this

r
State program serves Title I eligible students as well as non-Title I

-

eligible students:

a. Local Educationdl Agencies with their entire district
qualifying as a Title I project area may locate the
State-supported kindergarten classes anywhere in the
district provided the children who are deemed to be
eligible for Title I services will have equa1 access
with other children in the attendance area to be
served by those classes.

i

b. Local Educational Agencies with Title I project areas
and non-Title I project areas must:

1. Determine the ndmber of five- year-o]c children residing
in the T1t1e I project and non- projeqt areast

et

2. lLocate State -supported klndergarten clas; spaces
for five-year-oldchildren in Title I project areas in
the same proportion as such children bear to the total
number of five-year-old children in the applicant's
district. Thus, if 161 spaces (i.e., 7 classes with
23 children each} are to be provided with State-
support in a district with 1000 five-year-olds,
the applicant weuld then determine how many spaces
to the nearest class unit should be located in the
applicant's Title I project area. If 600 of the 1000
five-year-olds live in eligible areas, then 60% of
the 161 spaces or 96 spaces rounded to an even 4 classes

Q ) el ___46 -
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{4 x 23) would have to be provided in the Title I
project area. A1l children in such areas would, of
course, have equal access to such State-supported .
kindergartens.
After the children have been selected to participate
in State-supported programs, Title I funds may then
be used to provide kindergarten programs for those
Title I eligible children in project areas who are
unable to be included in the selection of children
in the State-funded kindergarten.
Each LEA is required to include in its project proposal and in
its yearly evaluation report a description of efforts to coordinate Title I
activities with those of other federally funded programs. The SEA, in
its review of project proposals, analyzes programs with a view toward
:ﬁetenmining those activities which possibly could be supported in whole
or in part by funds from sources other than Title I.
Examples of activities which involved a coordinated effort between
Title I and other federally funded programs are given below:

CLINTON CITY SCHOOLS

Title I cooperates with other federally funded prograﬁs in order to
supplement their support and thus bring more advantages to diéadvantaged
students. The Emergency School Assistance Act (ESAA-Indian) has been
beneficial in promoting attendance and in supplying library materials on
Indian 1ife and culturel These additional resources on Indian culture
have improved their self-image, and their attitudes toward the school.
Attendance is also better. The Coﬁm1ssiqn on Indian Affairs has placed
aides in two school libraries. This has resulted in better library services
and has also helped to build a wholesome self-image. Title I works co-
operatively with Headstart.

A1 schools participate in the Federal lunch program financed by the

Department of Agriculture: The students are benefited by the milk program,
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free and reduced price lunches. The use of surplus commodities helps to
keepilunéh prices reasonable and the lunches nutritious. .

The school unit uses NDEA and Title I funds to purchase gquipment‘
and learning materials. |

Some high school students are employed by Man Power, and they serve

in various capacities around the schoals. College students are hired under i

the PACE program which énables them to earn money for a c611ege education.
These students work in jthe schools and provide much needed services.

Teachers attend federally funded workshops when they are both avail-
able and pertinent. There 1s cooperation with 914/i6Ea1, state and féderal
programs available in this area. |

ROCKINGHAM COUNTY SCHOOLS

The Rockingham County ESEA Title I and locally fundeg Compensatory
Reading Program constantly seeks to coopebate with other federally funded
programs in the school system and in the county. E%amples of this ~
coordination are as follows:

A. ESEA Title III, Project TRI-STEP r

Project TRI-STEP was located by the school system in Bethany and
Stoneville Schools, two of the ESEA Title I schools. Coordination
between Title I and Title III took place in the form of the
sharing of information among the Title III Coordinator, Title III
teachers and the Title I Reading Laboratory teachers. Project
TRI-STEP provided the Reading Laboratories with psychological

// information on children who were participating in both programs,

“ and the Title I Laboratories provided TRI-STEP personﬁel with
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reading 1nformatioﬁ about these same chjldren. Great amounts
of enerqy and eféort were put forth to coordinate the léarning
experiences oﬁf;hese children both in the classroom and in the
reading 1abof$tories.

ESEA Title VI-B, "Early Intervention in Learning Disabilities"

. The Title VI-B project was located by the school system in Happy

Home and Monroeton Schools. As with Project TRI-STEP, great‘Eare
was taken to share information learned by the Learning Disabilities

teacher with the reading laboratories' teachers. The labs and

the LD teacher shared many students and it proved quite beneficial .

to both programs that information was shared between them,
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VII. TITLE I IN NON PUBLIC SCHOOLS

couraging them to participate in the Title I program to the extent ' \
permitted under Federal Regulations. \

A Tocal educational agency which had non-pub11c schoo]s in its un1t;
included as a part of its project proposal a response to the statement: [

"Educat1ona1]y deprived children enrolled in pr1vate schools / 4

will have a genuine opportunity to participate in the Title I

program on the basis of need as determined by the comprehen- :

sive assessment of the needs of all children in the eligible \

low-income "areas. The high priority needs of private school .

children residing in those areas will ba met with services \

that are comparable in scope and quality to those provided 1

to meet the high priority needs of public school children." //

In making provisions for eligible non-public school children to phr—
ticipate in Title I programs, directors and superintendents held coz%;rences
with officials of non-public schools, made telephone calls, and wrote
letters to them informing them of the services available to their .children
through Title I programs. ;

As a part of its responsibility, the State Title I staff enéourages
the LEA’fo extend services to eligible non-public school childre*. However,
the number of non-public school students who participated in the Title I
program was extremely small. A total of 98 such participants were reported
in LEA evaluation reports. Small number of participants is due to the following:

1. The State has a relatively small number of children E

enrolled in such schools - 54,212 compared to 1,177,860 \
in public schools. 1

2. The non-public schools have a very small number of
children eligible to receive Title I services.
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VIII. STAFF DEVELOPMENT

Sixty-six LEAs provided one or more coordinated inservice programs
for teachers and aides during FY 75 according to data in the Evaluation
Reports submitted to the State Titlé I office. Participating in the
coordinated inservice programs were 2649 teachers, 2137 aides, 238

‘administrators, 161 supervisors, and 83.others. Six other LEAs
reported inservice programs that were 1imited to teachers or aides.
Participants in the inservice programs of these LEAs were not included
in the above count. A total of 79 teachers and 7 others participated in
these programs.

Activities reported by the LEAs in their coordinated inservice pro-
grams were quite varied. A significant number held orientation sessions
in which teachers and aides met jointly to study the project and to pf&h.
for its implementation. Other districts held meetings during the year
in which teachers, aides, and supervisors met to search for solutions to
commonly encountered problems.

LEAs reported.Title I expenditures for inservice as follows:

Kindergarten §1é{691
Reading 75,511
Mathematics $ 41,385
A1l Other $ 6,206

Most LEAs utilized their own personnel for inservice programs. Many
used consultants from universitiés, the State Department of Public Instruction,

and commercial firms. Several examples of inservice activities follow:-

LENOIR COUNTY SCHOOLS

Name of Activity or Service: Staff Development

Number of Participants: 82
‘ Staff development for.Lenoir County Title I reading and math teachers

has been both well planned and a tremendous asset to the program. Each

ERIC 51
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-

participant has become more knowledgeable of recent trends in the fields

-

of both reading and math. Thtgugh active partic&pation in each area of
staff development, the partié&pants have improved their programs of
instruction. Inservice courses have provided valuable assistance in
the implementation of effective'teaching instruction in the program of
the child. The math teachers have participated in workshops which have
imﬁroved their ébmgetence in the areas of math. Many ideas and suggestions
were given to fother strengthen the mathematics program of the child.
Ideas and teaching techniques reﬁiewed were shared with -teachers in the
regu]ar program. Reading and math tutors have been well informed in the
teaching procedures enumerated in each tutorial program. The numbers of
participants involved in staff development were twenty-four (24) réading
teachers, six (6) math teachers, thirty-four (34) tutorial reading aides
and sixteen (16) tutorial math aides.

Approximate Cost of the Activity:
A

The approximate cost of staff development in Lenoir County Title I
ESEA was approximately $7,224 for FY75.

Activity Implemented - Staff Development:

{a)} Tutorial and Learning Laboratory Aides Workshops
{1) Nineteen (19) reading tutorial aides, ten (10) math
tutorial aides, and one (1) tutorial field aide re-

ceived a one-day retraining session on October 1, 1974,

- The objective was met which was to review practices and

procedures in the correct implementation of the tutorial
program. All aides were experienced personnel from the

previous school term.
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(c)
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(2) 1In the month of October, 1975, two tutor training

sessions were held for ten (10) mathematics tutordal
aides and one (1) tutorial field 51de. The sessions
consisted of a three.day workshap %nd a two.day work- |
shop. ;he objective was met to tr&iﬁ tutors to use all

1

teaching procedures specified in the math tutorial

|
program. |

(3) Meetings?and workstiops were held throughout the year to
keep the Learning Laboratory Aides informed in the
proper application of the individua11zed Reading and
Individualized Math Programs. The meetings and workshops
* were conducted unaer the direct supervision of the super-
visor. ;
Borg Warner Workshop :
October 15, 1975, twenty-three {23) reading teachers, six
(6) math teacher;, and one {1) supervisor participated in an

afternoon session of professional training with the Borg Warner

‘ Representative in new and improved materials for implementation

in the Individualized Reading and Math Programs. The purpose of
the workshop was to become know]edgeible of recent matertals
available, to examine recommended materials, and a refresher
course for proper application of the program.
Mathematics Inservice

A two-day inservice was held August 26-27, 1974 for
six (6) teachers and six (6) aides in the Title I Mathematics
Learning Lab Program. The workshop was conducted by Mrs. Elaine

Bologna, teacher in Winston-Salem. The purpose of this
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workshop was to become more knowledgeable in the preparation
of teacher-made games and related materials that helped in
the implementation of more maniputative services in math.
EDL Workshop

A two-day EDL Workshop was held August 21 and 22, 1974
with the EDL consultant. Three {3) lab teachers participated
in the workshop. The objective was met which was to become
familiar and knowledgeabie of the machinery, materials, and format
employed in the program.

Lab Teacher's opinions:

"The personal obpinion of the lab co-

ordinators is that the workshop was most

valuable. Time was given for questions,

explanations were offered, and examples

were used to reinforce information. The

consultant spent ample time answering

our questions, 90ing through possible

alternatives, and dealing with possible

problems."
Reading for Slow Learners Workshops

The workshops, "Reading for Slow Learners", were conducted
by Mrs. Ann Burks; Mrs. Georgia Franklin, and Or. Uberto Price
on August 21-23, 1974, Three levels of instruction were taught;
K-3, 4-6, and Junior High. Fourteen (14) reading lab teachers
attended and were actively involved in the workshops. Valuable
information, basic ideas, suggestions, and valid techniques
in the area of reading were presented to broaden the teacher's
knowledge in working with slow learners.
Metric System Workshops.

On August 21-22, 1974, 6 teachers attended the Metric
System workshops for grades 4-6 and Junior High students.

Instfructors-were Dr. Sherrwood Githens, Jr., and Mr. Lowell Keel.
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Education 316Gb - Phonics in Reading and Spelling
individualized Reading Teachers received instruction in
the teaching of word analys1s and dictionary skills as an
aid to word perception. Mrs. Elsie Eagan was the instructor.
The course consisted of ten three-hour sessions, December 5 -
February 24, 1975. Twenty (20) teachers and one (1) supervisor
participated in the class. The primary objectives were fulfilled:
(1) basic ideas and valid techniques in the area of word anaiysis
and (2) suggestions to improve use of‘the dictionary in yielding
better instruction in reading. -
Individualized Reading Teachers
1. One (1) supervisor and fourteen (14) reading teachers
attended the North Carolina International Reading
Conference «in Greensboro, North Carolina which was
held March 12-15, 1975,

Education 312 a, b, c, - Improvement of Reading Instruction in
the Elementary Grades--Diagnosis, Remediation, and Practicum.

June 16 - July 11, 1975, eleven (11) reading teachers
actively participated in a course of intensive study of remedial
reading techniques as well as tesiing and diagnosing. Dr. Mabel
Laughter was the instructor and the course was offered through
the Division of Continuing Education of East Carolfna University.

Teacher's Opinions: .

"Day by day, step by step, the stages of
diagnosis and remediation were outlined and

. = practiced under Dr. Laughter's supervision,

Those of use who took this course will do a
better job with remedial students henceforth."

"The objective was achieved. 1 feel very

competent in my ability to diagnose and remediate
in the reading lab program."

G
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"This course was excellent. I felt it
answered many of the questions I have had in
the past about tésting and interpretation of the
test. This course also made me feel confident
in diagnosis and how to work with the students
to remediate the problems."

MOMTGOMERY COUNTY SCHOOLS

Name of Activity: Inservice Education

Number of Participants:

Professional Staff N
Paraprofessional Staff N
‘N

12)
15;
Total 27

Cost of Service: $2,239.00

The purpose of the Inservice Education Program is to provide professional
and paraprofessional staff members opportunities to acquire more knowledge
about important educational topics related to educationally disadvantaged
students. Topics such as child development are covered in workshops and
seminars. The major behavioral objectives of the program are (1) Reading
teachers and aides employed in the 1975 Title I Program will improve their
knowledge of and application of effective diagnostic techniques and teaching
methods as a result of their participation in workshops, college courses,
and Jocal inservice sessions during the 1974-75 school year and {2} Title
I kiﬁdergarten teachers and aides will increase their knowledge and under-
standing of child growth and development and their teaching methods as a
result of their participation in college courses, local inservice programs
and workshops.

Progress toward attainment of the two objectives was assessed by an
opinionnaire measuring both teachers' and aides’ beliefs concerning their

levels of competences in various areas of education (e.g. teaching meth-

odology, educational diagnosis, classroom discipline, etc.). 'Both teachers

including kindergarten and aides were administered the opinionnaire in the
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OPINIONNAIRE

The purpose of this opinionnaire is to survey your present level of

competencies in the following areas:

TEACHING PROCESS POOR ----- COMPETENCY ------- G0OD

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Applying teaching methodology--- ( ) ( ) ( ) )Y (C )Y Y(C )Y { ).( )

2. Guiding and counseling the

StUdEN b == m s e o e (YOOI
3. Managing c?a?sroom disciptine-=- ( ) (. Y C )Y C Y C )Y (C Y (O Y ( )(

5. Organizing the day’s instruction ( ) ( ) (. ) C ) C Y C )Y {( ) )(

)
)
4. Diagnosing student competence--- ( ) ( Y ( Y ( Y ()Y (Y ()Y { Y ()
)
6. Obtaining and using materials--—- ( ) ( Y C Y C Y C )Y C Y(C Yy )Y ()

7. Keeping track of individual

student progress---<------------ { ) ( ) ( )€ ) ( ) () () () ()
8. Coping with different student !
abilities-———ocmmmmm oo (YCHYC Yo HYyoyo Yoy yo
9. Coping with different cultural |
e (Y CYC)YCHYyeHYyeHrye ) )yo)
10. Handling contacts with parents~= { ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( Y ( ) ( ) ( ) ()
11. Gaining respect of students----- (Y)Y HYeH)eHYyeHroHre ) o))
12. Maintaining student motivation-- ( ) ( ) ( Y (Y (C YO Y {( Y ( )Y ()
13, Other-----mmmommmomes oomom oo (YY) )Xo Hr )y HYyo)yo)
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fall of 1974 and again in the spring of 1975. Pre- and Post-test data on
the 12 item scale were calculated. Low scores on the nine point scale
indicated beliefs of poor competency in various educationa{ topics,

and high scores on the scale reflect good or great competency in various

educational topics. Data from the opinionnaire are reported below:

Pre- and Post-Test Means of Items on the Opinionnaire

Mean Mean
Items Pre-Test Post-Test Gain
Score Score ‘
1 5.0 6.9 1.9
2 5.7 7.2 1.5
3 6.1 7.3 1.2
4 f 5.8 6.8 1.0
5 5.6 7.4 1.8
6 5.0 6.7 1.7
7 5.9 7.5 1.6
8 5.2 6.9 1.7
9 5.3 7.1 1.8
10 5.8 7.0 1.2
N 5.6 7.4 1.8,
12 5.2 7.3 2.1

Data reported indicated that teachers and aides believed they were
more competent in various educational fields at the end of the 1974-75
school year than in the beginning of the year. Since a number of workshops
and seminars concerning reading and curriculum development were conducted
during the 1974-75 school year, these experiences seemed to influence
teachers' and aides' beliefs in tﬁéir educational competencies. The two
behavioral objectives of the inservice program were attained as indicated
by the data in the above chart (Pre- and Post-Test Means of Items on the
Questionnaire).

Mo major modifications are planned for the current year (1975-1976) in

the inservice program. The program will continue to emphasize workshops
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and seminars on educational topics for teachers and aides which directly

reflect the education of educationally deprived students.
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IX. COMMUNITY hND PARENT INVOLVEMENT

The primary goal for the participation of parents in Title I

_program activities in North Carelina is to build the capabilities of

parents to work with the school in & way which supports their children's

weli-being, growth, and development.

A review of the 1975 evaluation reports submitted by LEAs to the

SEA indicates that parents and the community were involved in many, aspects

of Title I activities. Participation of parents was reported as follows:

Participants in School Advisory Committees:  §,099
Participants in District Advisory Committees: 1,779
Participants in Title I Activities: 6,940

Some examples of Parent and Community Involvement follow:

KINSTON CITY SCHOOLS

Community and Parent Involvement

A.

Nature and Extent of Community and Parent Involvement in Project -
This year more than any year in the past, there has been more
community and parent involvement in the Title I prograﬁs. Our

PAC chairperson has received enthusiastic support from parents,
principals, and classroom teachers. The local newspaper has

given good coverage to PAC activities. A local Black city

council member participated in our organizational meeting in
addition to over 200 parents. The Parent Newsletter was distributed
monthly to parents and interested citizens. Parents accompanied
students and teachers when they went on local excursions and field
trips. Many of our parents developed a feeling of concern and

responsibility for parent involvement in Title I activities. They
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contributed at council meetings by questioning current procedures
and by making suggestions and plans for future activities. After
making plans, the council supported the project and carried it

through to completion.

The school superintendent attended the training session for new
council members and the exchange of questions and answers was

good.

Our PAC chairperson visited the State Title Iooffice where the Kinston
PAC had provided the bulletin board exhibit of PAC activities.

While in Raleigh, she visited <an exemplary program in the Raleigh
School System. The nurse-social worker and program coordinator
accompanied her on this trip. (A very close rapport has been
esfablished between Title I central office staff and the PAC

chairperson and committee members,)

Our PAC chairperson was selected to represent Morth Carolina at the
. National PAC Workshop 1anashington, D.C. Our local council was
very pleased that theiﬁfchairperSOn was selected to help represent

our state. The Council felt very proud that their activities

had been noted at the state level.

At the close of the school year, a banquet was held in a local
- restaurant for PAC members and Title I central office staff. At
this meeting, an evaluation and planning session was conducted

with parent survey results being shared with the council members.
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Throughout the school year, pictures were taken of parent
involvement activities. This feature seemed to keep interest
alive and continuing.

Contributions Made by Title I Advisory Committee-Some of the

contributions that the Title I Advisory Committee accomplished

were:

1. Sanctioned parent participation in vision-screening for

/' Title I students. The nurse-social worker trained parent .
volunteers.

2. Kindergarten Parents' Workshop - Two workshops were involved
with parents making simple learning games that they could
use at home with theif children. ’

3. Open Houses - Parehtﬁ of Title I students visited the various .
pragrams and learned more about what their children were
1ea§niﬁg at school.

4, Pé}ents assisted teachers on local excursions, field trips.
and picnics.

5, PAC furnished bulletin board display at the State Title I
office.

6. PAC chairperson visited state Title I office and exemplary
program in Raleigh City Scheols.

7. PAC chairperson was selected as one of two parents to represent
Morth Carolina at National Parents Meeting in Washington,D.C.

B. Planning and-Evaluation dinner meeting for’PAC members .

Composition of PAC Committee - This committee is composed entirely

of parents having children in Title I programs. The committee

members equally represent the four Title I schools.

+
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THOMASYILLE CITY SCHOOLS

Community and Parent Involvement

The Council is a system-wide Parent Council, the membership of which
is composed of at least one more than a simple majority of parents of
children eligibAe to be served by Title I activities of this project. The
selection of the members of the Council was by appointment and by receiving
volunteers. The Council met on call and held five meetings during the
year. The Council and other interested citizens had open access to
Title I provisions and regulations; current and past Title I projects
and all evaluations in appropriate detail and at app(opriate times. The
Council was also given an opportunity to become actively involved in
project planning and development. The Council also was reatistically
involved in the operation of all Title I activities. The Council visited
as a group all Title I activities in our unit during the school year.
There were nine people on the council. Six were_parénts of eligible
Titie I children.

The ESEA staff made extensive efforts to involve the parents and the
community in school activities related to the reading program. Parents
of all of the children were invited to visit and observe classes at any
time. Classroom teachers involved the reading teachers in actiQ%ties
which included parents, thus promoting interaction. Seventy percent of
the parents of Title I participants visited the reading 1abs during
the academic year. They observed classes, had conferences with the teacher,
and some used the materials and equipment themselves. |

Many parents attended the regularly scheduled P.T.A. open house

meetings. They pacame better informed about Title I projects through
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programs dealing specifically with Title I. Follow-up visits to the labs
were made. Teachers encouraged parents to visit early in the year and
gave them specific goals to work on at home wjth the child., Group

meetings and individual conferences were planned in an effort to promote
p

_understanding and to involve parents of the deprived children in the total

proéram. In some instances, it was necessary to make home visits to
establish contacts with the parents or guardians. Wide use was made of
notes, letters, notification of progress, and telephone calls. In general,
it was reported by the staff that there was a definite increase in parent
involvement and interest in student well-being, growth and development
over previous years of Title I activity. HNo one doubts the positive
effects of parental involvement in the educational process.

The P.T.A. Council, which consists of parent representatives from all
schools in the system; continuods]y"studies the educatidnal prodaram and
suggests areas of greatest needﬂ These suggested needs are incorporated
into the Title I program where applicable. At one council meeting during
the year a report on the'Title.f project is presented for discussion.

Houseparents serve as parents for the neglected ohiﬂdren. Reading
tutors kept in regular contact with the houseparents an' the regular
public school teachers of each student. The three worked as a team to
meet the needs of each Participant. The houseparents pérticipated in P.T.A.
and other schoeol activities, observed Title | programs; and conferred with
the teachers and tutors of neglected children who had.Hearning difficulties.
The Institutional Home School Coordinator served as a liaison between the
institution and the school programs and scheduled conferences with teachers,

houseparents, and caseworkers,
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Appendix A

AINUAL EVALUATION REPORT FOR FY 75
NORTH CAROLINA - TITLE I, ESEA

Date Due: _Submit three (3} copies on or before September 15, 1975.

1. PROGRAM STATISTICS - END OF FISCAL YEAR 1975

fomplete attached "Program Statistics Report".

2. COORDINATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Describe your efforts to coordinate Title I activities with those of
other federally funded programs. Identify the other programs and
agencies invoTved.

3. COMMUNITY AND PARENT INVOLVEMENT

Describe the nature and extent of community and parent involvement in
your Title I project. Briefly describe the contributions made by the
Title I Advisory Conmittee. Indicate, also, the makeup or composition
of your advisory committee.

4, DESCRIPTIVE EVALUATIOM BY ACTIVITY DR SERVICE

‘brepare a separate descriptive evaluation for each activity and for
each service included in your Title I project, your Carry Over project,
and, if applicable, your Part C project. ({For example, prepare one

! desxcription for reading, one for health-medical, one for staff deve-
lopment, etc.)

Activities and services designed specifically for: (a) dropouts,
(b} handicapped, (c) non-Znglish speaking, (d) private schools, and
(e) nejlected children must be evaluated and reported separately.

The following information must be“included in. the descriptive eval-
uation of an activity or service:

A. tame of the activity or service (reading, for example)

1) HNumber of participants (total, and an age or grade
breakdown)

2) Approximate cost of the activity or service

3} Description of identified needs, and of the activity
or service implemented to meet those needs

4) gehavioral objective(s) related to the activity or
service
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5} Progress made toward stated objective(s) (Cite evidence
to substantiate your conclusion

6) Modifications planned in the structure of the activity
or service ,

EFFECTS ON EDUCATION&LLY DEPRIVED

A.

What effect has Title I had upon the educational achievement and
attainment of educationally deprived children in your unit? Sub-
mit specific analysis and interpretations made of test data and
other gquantitative or qualitative information that. indicates that
Title I has or has not made a difference upon the educatlonal
achievement and attainment of educationally depr1ved children in
your unit. Relate you tonclusion to previous data and to current
national and/or local norms.

Evaluate the success of Title I in bringing compensatory education
to children from non-public schools. Submit specific analysis

and interpretations made of test data and other quantitative or
qualitative information that indicates that Title I has or has

not made a difference upon the educational achievement and attain-
ment of educationally deprived children in non-public schqols
participating in the Title I program. Relate your conclusions to
previous data and to current national and/or local norms.

Attach as an appendix report of pre-test and/or post-test data
utilized in the evaluation of Title I separately for public and
non-public school children participating in the Title I program,
The attached "ESEA, Title I Test Report, FY 75 Evaluation" in-
dicates the format to be used in reporting test data.
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YEARLY PLAN

SCHOGL YEAR 1975-76 DATE APPROVED BY

DIVISION Compensatory Education AREA

T

DIVISION STATUS REPORT

The Division administers the Title I ESEA program for educationally disadvantaged students and for migrant
students, and provides technical assistance to four federally funded Follow. Through projects in North Carolina.

For the year 1974-75, North Carolina was allocated more than 47.5 million dollars of Title I, ESEA money.
Approximately 5.6 million dollars of additional compensatory money was allocated for other special programs -
migrant, handicapped, neglected, delinquent and adult corrections.

After assessing the educational and related needs of educationally deprived students, including the migrant,
handicapped, neglected and delinquent, each local education a?ency planned Title I programs to meet the most
pressing identified needs. These programs served approximately 145,000 students. Among the most commonly
planned activities to.meet the special needs of educationally deprived students are the following: Language
Arts-Reading, Kindergarten, Mathematics, Health Services and Social Services. A variety of other activities
were also implemented.

g Xrpuaddy
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For the year 1374-75, North Carolina was allocated 1.6 million dollars for developing educational programs for
migratory children of migratory agricultural workers. This allocation was received under the provisions of

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act as amended. These funds were used to provide services to the eligible
children according to the ne~ds determined through needs assessments conducted in those LEAs which had a
concentration of migratory children. More tnan 8,000 children were enrolled in migrant education programs in
North Carolina during 1974-75. They were provided with services above and beyond those which were available
through state, local or other federal funds.

Follow Through is a federally funded program designed for children from low-income families in kindergarten
to third grade and builds on the foundations provided by a full-year Head Start or similar pre-school program.
For the year 1374-75, the four North Carolina Follow Through programs served approximately 2,500 students in
kindergarten and grades 1-3. For these students and programs, more than 1.4 million dollars was allocated to
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Follow Through Programs in North Carolina. The four Follow Through Projects are located in Durham County,
Johnsten County, Goldsboro, and on the Cherokee Indian Reservation. The SEA budget amounted to 316,478.
The 1975-76 program basically will provide technical assistance for existing Follow Through Projects.

Some conmon weaknesses noted in Title I on-site visits were (1) limited coordination between basic and
special activities, (2) failure to imsiement activity as described in the project, (3) excessive use of
highly structured instructional techn1ques and (4) limited participation of and d1ssem1nat1on to groups
outside the public school establishment.

The Division of Compensatory Education has @ number of strong points. A total of.-more than fifty-three million
dollars is channeled through the Division to Tocal education agencies and institutions. The Division is staffed
with twenty-two professional persons. Additional consultants are available from other Divisions in the
Department to assist in the development and operation of compensatory programs.

Activities funded from Title I, ESEA oberate within the following restraints: (1) these funds must be Timited
to use in compensatory programs for a specified target group, (2) these funds must be used only for programs
specifically designed for educationally deprived students, and (3) these funds may not be used to supplant
local and State efforts. These restraints prevent Title I programs from serving all students in a school and
prohibit the funding of basic or General programs from Title I sources.

DIVISION PRIORITIES IN RANK ORDER

On the basis of the status stua , the priorities for the Division of Compensatory Education are to:
1. Provide supervisory control of LEA projects to assure compliance with State and federal requirements.

2. Foster development of LEA and SEA plans to assess needs of educationally deprived students and migratory
students.

3. Foster development of effective specially designed instructional activities for educationally deprived
students and migratory students.

4. Develop effective means of improving SEA and LEA staff competency to work in the area of compensatory
education and migrant education.

5. Provide technical assistance to the North Carolina Follow Through Programs.

W

6. Administer the Migrant Studasnt Record Trans fer System in North Carolina.

\\
\\
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7. Foster increased support far and involvement in compensatory education by ﬁeachers, students, parents,
the community at large, govérnment agencies and private non-profit organlzat1ons

8. Foster development of effective specially designed jnstructional support activities for educationally
’ deprived students and migratory students.

3. SEA CONTINUING OBJECTIVES THE DIVISION OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION WILL EMPHASIZE

{Please check appropriate objective [s].)
1. Be qualified to either continue formal education or become employed.

2. Demonstrate competencies in the arts sufficient to enable the student to make wise value judgments and to
make creative ﬁse of his artistic taTents.

3. Demonstrate the skills, know]edges attitudes, and habits necessary to develop sound mental and physical
health.

4. Demonstrate the sk1lls‘\knowledge, attitudes; and habits necessary for effective and responsible citizen=-
ship.

04

5. Demonstrate the skills, knowledge, attitudes, and habits necessary to develop constructive human relation-
ships.

6. Demonstrate scientific literacy.

7. "Demonstrate communication and computational skills.
8. Complete an elementary-secondary school program.

9. Find school satisfying and will develop an appreciation for and a belief in learning.

Although the Division of Compensatory Education is working toward the fulfillment of each of the continuing
objectives, primary emphasis will be given to objectives 3, 4, 7 and 9.

4. DIVISION'S-SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES FOR YEARLY PLAN

1. By June; 1976, each 1ocal education unit with compensatory education programs in reading and/or math will
have adopted as a minimal objective that participants will average the equivalent of one (1) month gain for
each month of program participation. .
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2. By June, 1976, each local eHucation unit with a compensatory education pupil personnel and health activities
will have adopted the objective of funding those activities primarily from State, local or other sources,
and secondarily from Title I.
3. By June, 1976, each local éducation agency will have made plans to limit its compensatory instructional
emphasis to the basic ski]F areas of communication and/or computation.
4. By June 30, 1976, twenty new comunity-based programs for handicapped or delinquent chwldren will be
prepared, approved and in operation. .
5. By June. 1976, migrant education projects will have been in operation in all LEAs which have & concentration
of migratory agricultural Workers or fishermen.
6. By June, 1976, the M1grant'Educat1on‘sectwon of thé'b1v1s1on of Compensatory Education will be able to
demonstrate 1nterstate cvqperat1on and coord1natron of programs.
7. By May 30,1976, an evaluat1on 1nstr%pent wi]] have been developed for uyse in the Foilow Through Program.
8. By October, 1975, each LEA andoeach’T1t1e I participating school will be able to demonstrate the active
involvement of parent councils in local compensatory education projects.
9. By June 39?6, a State level Migrant parent advisory committee will have been formed.
10. By October 31, 1975, provide appropriate workshop for Parent Advisory Committees {PAC) and other interested
Follow Through groups, staff, and other State and local staffs iqterested in parent involvement.
11. By June 1976, all local Migrant project personnel will have had an opportunity to participate in-appropriate
staff improvement activities.
12. To assess, by October 1, 1975, the short-range staff development needs and to plan experiences appropriate
to those needs.
13. By April, 1976, plan and conduct a Compensatory Education Fair to focus on successful reading projects in
S North Carolina.
5. DIVISION STRATEGIES CONSIDERED \ j:
1. To provide assistance to each local education unit as they prepare FY 1977 Title I projects and Migrant

education projects.
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0.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
7.
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To assist other agencies to prepare Title I proaects/é;:xcoanE?f?*b@ged programs for handicapped or
delinguent children.

To review for approval each local education unit's Title I and Migrant Education proposals for FY 1977.
To visit each Compensatory Education project at least once each year.

/
To devise and imptement procedure to monitot/?or program effectiveness as well as legal compliance.

To make on-site visits to each project fonfihe purposes of rendering assistance and receiving information
relevant to Follow Through Programs.

To visit each new Title I program for handicapped or delinquent by December 1, 1975.
To coordinate efforts to deliver technical assistance to Compensatory Education programs.

To identify exemplary instructional programs, and to develop or cause to be developed by April, 1976,
prototype components of compensatory education programs in reading and math.

To provide leadership from within the Division to coordinate Department efforts to modify basic education
program to better meet needs of educationally deprived students.

To inform educators, parents, and others of the current status of and the need for Compensatory Education,
and to disseminate information about successful programs.

To implement system for determining comparability.

To implement an assessment plan which will provide data about educationally deprived students as a group, and
to work with other divisions in planning, implementing, and evaluating special programs designed to meet
needs identified.

Conduct surveys in LEAs to determine the location and eligibility of migrant children.

To provide for a coordinated evaluation of Follow Through activities by developing a checklist that will be
used to evaluate Follow Through activities.

To promote development of improved parent and advisory councils.

To sponsor a State Leadership Conference for parents of Follow Through chlldren in order to assist them in
participating in a1l components of the Follow Through Program. .
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18.

19.

20.
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22.

23.

24.
25.
26.
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To attend local Follow Through projects of Parent Advisory Committees in order tc participate in the
meetings and to disseminate information of interest to the PACs.

To sponsor a status study of teachers, consultants, supervisors, aides, and others involved in compensatory
instruction and to plan and implement staff development workshops and institutes on topics related to
compensatory education.

To plan and/or conduct workshop for local Compensatory Education program staff to assist them to develop
stills required.

To provide annually an opportunity for each State Compensatory Education staff member to acquire additional
competencies as a consultant.

To promote a greater involvement of Department personnel at State and Regional Service Center levels in the
planning, operation, monitoring, and evaluation of Compensatory Education in the various instructional and
supportive areas.

* To participate in State level school accreditation procedures as they relate to compensatory education

programs in local education units.
To plan and conduct an Education Fair - (Reading).
Participate in 505 Management of Migrant Education study.

Administer NIE Demonstration Projects in Charlofte and Winston-Salem.




—

6. SIKAIELIES SCLCUILD —

3. b. C. d. e. f. .
REQUIRED
STRATEGY CLIENT SPECIFIC . RESPON- PERSOWNEL , TMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
GROUP TASK SIBILITY | EQUIPMERT,
ETC. 1875 1976
1
_ | SepjOct|Nov{Dec|Jan|Feb|Mar| Apr|May {JunejJduly,
Assist LEAs to | LEAs 1.Revise appli-| 1.Comp.Ed. |I.Staff =
plan FY 1977 cation forms Assoc.Dir. .
projects and instruc-
tilons
2.Conduct area | 2.Comp.Ed. {2.S5taff >
meetings de- Area Supvr.
voted to
S project plan-
I ~ ning and
‘“x\\ preparation
| 3.Provide tech~| 3.Comp.Ed. [3.Area Supvr.
nical assist- Other Consultantsy .
ance to LEAs Divisiong .
gg as required . _
4.Encourage LFAH 4.Comp.Ed. [4,Director v
to concentrat staff
on basic
skills in FY

1977 project




6. STRATEGIES SELECTED . o -8 = e et e
a. 1 b. c. d. e. T.
REQUIRED
STRATEGY CLIENY SPECIFIC RESPON- PERSCHNEL , IMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
SROLP TASK SIBILITY | EQUIPMENT,
ETC. 1975 192?
2
Sep| Oct| Nov! Dec|Jdanl| Feb|Mar| Apr|May |Junel Julyi Aug
Assist in Institu- | 1l.Tdentify need | 1.Comp.Ed. ] 1l.Assoc.Dir. —fd
planning and tions for for community- Institu- Instit.
implementing Delinquentt based programg tions Staff
projects for and/or
community~based | Handicap- | 2.Plan community-2.Comp.Ed. | 2.Ass0c.Dir. >
programs for ped based programé Institu- Instic.
delinquent or tions Staff
handicapped
- 3.Review 3.Comp.Ed. | 3.Dir. >
programs Assoc,.Dir.
4 .Approve 4.Comp.Ed. | 4.Director |
community- Assoc.Dir.
’ based pro-
29 grdms
5.1lmplement 5.Institu—| 5.Instic.
community- tions Staff
based programi
- .




0. SIKAITOTES SELECTED —

a, b, C. d. "l e. f.
REQUIRED
STRATEGY CLIENT SPECIFIC RESPON- PERSORNE.. . IMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
GROUP TASK SIBILITY | EQUIPMENT,
ETC. 1975 1976
3
. Sepj Oct|Novi{Dec|Jan|Feb|Mar| ApriMay |June{July| Aug
Review 1976 LEAs 1l.Recelve 1.Comp.Ed. (l.Staff
projects projects
approval (Title
I, neglected, 2.Edit project (2.Comp.Ed. |2.Proj.
handilcapped, Control
delinquent,
adult correction 3.Project 3.Comp.Ed. {3.Area Supvr.-——J
and Migrant, Review Other Consultants
both symmer and Divisions
regular year)
4.Fiscal Review {4.Audit 4.Accountants{—>
Acce.
5.Negotiation [5.Comp.Ed. [S.Area Supvr.|—» >
o0 of project '
oo revisiouns
6.Project 6.Comp.Ed. {6.Director —>
acceptance
7.Project 7.Comp.Ed. |7.Director —
approval




§ 0 IRATESLTY Yorl TR S L e
) T i, P f, ' o -
E KEDUTRED
—S T ATEL O FA R VXS f Y ORESPOb- PERSGHNFL , DMPLEMIKTATION BY MONTH
: AT TuSh COSTRILDY T EQUIPMENT,
| ; cic. es_ e
- . |
o _"“_"P*"_#_"LW"W ] o ﬁ_Sgp‘LQ_ct Nov'DpclJan FeblMag?Apr May [dune July| Aug
Conducr nite - LEAs 1.3chedule 1.Comp.Ed. |l.Assoc. Dir. i
viaits wisic Area Supvr.
¥ y
i 2.Conduct 2.Comp.Ed. |2.Area Supvr. b
visic a
3.Follow-up 3.Comp.Ed. [3.Area Supvr. -
letter
4 ,Follow—-up 4.Comp.Ed. |4.Area Supvr.

visit as

required .
o8
o

]
L
]




I8

€. 2IRDICUILY SECColiLD - — — — — -
¥, T b. ST g, . T 7
! REQUIRED .
STRATEGRY CLTENT SPECIFIC RESPON- | PERSONNEL, IMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
SROVF TASN SIBILITY | EQUIPMENT,
. x £7¢. 1976 _ 1976 .
5 T o 1
D R ___|3eploct{tov|nec|Jan| Feb|Mar] Apr]May {June|July| Aug
Devise proceduref LEA 1.Review l.Comp.Ed. | 1.Asso0c.Dir., »
to monltor literature Area Supvr
program
effectivencsas 2.Prepare 2.Comp.Ed. | 2.Ass0c¢.Dir, >
digcussion .
paper |
3.5ecure 3.Comp.Ed. | 3,Staff > N
reactions . LEas LEA persond
1 nel
4.Develop plan | 4.Comp.Ed. | 4.Assoc.Dir. >
LEAs Staff
Advisory
- Comm.
5.Fleld Test S.Comp.Ed. | 5.Area Supvr B >
materials
6.Revise 6.Comp.Ed. | 6.5taff -
materials and Advisory
procegures Comm., .
7.implement 7.Comp.Ed. | 7.Director »

Staff f
|
|
|

| |
|
. |

* —
|
|
|
|

/ l :

L v i 3 i [ + ! ‘{




£. STRATECITy St
3.
STRATEGY !
i
n |

S U
T

Make on-site

visits of Follow!
Through ¥Programs

PECIFILC
TASH

Kite visit

2. Provide
technical
asslstance

e

t. -
REQUIRED
PERSONNEL ,
EQUIPMENT,

1976

i Jan{Feb

o =

May |June|July

Paf LEMERTATION BY MONTH

_—_—— _1|.
1.FT Coord.

>

2.FT Coord.

|

Jw |

;




6.  STRATELICS SELE-TED ) ) - * z ———

TaTT "t O —~ 1 e. ¥,
| . REQUIRED -
STralgay ‘ CLIENT SPECIFIC RESPON- PERSGNNEL , JAMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
1 JRCLE TASY. SIBILI'Y | EQUIPMENT,
l ETC. 1975 _____ﬂ___j}ﬁ?ﬁ L L
{ . Sepl 0ct|NOv] DecjJan]Feb|Mar! ApriMay |Junejdulyl
T B Rt sttt ; -
Visit cach new | Instic, 1.Plan monitor~{ }.Comp.Ed. j 1l.Asso0c . Dir. > !
preject for the |tor ing visits
delinguent or Delin-
handicapoed quent 2.Select 2.Comp.Ed. | 2.Ass00.Dir. >
and provide and/or monitoring
technical itand i~ Ledns -
asii-tance capped
3.Conduct 3.Comp.Ed. | 3.Assoc.Dir. g
monitoring :
visits
4.Prepare 4.Comp.Ed. | 4.Assoc.Dir.
description Editor
of monitoring
findings
5.Disseminate 5.Comp.Ed. | 5.Assoc.Dir. >.
findings

o
-,
- -
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SIHATEGICS ORLL . iLw

a. - b,
|
STRATEGY N M
SRCF
|
4 i
N SRS
|
Develop proto- | Lkds

tvpe components
in reading and
nathematics

e
.

-y

(]

SPLLir]c
TASHE

-

l.identify
isting eXem-

plary programi

l.Prepare
descriptions

3. Digseminate
descriptions

4.Asslst LEAs
to adopt or
zdapt

. e. f.
REQUIRED
RESPON- PERSORNEL , My LZMENTATION BY MONTH
SIBILITY EQU IPMENT, »
ETC. 1974 ‘““Mlg?f_m_ o ———
——.‘-—--—-——- —-.-——l —y —f —— —-}-
o isep gc_tﬂ_mp_v' Dec ! Jan|Feb|Mar| Apr|May [June  July| Aug .
1 Comp.Ed. Jl.Area Supvr. ’
Read consultants
Math
a.Comp.Ed. [l.Area Supvr. o -
Read Consultants
Math Editor
3.Comp.Ed. (i.birector >
4.Comp.Ed. |3.Area Supvr. -
Read Consultants
Math
]
- i
|
= 1 - |
" 1 - " : ‘ J




LCuordinate
efforts to
wodify basic
program to

better meet needs

of educationally
deprived '

8

b

'

P

SDEP L

1 e

SPECIFIL
TASH

d.

RESPON-
SIEILITY

- 16 -

" .

kil oiReD
PERSORNEL,
EQUIPMENT,
£TC.

1978

Sep

S LEMERTATION BY MONTe

1976

e m— ——

-

Oct noleec Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

Aug

I —

1. Keep Comp.Ed.
staff inform-
ed about basid
programs

2.Keep subject
area consult-
ants informed
as- to needs ©
compensatory
education
varticipants

3.Provide

descriptions
of compensa-
toTry programs
which could

be modified
for use in
basic programs

4 Assist other
divisions to
prepare Object
ives and
strategies
designed to
help educa-
tionally
deprived

1.Comp.Ed.

2.Comp.Eq.
Ry

3.Comp.Ed.

4.Comp.Ed.

t

l.Director
Assoe.Dir.

-

2 Assoc. Dir.
Area Supvr,

3.Editor

4 Assoc.Dir.

ol ——




0. oIRAIELILES

A ———
o e R 3 B

a. b. c.. d. e. K
_ REQUIRED
SYRATEGY CLIENT SPECIFIC RESPON- | PERSONNEL, IMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
GROUP TASK SIBILITY EQUIPMENT,
ETC. 1975 1976
1i
Sep|Oct{Nov)Dec|Jan; Feb|Mar| Apri|May {Junej July| Aug
Disseminate Educators 1.¥Publish 1.Comp.Ed. | i.Editor . > >
information LEA Benchmarks
Parents 2 .Comp.Ed.News | 2.Comp.Ed.| 2.Editor > -
LEA 3.Migrant Newe-{ 3.Migrant | 3.Mig.Editor _ >
Lutter Ed. Staff
1EA 4.Directions 4.Comp.Ed.| 4.Assoc.Dir. S
for Title 1 Staff
[LEA S.Migrant Admin} 5.Mig.Ed. 5.Coord. 3o
Handbook Staff
i EA 6_Parent Counci] 6.Comp.Ed.| 6.Editor >
D PAC Handbook or Follow Assoc.Dir.
= Siidetape Through FT bir.
EA 7.Filmscrip on | 7.Comp.Ed.| 7.Editor .
Dissemination
LEA 8.Article on 4 | 8.Comp.Ed.|{ 8.Editor |
vr.Kinder- Area Supvr| - .
garten
LEA 9.Effective 9.Comp.Ed.| 9.Dir.,Editol ;l
Program Serie$ Assoc.bir.
LEA 10.Application 10.Comp.Ed. §10.4ss0c.Dir. >
forms or e .
!
LEA, SEA, 11.Evaluation 1l.Comp.Ed.|1l1l.Assoc.Dir. >
FSOE Report ) Editor
Public 12.BulletinBoard} 12 .Comp.Ed. 12 .8upvr. "
Editor
USOE 13.%.C. Ed.Weel: |13.Fed/St. j13.Director )
Rel., Assoc .Dir.
Comp .Ed.
i M r




STRATEGY

12

SPECIFIC
TASg

16

Implement
system for
determining
comparabil{icy

F
-

10

30

‘{io

50

60

70

Review prior
system

.Conduct area

workshops

Comparability
data sub=~
mitted by LEA

Comparability
status deter-—
mined

Corrective
action if

required

SEA report to
QE

Audit LEA
primary data

|

g -
RESPON- PERSGRNEL , IIMFLEMENTATION BY MONTH
SIBILITY | EQUIPMENT, -
“TC. 197¢ 197¢
_1%epi0ci|Nov! Dec] JaniFebiMar] Apr|Hay |June|{July} Aug
1.Comp.Ed. |l.Assoc.Dir. [
. State 1
Analyst
2.Comp.Ed. j2.Staff
3.Comp.Ed. 13.8taff
40C0mpoEdo 4.Area Suero —%
Stare
Analyst
5.Comp.Ed. !%.Area Supvr. >
6.Comp.Ed. }6.Director > »

7.Comp.Ed,
Auditors

7.Director




. P b,
STRATEGY TLYEhT
SROup
13
Develop lmproved| LEAs

local and :ztate
assassnents
design

recomnend—-
ations

4 .Revise
application
to accomodace
recommended
practices

4.Comp.Ed.

4 ,Assoc.Dir.

L. g, 2. *
] REQUIRED
SPECIFIC RESPON- | PERSORNEL, IMFLEMERTATION BY MONTH
TASH SIBILITY EQUEPMENT,
£TC. 1975 197?
L B . Sep|O0-tiNov|DecjJan|FebjMar] Apr{May {Junel Julyi Aug

1.Review curreng l.Comp.Ed. } 1.Assoc.Dir.

assessment Selected

practices LEA Dirs.
Z2.Develop 2.Comp.Ed. § 2.Ass0c.Dir.

recomnended LEAs Selected

practices LEA Dirs.
3.Disseminate 3.Conp.Ed. | 3.Assoc.Dir. 5
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6., STEARIELIES >elevicwy g

a. b. <. d. e. T.
: A REQUIRED
STRATEGY CLIENT SPECIFIC RESPON- PERSONNEL , IMFLEMENTATION BY MONTH
GROuUP TASK SIBILITY | EQUIPMENT,
ETC. 197¢ 1976
15 X
e ] . _|SeplOctiNov|DeciJan]Feb|Mar] ApriMay {June|July; Aug
Prepare check- | N.¢. FT 1l.Develop a 1.Follow l.State and
list to evalu- | projects checklist Through local FT
ate Follow birectors
Through activi-
ties 2.To have checki2.Follow |2.State FI N —
list for use Through Director ]

by LEA staff

o
P




- 22 = . .

6. SIRATEGIZS Sp t.Téo 0 e e e
a. 1 t' La . [ TF'
REQUIRED
STRATEGY JLTENT SPECIFIC RESPON- PERSGNNEL , IMPLEMERTATION BY MONTH
GROUP TASH SIBILITY | CQUIPMENT,
£7C. 197 _197¢, .
16 | ’ -‘
B Sep Oct’uov:UeclJan Feb|Mar| Apr|May [Junelduly
— —— -] 4 ‘
|
., Develop proto- LEAs l.Review status |[1.Comp.Ed. |1.Stcaff
type parent of parent
advisery coun— inveolvement
cils in comp.ed. |
. {
2.1dencify 2.Comp.Ed. |2.S8taff >
existing ex-— Editor
emplary
counclls
3.Prepare des- |3.Comp.Ed. |3.Director
criptions of
exemplary
councils
QD -
//’ c. 4.Disseminate {4.Comp.Ed. {4.Director >
descriptions
N
. 5.Assist LEAs 5.Comp.Ed. |5.Area Supvr.
- to adopt or
adapt
, 6.Establish 6.Mig.Ed. 6 .Coord. ——2y :
Migrant State Staff -
Advisory

Committee _ | .. —— -




[ o, DIRAILUILY JtLoeioy — —
a. T b. o 1 d. e. T,
. l REQUIRED 1
) STRATEGY | CLIENT SPECIFIC RESPON- PERSOHNEL , (MFLEMENTATION BY MONTH |
y GROUP TASK SIBILITY | EQu PMENT, |
ETC. 197¢ _197¢€ e | «{
17
_ A I R Sep{Oct|HoviDecidan]|Feb{Mar| Apr{May {June | Julyl Aug
Plan and conduct}Parents 1.Plan,schedule,jl.Follow 1.D0ir.,FT >
State PAC and Other sponsor State | Through Coord.,
Leadership ~ [Comp. parent leader- Iocal !
Conference Staff ship confer- directors *
i ence
&L
o
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6. STRATEGIES SELECTED
- a. b. c. d. ‘ i g, - -
- . REQUIRED : o g
STRATEGY CLIENT SPECIFIC RESPON- PERSGNNEL , IMQLEMENTATION BY MONTH
GROUP * TASK SIBILITY { EQUIPMENT, . :
. L .| ETC.
18
a | o . -
Attend local Parents 1.Participate {lL.Follow 1.FT Cobrd.
PAC Meotings in PAC ‘meet- Through
- ings and .
disseminate ‘
information
. \H ) -
—




- - Rl e bl ot B e " v
.

a. b. c. d. e, f. ] -
. . ) REQUIRED : ’ ©o
STRATEGY CLLENT SPECIFIC RESPON- PERSONNEL , IMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
' GROUP TASK SIBILITY | EQUIPMENT, . B}
-ETC. 1975 - 1976
19 :
- Sep|Oct| Nov} DeclJan}Feb|Mar| ApriMay |June}Julyl Aug
Conduct staff LEAs’ 1l.Determine l.Comp.Ed. |l.Assoc.Dir.
development Staff Dev. Staff Staff
status study and Needs Develop. ’
plan needed Other .
compensatory Divs,
education work- )
shops 2.1dentify 2.Comp.Ed. ([2.Staff -——A
ayailable Staff .
opportunities Develop. ; X
Other )
Divs, N
3.Establish 3.Comp.Ed. [3.Director |- }
priorities Other -
Divs- )
o 4.Plan workshop44.0ther 4,Staff + i {
oo in priority Divs. |
areas
' 5.Conduct work=-|5.0ther 5.Starf e -
\\ﬁ_,— . shops Divs.
6.Plan follow- |6.0ther 6.Staff -
up activities Divs. 4
7.Plan and 7.Migrant }7.Migrant —
conduct Read- Staff
ind Workshop ;
8.Plan and 8.Migrant |B.Migrant »
conduct parent Staff -
’ involvement
workshop |




M-_-_h""“— —
" 6. STRATEGIES SELECTED L% _ il
a. . b. Cv - dv e. f‘
‘ ) REQUIRED
STRATEGY CLIENT SPECIFIC RESRON- PERSGNNEL , IMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
) GROUP TASK SIBILITY ) EQUIPMENT,
- - ETC. 1975 1976 ;
19 - . .
(Continued) Sep]| Oct}Nov)Dec|Jan|Feb{Mar| ApriMay [June]July| Aug
" LEA 9.Attend staff | 9.Migrant | 9.Migrant 1
- development Staff ’
workshops
~ :
10.Plan and 10.Migrant {10.Migrant N
- conduct math Scaff and
workshops Math
ConsultantT
11.Plan summer 11.Migrant [11.Migrant —3
migrant confex- Staff &
- ence LEA repre-
. sentatives
=) N
= 12.Conduct sum- (12.Migrant [12.Migrant .| _ —
mer workshop Staff ’
’ \
- 13.Conduct dur- |[13.Migrant (13.Consult- [-
vey on needs ants
for MSRTS
training
14.Conduct traindlé4.Migrant (14.Consult- )
ing sessions ants
for school 1 - .
clerks 5
Ll | n | - - “1.
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J d. bo C. o= . d. 9. f'
. REQUIRED B
STRATEGY CLIENT SPECIFIC | RESPON- PERSONNEL , ) IMPLEMENTATION 8Y MONTH -
— GROUP TASK t} SIBILITY {/EQUIPMENT, :
ETC..- 1975 - - 1976
20 1 '
Sep{ Oct{Nov|Dec|Jan]FeblMar] Apr|May |JunejJuly} Aug
Sponsor LEA 1.Plan workshop|1l.Comp.Ed.” {1.Dir.,Assoc. —)4
Workshop Directors NCAACE Directoxr
2.Mail applic- ]2.NCAACE 2.Y-Pres, _ —t+>
ation : '
l 3.Conduct work-|3.NASE 3.Consult~ | N
shop ants - _ \
4 ,Follow-up 4,Comp.Ed, |4.Area Supvr,
[T,
< -
\\h ‘.‘—\
"“\




Y

I

ment activity

Courses, ete.

s

" 6. STRATEGIES SELECTED - 28 - i}
a. b. c. d. e. T,
| REQUIRED _ ‘
STRATEGY CLIENT - SPECIFIC - RESPON- PERSONNEL , IMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
GROUP - TASK - SIBILITY { EQUIPMENT, _
_ ETC. 1975 1976 *
21 ’ "
SepjOctjNov]|Dec]JaniFeb)lMar] ApriMay |dune]Julyi Aug
_ Improve compe- Comp .Ed. |1.Conduct staff | 21.Comp.Ed. | 1.Director e
tencies of staff| Staff status study Staff ) J
Dev. ;
9 .
2.Determine 2.Comp.Ed. | 2.Director -
staff needs Staff - |
Dev. T
. // i
! 3.1dentify 3.Comp.Ed. | 3.Assoc.Dir. - :
: avdilable . Staff Staff —
. , opportunities | | Dev. \
* kS
4.Match oppor- 4 .Cowp.Ed. | 4.Assoc.Dir. )L \
) tunities with | ~ Staff
needs of staff - ‘
members -
5.Earmark funds | 5.Comp.Ed. S.Assoc.Di'r.\ ——*
-for staff Account- Accountant [\ .
development ing '
6.Schedule ac~ | 6.Comp.Ed. ] 6.Assoc.Dir. A
tivity for Staff -
each staff
membeér
7.Attendance of | 7.Comp.Ed. | 7.Workshops,
staff develop- Seminars,




-, ST ba/ c. d.

e. .

- " : REQUIRED —1— - ) . . -
P STRATEGY CLIENT SPECIFIC RESPON-~ PERSONNEL,, IMPLEMENTATION 8Y MONTH : .
[ GROUP TASK .1 SIBILITY | EQUIPMENT, - -

) - ’ ‘ ETC. 1975 1976 .

22 - 3 Sep|Oct|Nov|Dec|dJarifFeb{Mar| Apr|May |June|Julyj Aug
Promote involve- SDPI 1.Provide Comp.|l.Comp.Ed. |l.Director - v
nent of SDPI Ed. input to Staff ’ *
staff at State SDPI efforts
and Regional
Levels in - 2.Provide for |2.Comp.Ed. |2.Director : »

< Comp.Ed. ' omp . Ed, . Staff -
programs . presentatio
- on Tammittees
study groups, ’ N
task forces, ’ r .
etc., y )
3.Invite sélectt3.Comp.Ed. |3.Director . >

ed SDPI staff 1
wembers to - h

- each Couwp.Ed, )

Fon sponsored

By function

A -
4.Digseminate |4.Comp.Ed. {4 Editor >
_ Comp .Ed . )
materials
within SDPI
- »
N _ | 5.Attend\Region{5.Comp.Ed. |5.Director - \ TS
T e al Superin- Area Supvr, ' ‘
1T - tendents,
T -counedl :
meetings"'~\' Rk S ™
\ ~~ - )
\l B . e B
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STRATEGIES SELECTED

A\
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6.
a. b. C. ] d. \e. T, -
S8 CER REQUIRED
STRATEGY CLIENT SPECIFIC ~ RESPON-" “‘~-PERS_GﬁNEL, IMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
GROUP TASK SIBILITY | EQUIPMENT—(~___ -
¢ ETC. 19756 ° . 1‘9?6 -
23 B e T )
i Sep| Oct{Nov] DeclJdan|Feb]Mar) ApriMay.ldune}duly| Aug .
. , . . 1/ =31
Participate :in | LEAs 1.Participation |1.Comp.Ed. Y1.Director »
State-level as member of
accreditation accreditation ' f
efforts committee
2.Tdentify LEAs |2.Comp.Ed. |2.Director >
invelved in
accreditation
procedure -
3.Include Comp. |3.Comp.Ed. [3.Director - S )
educ. in LEA Area Supvr.
plan upon
= which _ »
CS - _accreditation
} - oased ‘
_.; 4.Assist LEA 1n‘ h':tbmp..Eg. 4.Assoc.Dir. - . B
! efforts to ~ -4 Area Supvr. .
/ plan comp.ed. T
.- ! as a part of .
- overall educ- T~
ational plan "’ e i
/ e ,
. b
b AN S N s Y
| " "‘"“-—\,__:_-
h""‘"-«...“‘: . i S | .
\‘___‘ - —
. M\*“uﬁ_ﬁ .
' - o ‘ﬂ""‘*-.
] \‘-ﬁ\-..___\ ..\_‘, “‘*\.,,____“H
K —. xm% o H‘!
el - . Rt SN !
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f/! ! A B e et et .



_
a. ) D, o d. e, L . ] o
. REQUIRED . - .t
STRATEGY CLIENT SPECIFIC RESPON- . | PERSORNEL, IMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
: GROUP TASK SIBILITY | EQUIPMENT, ’
ETC. 1975 1976
24 , e Sep|oct|Nov| Dec| Jan| Feb|Mar| ApriMay ldune| July| Aug
Plan and conduct{ LEA/SEA |1l.Designate 1.Cpip.Ed. | 1.Director >
a State Staff - planning Reading
Education Parents committee I ! 1 A
Fair (Reading) Others - : -
2.Develop 2.Comp.Ed. | 2.Director > .
criteria for Reading -
selecting Research |___
projects for //
exhibition {
N )
3.Devise strat- | 3.Comp.Ed. | 3.Director B
egles for Reading . AN ~
attracting
attention of C \\\
educators and ’ . \\
general [ . :
et public * . e
o o ~ L]
o= 4.Devise strat- | 4.Comp.FA, ] 4.Director > ‘
egles to Reading Assoc. - *
encourage Director
~ replication of] .
projects ' : E . o
exhibited . ~
5.Conduct Fair | 5.Comp.Ed. | 5.S5taff - -—-—JJ
Reading ¥
6 .Evaluate Falr | 6.Comp.Ed. | 6.Assoc.Dir. >
-~ Fal
-
e e ¥
]




6. STRATEGIES SELECTED A - 32 -~
TTooa, v b. - < d. e. f.
~9 REQUIRED
STRATEGY CLIENT SPECIFIC RESPON- PERSGHNEL, IMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
GROUP TASK SIBILITY | EQUIPMENT, ] S
. . ETC. | 1975 1976
25 I
SepjOct|Nov|Dec{JanjFeb(Mar| ApriMay [JuneiJulyl Aug
Management LEA 1.Participate |l.Migrant 1.Migrant » N
Study in 505 Coord.
Management - .
Study ]
— >
o
o
!“ -
i
_*ﬁ._—-__-_______,_—-——-—"—""""'\":' = " B [‘-h-...__‘_“
/ " - o i
! -
T . !
\\\ . , .
r g - \\ - ) “r -




) a. -1 b. 4+ c. - e —dT e, ¥. | . [
REQUIRED o /
STRATEGY——"| CLIENT SPECIFIC RESPON- PERSGRNEL , IMPLEMENTATION BY MONTH
- GROUP TASK SIBILITY [ EQUIPMENT, - -
ETC. 1975 1876 )
26 - - '. ’
| b Sepl Oct]Nov] Dec) Jan{ Feb)Mar| Apri{May |Juneiduly| Aug
NIE Demopstra- | Charlotted l.Administer i.Comp.Ed. }il.Director »
tion projects Meck. projects Assoc . Dir.
W-S/Forsy 4 . - .
.-‘-‘-;‘“__——l——___-—-"
L} * .

—
=
<
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7. EVALUATION ’ N
The Division of Compensatory Education evaluation strategy is to measure progress toward thirteen spec1fic
objectives.

The first objective emphasizes the adoption by LEAs of objectives which will require one month-of progress
for each month of Title 'I instruction. Achievement of this objective will be determined by a review of
objectives submitted in FY 1977 project application.

ObJeCt1ve two relates to providing pgp11 personnel and health services to: Title I students.\\Progress toward
the objective will be determined by noting the number of specially designed programs and the amount budgeted
from federal and non-federal sources.

Objective three relates to development of LEA plans to limit Title I activities to the basic skill areas of
communication and computation. Progress toward the object1ve will be determined by rev1ew of data and plans
submitited as part of the FY 1977 project.. e T T

Objective four relates to the establishment of twenty new cdmmunify—based programs for handicapped. and/or
delinquent cildren. Progress will be judged by the number of such new programs approved.

Objective five emphasizes establishment of migrant education programs in each eligible LEA. Achievement of this
objective-will be determined by the ntwmier of projects funded. .

Objective six stresses interstate cooperation. Progress stoward this objectivehwill be determined by the results
of the annual evaluation report and by results of USOE monitoring visit.

Objective seven relates to an evaluation instrument for use in Follow Through projects. Achievement of this
objective will be determined by the availabi]ity of a wusable instrument by the date stated.

_.——"The eighth objective relates to the demonstrat1on of_active involvement by parent councils. Progress will be
determined by on~-site visits by area supervisors.

Objective nine requires the establishment of a State-level Migrant Parent Advisory Comm1ttee.' Accomplishment
of this objective will_be demonstrated by the convening of one or more meetings of the committee before the
end of the project year

Objective ten calls for a parent advisory committee wofkshop.to be conducted by the end of October. Achievement
of this objective will be demonstrated by the preparation of an evaluation report at the conclusion of the
workshop. .
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Objective eleven states that all”Migrant project personnel will have ocpportunity to participate in staff
development activities. Progress toward-this objective will be determined by noting the number and kind of
staff development workshops conducted ‘and attended by Migrant staff.

A twelfth objective relates to short-range staff development peeds and.plans to meet those needs. Progress
toward this objective will bg/measured by process evaluation techmiques and by the successful - completion of
staff development programs designed to meet determined needs.

E;Objective thirteen concerns conducting of a Compensatory Education Reading Fair. The objective will be
‘achieved when the planned Fair is conducted and judged successful by participants.

7 -
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. year inc’lude:JH

EVAFUATION REPORT FOR 1974-1975
DIVISION OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION ' T

In 1974-75 the Division administered the Title I ESEA program and the Migrant Education Program, and
PPOVfded.technical assistance to four.fbdérally funded Follow Through Projects in North Carolina. In
addition, the Division panticipated in the federally funded Management of Compensatorj’Edncation Project,
assisted in secuning funding for a similar nrojeét for Migrant Education, and assf?\qs twé\LEAs to secure
NIE Demonstration Project funding. : .

For the year, North Carélina received 47.5 million dollars for_use in LEA Title I ﬁrngrams.:,nn
additional 5.6 million dolYars was allocated for Title i.prngréms for migrant, handicapped, delinquent

-

and adult correction. . C -

| Title I ESEA. Each LEA submitted a Title I project during fiscal year 1975. _The projects sepfed

approximately‘126*000*students in grades K-12. Less than 20 per cent of this number were enrol¥ed in grades
7~ 12 Approximately ‘2100 teachers and 2400 aides were employed. OF the 149 LEAs, 98% had ?/nrogram activity

——d
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in the area of 1anguage arts/reading (The three LEAs whlgh did not have a reading program had a kindergarten .

activity), 54% haa a kindergarten activity, 31% had a math activity, 41% had.a pupil personnel activity

(social work, attendance, guidance, etc.) and 33% had a ‘Health Service activity. Accomplishments for the

/o ‘ ) . \
-1, Dlv151on criterion for approval of reading and math activities now require as a minimal bjective

t ét participants make the erivalent of one month gain for. each month of program parti ipat?bn

/ | - | |
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Division.cgﬁteriod\for approval of pupil personnel and health actiiities now require the LEA(
to describe efforts made to fund these programs from other sources.

Title 1 projects were prepared, approved and placed in operation in fourteen new community-

based programs for handxcapped and/or delinquent children. ‘ -
Each LEA a?d each part1c1pat1ng -school in each LEA establlshed a Title 1 parent counﬁll

\\ ,
Surveyed staff development needs and p]anhed and conducted a Need Assessment Workshop and an

\

Evaluation Workshop with assistance of the N.C. Assocxation of Administrators of Compensator

Education. S
. \ \ ) -

Developed.an improved format for reporting need assessment upon which project proposals are
\ T
based. :

Monitored each Title I project for compliance with approved project. ‘

Migrant Education. fFor the fiscal year North Carolina was allocated 1.6 million dollars for educational

programs

programs.

1.°

for children of migratory agriculture workers. More than 8,000 children were served by these

Major accomplishments for the year include:

‘ Migrant programs were ope?ated in 29 LEAS during the regular school year’' and in 31 LEAs during

hi

the Summer.
Each migrant progrﬁﬁihad;an active parent advisory counﬁttee.
Sponsored staff development activities in reading and math, and conducted the annual summer staff

development workshop.

- Gil -
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4. Monitored each LEA migrant program a minimum of 6 times.

o

5. Developed a revised SEA and LEA application to coﬁply with new federal requirements. .

Follow Through. Technical assistance was provided ‘to Follow Through projgcts in three LEAs

ahd‘at the Cherokee Indian School. Major accomplishments included the following: %
1, Conducted a ParentnAdvisory‘Comﬁittee workshop. . -

. ! i -

Disseminated program information %o inzfyested individuals and agencies. ST

cial Services Handbook.

Id

2
3. Prepared and distributed a Health and So
4. Reactivated the State Parent Advisory Conmittee.

5. Developed an improved method for evaluation of tecﬁnica] assistance provided the LEAs.

e
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Division Needs. A major Division goal each year will be the continuous improvement of Title I, Migrant,

= 91l -

and Follow Through programs in North Carolina, including those items listed as accomp1ishments during FY-1875.

Some needs not yet met which merit priority during FY 1976 include the following:

1. Deve10p an improved methgd of monitg;ing program effectiveness. ,

2. Continue effort to motivate each LEA with identified migrant students to p{;n a special program
for those students. - ' .
3.l Continue effort to improve dissemination of information about compensétory education.

-4, Continue effortfib improve Statewide program evaluation activities.

5. Plan and conduct a Compensatory Education Fair.




