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ABSTRACT )

- Although the Elementary Secondary Education Act Title
I allocation which Wisconsin districts were authorized to receive in
Fiscal Yesar 1975 only representzd 48% of the maximum-allocation, it
was 28% greater +han the allocation authorized in the previous fiscal
year. Most school districts received allocations under 50,000
dollars. ver one-half of the 378 school districts which offered
Title I programs participated in cooperative Title I programs. Some
53,157 children participated in Title I programs; 28 percent of the
Title'I participants were prescheool or kindergarten children, 59
percent were first through fourth graders, 11 percent were fifth
through eleventh graders, and two percent were upgraded or in ninth
through twelfth grades. More than 75 percen of the children )
participa*ing in Title I only took part in a regylar year project, 12
percent only participated in a summer project, and another 12 percent
took part in both a regular year and a summer project. Approximately
88 percent of the Title I dollar was used for instructional, rather
+han supportive services. English reading, mathematics, preschool,
and kindergarten programs accounted for 81 ,percent of the monies '
spent on instructional activities during the regular year, and ‘for 68
percent of the monies.spent on instructional activities in the
summer. Most Title I expenulturns also occurred durlng the regular
school year. (Authoxr/JH) |
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- SUMMARY . .
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[N \ ° . .
Description of Title I Programs, : . ' N R
“:‘ . . L ’ ) °
- . p 2 ‘\"\ i .
b A]though the Title I allocation which Wisconsin d1str1cts were authorized to
. W y e “

receive 1n FY 1975 only represented 48% ‘of the maximum a11ocation it was 28%

T greater than the a11ocat1on author1zed in the previous fiscal year (1974), ]

\.
1ost school d1stF1cts received allocations under $50, 900 in FY 1975,
A i g

Al
v

" ' Over ha1f of the"§78 school districtS'wh1chu0ffered T1t1e 1 programs part1c1pated

in cooperat1ye Title I programs - thus~cont1nu1ng the trend toward an increasing Lo
! .
v part1c1pat1on in cooperative pyoJects. The 53, 137 ch11dren who part1c1pated in

-

T1t1e I programs in FY 4975 represented approx1mate1y 13% of the ch11dren who

)' B} res1ded in Title I target areas, and almost_5% of all the children enro]led in

' .

® Nisconsin pub&ic and npn- pub11c schoo1s. For. the first time since 1997 the

percent ‘of chderen partfcipating in Title 1 was greater than it had been durind

'

~

. the previous f1sca1 years
. . . . Co T
lwenty-eight percent (28%) of ‘the T1t1e I_part1c1pants were pre~school or”

.
-

kindergarten children, 59% were: Ist-4th graders, 11% were 5th-11th graders, and
- 2% weré ungradedbor in 9th-12th qrade. The percent of pre-schoo1 throuqh Ath

grade participants,. wh1ch had shown a steady 1ncrease s1nce 1968 dec11ned by - A\

4

1% from the 87% reported in FY 1974 M . o .

v .
. » « » Y -
~/ . . N L . - » -

- -
iy . ..
- . L v

R )

v -~

W
J« B Incentive, and C Grants weré included’ in the allocations ment1oned ;

Districts receive on]y a portion of the maximum allocatfon becauseiépngress does v

not appropriate the maximum allocation.

- i Y v! . . - .\’
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More than 75% of the chi]dren participating in Title i durinq‘FY 1975 on]y took

part in a regular year proJect 12% only partic1pated in a summer project, and
[

another 12% took part in both a regu]ar year and a sunmer project. S]iqht]y .

‘over half (52.1%) of the summer school students had been enrdlled in the regular

B
.o - . -

: " year Title I project offered in their school district. D
Iy . { ., ". I\" ‘z“ - - ) .
3 4 . [ ) [ S
~ B

- The incigepce of minority group students 1n the Tit]e I popu.ation (approxwmate]y

"95%) exceeded the incidence of minority group students in thé tota] popu]atipn ‘
i \

* -

of Wisconsin public schoois‘t7%) :In addition to achieving belowcexpected per-

n&

- formance levels, approximately 1\Q§0 of the Tit]é I participants were aChOO],~

ot dropouts 868 were residing in an nstitution for neglected and de]inquent T .

L4 N\ ¢ b

chilgren, and 305 were participating in the state funded compensatory education

S "

praogram for educationally disadvantaged ch11dren with EConomir and $ocial needs.

» O N . ) »
o | N ' ~ ‘ ‘? ‘
) lj\ . , - .
<~ ‘Ag‘ﬁ e esult of'%tate mandated services for handicapped chiidren the number of
- a \wv/ Yosda '

| T nand;tapped children served by Title I showed a marked dec]ine in. F? 1975 Al-

though the FY 1975 Title I apptications showed ihat districts estimated they

would be serving over 3,000 handicapped chiidren the end-of-the year eyaiuation
v ‘Sv

b 'reports showed less than 1,000 handicapped children were actual)y served

t?i’~
Teachers and teacher aides represented approximatbiy 80% of the sa]ariedesvaff

working in FY 1975 Title I projects. The proportion of staff represented by
(’\
teacher aides (37%) was the highest report s1nce 1969 when the statistic was

\ ¢ ?

first ca]cu]ated Districts aiso maintained a high ratio of volunteer staff

_in FY 1975. The 1, 838 volunteers reported represented 27% of the total staff

. working in Title I programs. . >
) . ; . . ¢ . ) “ &
Approximately 88% of the Title I do]]artﬁas used for. instructional, rather than

14
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,supportivearserwices in FY'1975. Engiish-reading, mathematics, pre—schoo1, and
kindergarten programs accounted for 81% of the monies spent on instructional
:activities during ihe regular year, and for §8% of the monies spent on instruc-
tional activities in the. summer. Most Title I expenditures also occurred during.
the‘regular school year. Instructiona? expenditures during the summer _repre-

8 hnd

‘sented only 9% of all 1nstructiona1 expenditures Qnd supportive service expendi-
tures 1n the summer only accounted for 8% of the totel expenditures for supportive
services. Analys1s of the statewide expenditure reports (OE form 43.19) submitted
for fiscal years 1967-1973, 1nd1cated that approximate]y 71% of the local school
districts Title 1 expenditures were for instructional sa1ar1es. Teaching suppltes

. and support services for students claimed another 17%, and the remaining 12%

‘,went~for facilities, transportation, and administration.

Evaluation of Program Operatiql

. a ' -
. Target Area Selection and Needs Assessment

The percent of Title I eligible e1émentary schools which operated a Title I
. . . )
: project (91%), far exceeded the proportion of eTigible junior high schools (1869

or senior high schools (9%) which operated projects in FY 1975,

v y . < o -
- 13 4 Y. 1Y
% . LS

A comparison of the needs assessment and evaluation reports suBmitted by a
lsample off1oca1 school districts showed that the pattern of services offered ’
to*chi]dren agreed.with the tfge of student needs 1dentif1ed in these districts.
As was expected the number of students served_was far less than the ‘number who
were 1dent}f1ed as being in need. The number of students served in reading
represented approximately 55% of the students identified as being in need of

reading services, the number of students receiving math representeg 39% of the

number identifjed as needing math,';he number of students receiving social

, "
. - - - - . » - . e - -
Lk [

- -
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services represented 47% of the number needing social services; and the ﬁumber

o% students receiving health services represented only 3% of the number needing
health s;rvices. However,the number of students receiving psychomotor skill
fnstruct ion exceeded the number of students repérted iﬁ need of this service,
This was felt to be due to the omission‘o? pre:school students from the needs
assessment, rather than to the fact that students who wgré not in need were
served, While the pattern of non-public student Aeéds did not appear to differ
from-the pattern of public student needs, the percent of non-pubﬂiz needy
children regéiving service was found to be less than that of public  school child-
ren 1n;a11:of.the service/need categories. ‘

> ~ . ) %

tSizé and_ Scope of Services

.
,Gc

Anaiysis‘pf the size and scope of‘Title'flprojects indicated ;get'the typical
Tit16 1 elementary schoo]tthild received approximately 2 1/2: hours of:%it1e I
reading and/or mathematics 1n§truétipn per week for 34.8 weeks during t?e
reqgular year (and/or 8 1/2.h6urs.per week for 575 weeks during the summer). The
"typiqaﬂ"‘bre-s;hool or kindergarten child received approximafé]y 3 hours,each
week during the regular school xgar,(a;d/or approximately 9 %/2 hours each week
‘in the summer), Analysis of the pﬁpi]-teacﬁer ratios in comparison‘to t;e total
Hburs of Title I instruction which districts reported children received, in-

dicated that smal)l group instruction(and/or the time which students spent with

/

teacher aides)were included in the total number of hours of Fitle I instruction.

r

‘Services to Non-Public Students . , ‘ -

- The.2,920 non-public school children who were served in FY 1975 projects re-

%
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presented 12,7% of the summer Title I population, 5.4% of the regular year

Title I population, ané 5.5% of the total Title I popu]at1on: Since a sample

of local school district needs assessment reports indicated that non-public
students represented approximately 10% of the educationally deprived children
residing in Title I target areas, the proportion of nbn:pub11c participants

in the total Title I population (5.5%) was' less than would be expected,

-

Y

Gver half (64%) of the districts serving non-public students served them in the
public school, 29% served them in the non-public school, 3% served them in their

homes, 1% used mobile c]&ssrooms, and 3% served them in other locations,

=
27 d "

Most non-public cb1jdren were served during normal school hours. Only 4% of

the districts Serving non-public students reported serving children after

.
By ‘

—

regu]ar'school hours or on the weekenés.

Although the type of services offered to non-public students during ‘the regular
. .ybar were very similar to those offered to public gcﬁoo1 children, during the

summer the percent of non-py5]1p studcnts receiving art or-music, business

3

éducat1on, cultural enrichment, physical educatiop/recreation, and transporta-

tion was less than the percent of publie school students réceiving thése
services. However,the propOrt1bn of non-public students receiving 1ibrary'.

services and English-reading in the summer was greater than“thé proportion of

public students receiving these services. -

<

td

Services to Neglected and Delinguent Students

-

£

Approx1mate}y 73% of the 1,195 neglected and delinquent children counted for

local school district Title I allocations participated in a T1t1; Iﬁprojecti

A11 of the neglected and delinquent children who were served participated in

T
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a- yearlong project; and they all received instructional, rather than supportive,

rs
services. -

Staff Training

-

t

School districts reported that 68% of the regular year teachers and aides and

27% of the summe; school teachers and aides received inservice training funded

. by Title I. Since only 20% of the‘teache?s and aides working in the Summer
programs had a1s6 workgd in reqular year projects, most summer sc;oo1 staff
apparently did not receive any Title I funded inservice training. Approximately’
32. 7 hoérs of inservice tra1ning were offered per part1c;pant in the.regular
year, and approximately 19.4 hours of 1nserv1ce tra1n1ng were offered per partici-

pant in the summer.

~» Parent Involvement ‘ 4

L

~

In FY 1975, 63% of tﬁe Title I school districts reported having both district-

wide andA1ndiv1duaﬁ schoo1 parent advisory councils (PACs)Z Forty-nine percent

of the vqt1ng members of these councils wéfe parents of Title I chi]dren: The .
next most frequent PAC memﬁer was a parent of a child eligible for, but not
particﬁpat1ng in, a Tit1é I program. Local districts reported having an average
of 5 PAC meet1ngs .per year. Districts that were members of a cooperative Title

I program a]so reported attending an ‘average of 3 meetings for the cooperat1vé
PAC. The most frequently reported activities of PAC meet1ngs were; providing >

parents with information on the T1t1e I gu1de]1nes/regufat1ons, describing the

operative Title I project, apd éVa1Uatfng the operative TY¥tle I project.




¢ 7 - - .o
School District Evaluation Reports . “, “

H
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A review of the narrative evaluation reports submitted by local school districts

indicated several factors which made it difficult to interpret the results re-

porteq.‘

Evaluation of‘Studenf Achievement

»
v

Limitations

<

o

- The evaluation of student achievement was found to be limited by inadequate

sample response .for,11th-12th grade reading students and 10th-12th»grade

_mathematics students, lack of consistency in the type of tests used by local

districts, and probable data analysis errors in computing the prior rate of
gain shown by, §tudeﬁts,and in traﬁsform1ng test scores for the Anchor test

norms.. Distr1fts'use of test levels designed for chjldren in 10We§\grade

. levels,and the administration of tests we{] before the start of the project ,

(or long after the end of the project) also limited the findings ?eported.

Since the Anchor norms were Spring norms, the pre-test placement of Sth- 6tn

grade students tested in the Fall may have been lower than‘the Anchor scores
would 1nd1cate. The inflated pre test scores may have reduced the 1ike1ihood

that .students would show marked pre~post test ga1ns-1n stanine‘ﬁ1acement.

4

-

Reading Achievement
Analysis of the mean difference between 2nd-3rd and 7th- 10th grade reading
sample students prior and project rate of grade equivalent gain showed the

proJect rate of gain to be greater than the prior rate at the .05 signifi-

-
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cance level. Since the sample response for grades A1 and 12 was inadequate,
scores from these grades were not analyzed separate1y. 'Eﬁthough 68% of all
Title I sample students in lst-3rd and 7th-12th grade gained .10 or more grade
equivalent per mon th durdng the project period, only second grade students
made sufficjent gains’to indicate that they-would be at or close to the ex-

pected grade equivalent score- at:the beginning of the next (FY 1976) school

year. Since the second grade sample students were only slidht]y behind their .

’ expected grade equ1va1ent scores at the start of the prOJect they had to

\

show less gafn to reach their expected scores at the beg1nn1ng of the next

school year. However, s1nce the discrepancy between the estimated and expected
M 7

grade placements was reduced more in grades 3 and 7-10 than it was in‘grade 2,

the Title I reading programs in‘these grades“hpparEntiy were as effectiye as

the programs in 2nd grade. . g \e .

«
. 3 .- [ S

<

A]though the size of enroliment in fhe 1st-3rd and 7th-12th grade reading .
samp]e students school distritcts and the number of years of Title I partici-
pat1on were considered, neither of these factors appeared to be strong]y related -

to the percentage of students showing expected gains during the prOJect per1od

- R S

The Anchor test norms. were used to analyze the stanine placement of 4th- 6th -

grade“students The 4th grade tota] reading scores showed 82% of the students

scoring at an average or above averaqe p]acement (stan1nes 9-4), Comprehension .

scores showed 73%, and vocabu]ary scores showed 89%, to be at or above average ’
a ‘ \ o

placement at the end of the project~period. ’ T s

(3
4

In grades 5-6, maintenance of the same stanine was set as the criterion for

expected progress. Seventy-five percent of the 5th grade students showed ex-

pected progress in reading comprehension and 83% showed expected progress in

[

! ) . 1.(3 -
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) s e .
vocabulary, Total reading scores were not analyzed for 5th grade due to in-

-

adequate sample size.

In sixth grade, 60%~of-the students showed expected progress in vocabulary, N ’ .
. 5 \.
95% showed expected progress in reading comprehension, and 82% showed expected \\\;\

#

prbgre;s in total reading.

Mathematics Achievement ™
An2lysis of the mean difference between 2nd-8th grade‘mathemat1cs sample

" students' prior and project rate~of grade equivalent gain, showed the project

-p

- rate of -gain to be greater than the pr1or rate of ga1n at the .05 significance
g level, Since the samp1e reSponse for grades 9-12 was too sma11 to adequately

_ represent the students served the scores of students 4n these grades were not

r - analyzed separately.

R
<

Although 70% of the mathematics. sample students made expected or greater than
expected gains during the project period (ga1n1ng .10 or more grade equ1va1ent ‘;
per month), only in the eases\of 2nd-4th gradé were these gains sufficient to
indicate that T1t1e I ch11dren—wou1d be at or close to their expected grade )
_ - placement at the beginning of the next (FY 1926) school year. S1nce the 5th-8th
grade students were further behlhd thedir expeeted grade p1aceﬁent at the start‘

.2 - of the project, the gains which they made were not sufficient to indicate that.

k

they would be close to expected grade p]acehent at the start of the next school
year. However, s1nce‘the discrepancy between 5th-8th.grade students estimated
and ehpected grade plasement was reduced as much or more than it was in the
lower grade levels, Ttt]e I mathematics program§ were apparently as effecf1ve

in the upper grade levels as they were in the lower grade levels.

&
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INTRODUCTION o ' . e

el

[}

Federal education'mbnies under Title I .of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act have been a]%ocated to Wisconsin School D1str1cts to

fund compensatory educat1on'proorams since 1965, These orograms: planned
by 1oca1“pub11c school personnel in conjootion with parent advisory _
council nenbers,,ﬁon-pdb11c scnob1 personnel,and commyn1ty representat1v’esJ
are desjgned to meet tne special educational needs of disadvartaged Cﬁjfdnen.
Title I, ESEA monies are‘speq1fica11y earnfarked to mget those educgt1ond3ﬂ
needs of d1sadvantaged‘stLdents which cannot be met;through State, local,
Qr other fede?a] resources, The se¥v1bes o¥0v1ded to ch11dren are to be
~above and beyond those normal]y available to all children in the school
d1str1ctyand ‘should be of suff1c1ent s1ze scope and qua11ty to give
reasonab]e promise of meeting the)pr1or1ty needs of {dentified T1t1e I

. — =

children, =~ R I

.
W b

Since the expectat1ons for student academic performance~§arj from sonoo}

' district to ‘school d1str1ct 1t 1s the local schoo] district's respons1b111ty
to identify a populat1on of educat1ona11y d1sadvantaged children, Those -
eh11dren who fail to meet school district standards for academ1c penfor-
ﬁmance are classified as being edutat1onaT1y'd1sadvhntaged; The schoo]

"district then surveys the‘needs of tneséﬁgh11d;au and des1§ns a program
to meet the needs which cannot be met throogh other State, local, or

federal resources. = . C . /
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Title I projects are p1anned and evaluated each year This report
has been prepared to fu]fil] the state agency's respons1b111ty for
reporting on the effectiveness of Title I projects. The following

references describe the nature of this responsibility.

1ication ' . .
IE%EEEZT"HEbatLonaL agency may receive a grant unden this
titke for any fiscal year only upon application therefore
appaoved by the appropriate state educat&onal agency, upon ’ -
ity deternmination,..., .
(2) that such §iscal control and fund account&ng c »
procedures will be adopted as may be necessary to assivre
proper disbursement of, ‘and accounting for, ‘Federal funds
paid Lo the State (including such funds paid by the State ~
1o Local educational agencies) under this title; and.
(3) that ithe State: educational agency will make 2o .
* the Commissioner (A) peniodic neports (inctuding the nedults
0§ objective measuwrements required. by section 141(a)(6):.
v~ and of neseanch and neplication studies) evaluating the
effectiveness of payments under this title and %éigpﬁILcu-
> . &en programs assisted unden it in improving HE tional
: atiainment of educationdlly depnived children, and (B) such
. other Neponts as may be reasondably necessary Zo enable.'the
Commissionen 16 perform his duties unden this title (includ-
ing such reponts as he.may tequire to determine the amounts . -
which the fLocal educational agencied of that State are S °
eligible to neceive for any fiscal year), and.assurance -
that such agency will keepssuch records and afford such
- access theneto as the Commissioner may §ind necessary to
B assure the comectness and ve&&é&cat&on 0f duch reports,
\\ . . {Part D General Provision Section' 142(2)(3)
R Prov1s1on for Measurement of Educational Achievemeht and
N Evaluation of Programs
ST N Fach application by a State on Local educational agency
) N on by the Department of the Interior shatl describe ihe

\\\\\\:acedunea and techniques Lo be utilized in making at Least . -

“ annually an evaluation of the effectiveness of its program

iden Title 1 of the Act in meeting the special education-

eeds of educationally deprived children, including . .

e objective measurements of educational achieve- .

unemcnt 0§ educational achievement under such .
a program sh clude 2he measuring on estimating of - |
educational de ation of those children who will partici- o
pate in the paag and the comparing, at Least annually,
’ S .04 the educational ;Egtsvement 0f participating children
‘with some objective & gg;g on noam. The type of measwre- .
ment ‘used by a-Local educational agency should give particu- . !
Lax negand Lo the aequ4aement that the State educational -

" R % B4 « ~ K )

A
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agency aepou‘. to the Commissioner on the effectiveness of
ihe programs 4n that Sitate in improving the educational
achievement of educationally deprived children.
The evaluation of programs and projects should, con- :
sistent with the natune and extent of participation by y
children enrolfed in private schools, be ex,tended Ao such ) -
) - panticipation. .
. ‘ ’ Each application by a State educational agency shatl
. contain an assuwrance that it will make periodic reponts:
to the Commissioner evaluating the effectiveness of-the: -
programs and pro fects 0§ State and Local educational agencdies,
and' the use by such educational agencies of grants under
Title 1 0§ the Act, in improving the educational attainment
04 eudcationally dep/u.ved children. Such reponts shall in-
clude the nesults of objective measurements of educational © . .
’ . * achdevement under the programs of the several participating .
educational agencies with particular reference to progress .
- made toward meeting the $pecial edacaaonal fieeds of educa- - . |
LN tionally deprived children, ; |
éCompded grom Federal Registens Volume 32 Volume 33, Volume 36, L
. *and Volume 37, 45 Code 06 Federal Regula,twm Sec,tcom 116,22

o~

' .and 116, 31(6)) . v .
. ’ ‘ ! - o % -
- Reports by State Eduoat1ona1 Agenc1es ” -
. -~ [a] Annual Ey Con Reporf, TFollowing the close . '

* 0f each {iscal PE4X and no Later thari November 15 ¢f zhe
next fiscal.yean, the State-educational agency shall submit
) - 2o the Commissioner a nepont evaluating the e“ec,uvenua
{ . 0f programs and paojects unden Title 1 of the Act in meet-
RO ing the special- educational needs of participating children

T during the fiscal year, including programs conducted. by ‘

. that agency fon nu.gaato chitdren of migratony ag/dcw&tulwl . :
workers or mighatony fishermen. These reponts. shall include : ‘
Anformation on'the types of- ~educational and supportive ser- S
vices provided, parental involvement, the participation T _

) 0§ public and private school chddlcen, number and ‘categories
- of stafd employed, the nature and extenf of the imservice N
‘ training provided, a Summany. 04 the nesults-of- objective X
measuwrements of changes in the educational attainment of
_ educgtionally deprived children who participated in programs
' and profects, and the results of research and neplication” | =
\  dtudies condu.cted in the State pertaining to programs {oX. ‘
educationally deprived children, In addition to the.State
annual evaluation report requined by this- pardgraph, edach

3

: . ] " State shatl submit evaluation reports for fwo Local educa;
. ‘ tional agencies, including one forn a Local educational -
agéncy whose allocation for funds under Title 1 of the Act
- fon the cument giscal yea)L is among the §ive highest in
the State. :
" {From Federal Registen Volume 40, Number 48 45 Code 0§ Federal
Reguzwuonz Sec,tcon 116.7) - .

»

)
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“Most of the information used to prepare this report was taken from the

annua1 evaluation reports submitted by Tocal schoo] districts.] Reports
LS

from each of, the 378 Wisconsin Title I districts were incladed in the ¥

] PR

\\gpalysis.

L B v N
.
.

. . ’
5

The reader is invited to contactﬁ&hé-ﬁi;consin Title I office for further -

information on the Title I programs described in this report. v
- ~ - / > -

1A copy of the local district evaluation reporting form is 1nc1uded in the
appendix to this report.

o
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L . I, -DESCRIPTION OF TITLE I PROGRAMS - ' .
"+ _,Title I Allocations to Wisconsin School Districts I
e - Although the per pup11 cost of education and the -number of low 1ncome, )
, 5AFDC neg]ected de]inquent and foster, ch11dren have 1ncreased eath
o . year s1nce 1965, the_amount of T1t1e I monies allocated-to Wisconsin
school- districts ha§‘f1uctu&ted considerably,! :
. x ’ ’ " € X ‘ = ’ . ‘: '
, . TABLE ), '
g . WISCONSIN TITLE I ALLOCATIONS AUTHORIZED FOR .
) . FISCAL YEARS 1966- 1976 INCLUSIVE’ T
e al
¢ B ?han Fr?m ‘
: , ‘ . | Preceding E iscal Yéar® - . .
- : Fiscal| . B Incent1ve fon K Grants[A Grants PTus. ~ )
_Year | Part A Grants | Grants? 1€ 6rantsd |- Only_ |C and B Inc.
1’966 118,058,203 R R A
T 1967 14,357,585 -20% - -20% °
- ) - 14,357,585 None None .. &
i . 1969 13,208,978 ‘ -8% |+ -8% .
' Y 1970 15,520,748 t S = +18% +18%
' 197N 15,748,581 310,421 76,791 +2% +4%
‘ ' 1972 16,546,374 | 585,239 138,766 | . +5%° +7%
, - 1973 19,402,623 1,699,090 .| 394,460 | -+17% L 4288 ¥
R 1974 18,709,456 | 1,513,569 | 347,733 | 4% |- -4% - ‘
' . - 1975 24,647,752 1,144,005 516,448 +32% - 4+28% A
1976 25,963,621 1,529,140 |° +5% +4% ‘ -
' ag Incent1ve grants were f1rst ava11ab1e in FY71 =
bC grants were available from 1971- 1975,
Yo ™ CDifference between present and preced1ng a110cation divided by e
. preceding al]ocat1on. 2 .

]See the append1x of. th1s~report for a 11st1ng of. the children counted <

for FY 1966-1976 Title I a]]ocat1ons.
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‘fiscal year 1975,

" » A
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[

A total of-$26,285,868 was stiballocated to wiéﬁbnsin school digtricts in

Four percent of this money was-received through B In-

L]

centive Grants ($1,144,005), and 2% was ghnodéh C Grants ($496,448).

r

435

\Most
school districts received grants that wére under $50,000, ' . ;’
\r ‘ "
" SUBALLOCATIONS TO waCONSJN'SCHoog DISTRICTS
" Allocation Sizex _ A Grants ., B Incentive . c Gféht;

51,000,000-5,969,959 B Y n j'
$500,000-999,999 | 4 ‘ I ,
$200, 000-499, 999 7 ©
3100,000-199:999 ‘ ) 7o
$50,000-99, 999 o 1 '
Under $50,000 45 . g 61

Total 19. 62

[

Milwaukee was the on]y school district wh1ch received an A Grant over $1, 000 000

ke
-n 7 ~

and was also the snly school district which received ac Grant over $50 000

_ Sheboygai: was thq only ‘district to receive a B Incentive Grant grgqter than

. $50,000, . " ' . :

o

-t

;o
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' "Title I School Districts ¢ o A .
) . ) N
' Eligible and Participating.Districts - R '
Ninty-efght percent of the 435 school districts in wTscoﬁgiq in FY. 1975 . .
were eligible to operate a Title I pfoject;]A'Of these e1%gible districts, '
88% used their Title I monies. - ‘ % |
v . . i . S ' i% , S .
TABLE 2 n g
oo . TITLE 1 ELIGIBLE AND PARTICIPATING | A
: HISCONSIN SCHOOL DISTRICTS FISCAL YEAR 1975 ’ K "’
S, . N Fomn T
‘j . ' : R e Percent‘of
) ) : Eligible R
- _ . Number of Title I Nymber: Title I, Districts i )
School Size Eligible Districts | Participating | Participating
- . " . W - : . - :
Large (5,000 +) 29 . 26 189.7
5 * ' - L
Medium  ° 79 L 12 91,7 .
2 - (2,000+4,9%9) ) . v =L, ’
T . Small ol 317 S, 280 88.0 '
{1,999 or less) | - ' ‘
; TOTALS .| 425° a8 - 88,74 I
l o .. Most of the eligible djstrtqﬁé which did not use the1r’T1t1e I monies were
' small d1str1cts{ . _ - C . - .
. 3 « & . N
Figure 1, --ELIGIBLE HISCONSIN SCHOOL DISTRIGTS NOT PARTICIPATING
- - IN TITLE I BY ENROLLMENT SIZE, FISCAL YEAR 1975
’ , Lo Hed1um“ .
‘ . ' / Small (15%) -~
| ¢ ‘ { . . . . .
! . X L . (JQS) Large / N
j L NC s
% ' i v -

170 be. eligible, a district must have at least 10 negTected, delinquent,
foster, or low incope children. The ten districts which were not eligible,
were small districts. - .
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Cooperative Projects

To encourage an eﬁf1c1ent‘uge of Title I monies by small school districts,

J -

" the state educational :agency has reconnénded‘that they form-cooperative

projects.

. - »

In FY1975, over ha\f of the schooI d1str1cts participating in Title I

" were fembers of cooperative proaects. The number of Wisconsin schoo! dis-
tricts 1nipooperatiVe projecls’has been 1ncreas1ng s1p§e,ghe first year

of TitIe I. The greatest period of increase was between 1970 and 1973 — °

]J.

the years in wh1ch CESA based cooperat1ves became fully operative.” In

© FYJ75,al11 but two of .the Title I cooperatives were CESA based.

P

Figure 2. --PERCENTAGE OF WISCONSIN TITLE 1 DISTRICTS
IN COOPERATIVE PROJECTS, FISCAL. . -

YEARS 1968-1975 INCLUSIVE
PERCENT

60
500
40; .

- 30

20+ (10.6) (17.8 19:97 , S

124

10

voluntary basis.

119 CESAs (Cooperative - ‘Educational Service Agencies) were established by

the Wisconsin legislature in 1963, These agencies coordinate the sharing
of professional staff, purchasing of supplies and equipment, and regional

inser-ice meetings, ‘District participation in CESA programs is on a

>
LS

1968 1969 1970 19N 1972 1973 . 1974 1975  YEAR

e
s
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. School districts 1n’these cooperative brojects obtained assistance in program

5 .

7,

.p]énning, gvaiuatioh,oinservice trainiﬁg and fiéEaI reporting, Each cooperative ,
distri;tfa1jocatéd up to 10% of its Title I monies to employ a cooperative directop

_and staff wha provided administrative services,

<o
“
2 -
“ -

Some of the cooperative projects also jointly implemented a progrém‘components.
Youth tutoring youth, éqr]y chj]dho&d education and supportive services wére
often implemented this way.

» %

LS

In FY75, cooperative projects ranéeq in size,frbm 2 to 38 school districts, The
average size of a cooperative project was 15.8 school districts, and the median
was 19.5 school districtss ) R %,

Figure 3.-- SIZE. OF WISCONSIN TITLE I COOPERATIVE
PROJECTS, FISCAL YEAR 1975
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The average size of the cooperative projects, as well as the number of districts

in cooperatiQes, has been steadily increasing,
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. NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
IN COOPERATIVE PROJECTS
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Although most of the school districts which operated a Title I project
were sma11'd1§tr1cts,'most of the children enrolled in Titie I projects

were in the medium or large size districts.

-

TABLE 3

WISCONSIN TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY ENROLLMENT '
CATEGORY AND TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN

¢ ENROLLED, FISCAL YEAR 1975
‘ L ) “SCHOOL DISTRIC - HILDREN ENPOLLED
. ENROCLMENT CATEGORY - ROWBEW T PERCERY | . NUPBER ] PERCERT
Large (5,000 +) 26 6.9 413,844 (45.6)
Medium (2,000-4,999) _° 72 19.0 219,223 (24.2)
A  small (1,999 or less) 280 (74.1) 273,481 30.2
TOTAL - 378 100% 906,548 | . 100%

%

Percentage of Target Area Residedats Participating in Title I

A count of the children residing in Title I target areas! showed 39% of

TA Title I-target area is defined as a public school attendance area
having a concentration of low -iricome families equal to,or greater than,
- that for the school district as a whole. .




.

~sided in Title I target areas. during FY 1975,

" 20 ‘
the public scﬁeo] ch11d§en enrolled 1p Tjt%e 1 districts and 31X of the
\non:pub11c school children residing in Title I schoo1‘d1str1cés resjded
in such areas, Assuming that the percentage of children residing {n

these areas remained stable from FY74 to FY75, it can be estimated that T

A approximately 355 367 pub11c and 50, 716 non-public schoo1 ch11dren/re-

o
. 7wy
~_ */

s

x Figure 4.--ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CHILDREN RESIDING IN TITLE I !‘"
" TARGET AREAS,. FISCAL YEAR 1975 - °
(N = 406,083)

Non-Public
{12%)

L
i

~‘1y "educationally deprived" childran residing in Title I target areas

Oje e11g1b1e‘to,participate in a Title"I program. Since the definition ’ :
of«educat1ona1 depr1vat10n is ‘determined by each schoo1 district in

ac,ordance with local expectat1ons for student performance and since the

count of educat1ona11y deprived children residing in Title I target areas

(wh‘ch schoo] districts report in their needs assessments)on]y includes

th grade 1eve1s whichfdistricts anticipated serving in their Title I project,
th% number of ch11dren ho are e]ig1b1e to part1c1pate in Wisconsin Title

Ip ograms is not known.

|
i

\
It ls obvfpus,howeven that few of the children who reside; in Title I

et areés participated in a Title I project during FY 1975,

tar
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L : * TABLE-4
) - TITLE T TARGET AREA RESIDENTS AND PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS
‘ . IN WISCONSIN, FISCAL YEAR 1975
Target Area Title I Program
) Residents Participants
+ 5 Public|Non-Public Public{Non-Public.

355,367| 50,716  °©  50,217| 2,920

«

Percentage of A1l Wisconsin School Children Participatingain Title I

d . .
When the number of Title I participants is compared to the tota1-numbér

of children enrolled in all Wisconsin schools, it is seen that Title I
<

-

services have been’offered to less than 10% of Wisconsin school children

~

each year, However, the éragua1 decline,in the percent of-Wisconsin g
school children participa@ing in Title I projects wasn'f‘seen‘in FY 1975,
‘For the first time since 1967, the percent of children participating in

Title I was greater than it was in the previous year.

-

Fiqure™ 5.--PERCENTAGE OF WISCONSIN SCHOOL CHILDREN PARTICIPATING
"IN TITLE I, FISCAL YEARS 1966-1975 INCLUSIVE

Percent
10 ' % Public
. 9 oy " []% Non-Public’
) g ~ ‘
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¢ - i .
- . Grade Level and Time of Title I Participation

Most fiscal year 1975 Title I students were in pre-schéol or Fhe early

" elementary grades..’ o _ \§

¥ 4 |

Figure 6.-WISCONSIN TITLE I PARTICIPANTS BY GRADE

. LEVEL GROUPINGS, FISCAL YEAR 1975
s " Pré-k-K - 27.8%
4 i
1-4 - 58.6%
9th-12th’ ' . 5-8 - 11.1% i
, Plus Other ~ —— — -
. . ' 4{/’:f;}'f ‘9-12th plus other-
5. 8
. 8th Ny > /,\\ _ 7 5%*
S preck-k - s

The state educational agency Title I §taff has encouraged N1sconsinlsc5661
districts to use their Title I mon1e; in the pre-school and early elementary
y érades SO tht prevention rather than remediation éf edh;at1qna1 deprivation
. would bé emphasized. In light of th1s,%t is not surpr1s1pg that the percentage
E of pre-school and early elementary Title I parf1cjpants has shown a. rather
dramatic increase over the last several years. H;weveg a slight deérease (1%)
in the precentage of pre-school and early elementary participants was seen
betweeh fiscal years 1974 and 1975. . ' ‘ ‘ .
o N . .
TABLE 5 _
PREaSCHOGL THROUGH FOURTH GRADE STUDENTS AS PERCENTAGE |

OF ALL TITLE I PARTICIPANTS, FISCAL YEARS
1968-1975 INCLUSIVE

Py —_—

Fiscal Year Percent Fiscal Year Percent
. 1968 47% ‘ 1972 75% .
o 1969 57% ’ 1973 80% 4
1970 65% - 1974 T 87% .
1971 75% ‘ 19?5 86%

-

5
Q U

-
-~




" Time of Project Part1cdpat1on

23 ) |
It may be that the additional Title 1 monies dva11ab1e to local school dis-
tricts enabled them to egpapd their services to the latter and middle elemen-
tary studehts.]
Another factor which would support 1ncreased services to older students. is the,
influence of Chapter 90 of the 1973 H1sconsin Statuates which estab11shed
standards for local school d1strjcts; Specifically item d of this 1egis]et1on
required that "prbv1s1od shall be made for remedial reading services for .\
under-achieving students in grédes k1ndergarten‘through.grade 3." To be
eligible for state aids school districts had to meet at least one-tnird of

the 13 standards by July 1 of 1973 and two-th1rds of the standards by July 1

of - 1975, Thus d1str1cts which elected&tofheet item d of the 13 standards may

have changed the emphasis of their Title I program to avold offering any
services which could be interpreted as supplanting those required under

Wisconsin Statutes.

More than three-fourths of the students partic1pat1ng in fiscal year 1975

projects only took part 1n*a reqular year project. Approx1mate1y 12% were

) served for the entire year, and anothet 12% were only served in the summer

months .- Toe

Although the number of students who only pert1c1pated in a summer school

project was comparable to the number of yearlong students, the number of
school districts that on]y‘offered a summer project was far less than the

t N‘ *
number that offered a yearlong project. The six school districts which
- M \ b
‘.

1The FY75 Part A Grant allocation to school districts, was $5,938,296,00
(32%) greater than the FY74 allocation.

'

et S

v [ 20
-y t)a

9




* only operated a summer. schoo] project served a s¢rpr1singly large number of

students. . g

TABLE 6

NUMBER AND. PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND
e TITLE F CHILDREN BY TIME OF PROJECT
ATTENDANCE, FISCAL YEAR, 1975-

4

4

Time of Project . School Districts - Title I Children

Number | Percent - Number *| Percent
Regular Year Only ‘ 236 (§2) '“; . 403%88 (76)
Summer Only . 6 (2 608 (12)
YEar1ong z I o 136 (36) ¢ ( 6,641 (12)
Total 378 | (100%) | 53,137 | (100%)

_ Only slightly over half of the summer school students had also participated
~ina regular year project. The percentage of summer school students who had
also participated in a reqular year project showed a slﬁght increase between

fiscal years 1974 and 1975,

T

Figure 7 .~-PERCENTAGE OF SUMMER SCHOOL STUDENTS CONTINUING
FROM A REGULAR YEAR PROJECT, FISCAL - s

- YEARS 1969-1975 INCLUSIVE
Percent
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' numbero;ofenpn-public than publjc schooi chijdren.

‘ 25

Most Title I schoo1 districts reported serv1ng 1ess than 300 pub11c school %

and ]ess than 50 non—pub11c schoo1l chf]dren during. the reguldr school year.

During the summer, most districts indicated serving less than 100 public and T
less than SO?non-publicjsthool children, Of the distrdcts w5 ported
serving children a1f-year,‘h majority-reported.servihg 1e§s than 50 pyblic

or non-pub11t“school children, 511 school districts reported serving smaller :
Although most‘of the cooperative and 1odependent school districts served

equivalent numbers of regular year, summer, and yearlong students, a few of.

the independent 'school districts did report sepsying more than .300 pﬂ?lic

school regu]dr year, summer, or yearlong studénts. ' However, o 1 of the

cooperative school districts reported serving more thap 300 publdc school .o

children during the regular year and none indicated serving more than 300

summer or yearlong students,

o ¢
\ - ¢
5 hi
]The .term “independent school districts" is used in reference to: the school - i

districts which did not participate in a cooperative project. ﬂ

o
/'*:w
RC
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TABLE .7
~ PERCENTAGE OF COOPERATIVE AND INDEPENDENT SCHOOL

" DISTRICTS BY TYPE AND NUMBER OF CHILDREN

SERVED FISCAL YEAR 1975

-
TR

Type of - Numba:.nt.ﬂhild:en Served _Total

Children Served| 1-49 |50-99 100-299 |300-699 | 700-999 { 1,0004] ¢ " No.d
. ) ) Cooperative Project Districts

Reqular Year , : ' B
EEH 40 39 21 . <1 - - 1.,100%] 219
Non-Public 100 - = - - - | 100%! 46

Summer : ’ - -
PubTic 57 33 | 10 . - - - | 100%] 81

“Hon=PubTic 95 5 - - - - [ 100%] 19

Yearlong -3 —t— _

ublic 85 13 - - - | 100%] 61
Non-Public 100 - - - - --1 100%] 5
) Single District 'Project School Districts ‘

Reqular Yegr A 7 _ -
Public 23 " mwpﬁf ~36 8 < 37| 100%]| 154
Non-Public 96 -3 - ) - - | 100%| 70

Summer - RSN )

ic 41 25 28 ‘A s 100%| 64

- Non-Public 93 5 2 e | - - | 100%] 41

Yearion ) . - ’ ’ n
PubTic ' - 61 14 21 = | 100%] 57
Non-Public 93 «3 £3 - - | 100%| 29

aNumber of cases reported,
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_ CTABLE 8 .

! . . '

 WISCONSINTITEE, I PARTICIPANTS BY GRADE LEVEL AND
TIME OF PARTICIPATION; FISCAL YEAR 1975

)

Grade .| Regular Year Summer | " Unduplicated

Level Only ‘Only:...| Yearlong Total .Percent

Pre-K _3,604" 1,928 “ 766 6,298 11,9

K__ 6,503 775 1,173 . 8,451 15.9

_1[ ~ 6,967 770 1,227 8,959 6.9

— 7 gg 3 9/ 148 8,827 16,6

3 6,552 553 1,066 8,171 15,4

- _4 4,079 488 618" 5,185 9,7

5 [ 1,910 355 312 2,577 4.8

6 1,41 216 179 1,866 3,5

7 736 109 22 867 1.6

8 586 " 68 7 661 1,2

9 . 496 64 17 577 1,1

_10 328 14 . 15 357 0,7

11 12 22 5 139 0,3

12 39 13 4 56 0,1
Lther v 7 57 . 82 146 0,3 .~
gy JORA] 40,388 ° 6,108 6,64] 53,137 1008

) __Percent 76,0% 11,5% 12,5% 100X e
A 5
.

gt oy A

€y .
t)
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Ethnic Group Membership of Title I-Participants ~+
) ‘ . ‘

1

P - fﬁ?ofma}1on on the ethnic grouﬁ membership of Title I children was obtained ¢

by tabuiatdng the estimated number of Title I participants reported in ¢

"’ ¥ school district FY75 Applications for Grant. Four school districts
which operated a project in FY74, but not in 'FY75, were a]so'1nc1uded in

this analysis. This tabulét19n showed the percentage of Black, Spanish .

'
I

* Surname, and American Indian Title I children to exceed the respective

. pércentages of ithese children enrolled 1n.w1§cons1n's public scﬁools.

4
- . \ B v

. . TABLE 9

" PERCENTAGE.OF WISCONSIN PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT AND PERCENTAGE OF
TITLE I PARTICIPANTS BY ETHNIC CATEGORY, FISCAL YEAR 1975 .
S Wisconsin Public™ | Tit1e 1
Ethnic Category School Children ' |  Participants, (Est.,)
White /1 92.9 75.2 :
g American Indian 0.8 . ' ' 2.7 b
Black 4.8 S (N .
“|Asian American * | 0.3 0.2 %
Spanish Surname i 1.2 } 5.0 .
" | other : - 0.3 -
Total { . 100% , 100X _ ©
EFUA i . . \\\4 * ’




\' 29 ST
Special Needs of Title I Rarticipants. . I
In addition to achieving beTow expected performance ]evelstany of‘the Title
I participants in FY 1975 exhibited special sociai emotional “economic, or
physical needs, Over 900 of the FY- 1975 Title I participants were physically
or mentally handicapped,, approximately 1, 000 were expected to be school drop-

outs, 868 were residine in an institution for neglected and delinquent children, ‘
and 305 were participating in the state funded compensatory edueétion program
for éducationally deprived. ch11dren with economic and soc/aT//eeds.'

: : e - .

Lo
4 3

It should be noted that the number of‘handieapped/Title I children showed'ai
dramat ic décrease in fiscal year 1975, Aithodéh school. district FY 1975 -
App]ications for Grant indicated that over 3 ,000 handicapped children would be i
. served in FY 1975 prOJectsb the district final eva]uation reports only showed
’services being prov1ded for 939 handicapped children, The introduction of

state mandated services for handicapped children apparently was responsib]e

5

5 -
for, this change, . .

. 1Oata on the number of dropouts was taken frem the FY 1975 Grant Applica-
tions whereas the other information was taken from end-of-the—year evaluatior
repprts, . ’
2Chapter 115 Wisconsin Statutes.

P o . , !
v - ' ¢

o
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Title I Staff, and Volunteers . ‘;/

Salaried Staff _ = ‘ - .
- - o C e . ] ) -

Approximately 80% of the salaried Title I staff in fiscal year 1975 projects \\
were teachers and1teachef‘a1des. Supportive and administrative staff made up |
the remainder of the 4977 salaried emp}oyees.] \
Figure'8 .--TITLE 1 SALARIED STAFF BY : )
? EMPLOYMENT CLASSIFICATION - ' — o
1 _— FISCAL YEAR 1975 ¢ ) -
Teachers N 42,.8%
Teabﬁer Afdes ™  36.7% B
*  Supportive Staff w.7%
Administrative
Supervisory Clerical & . 9.8%
Administrative Other
Teacher e
s Aides ’
Supportive J . . .
Staff . S o :

o

A1y

1The following classifications were included in the supportive staff " L
category; dentists, dental hygiensts, nurses, physicians, social workers,
attendance workers, home visitors, 1ibrarians and library aides, counselors,
psychologists, psychometricians, sdpervisors, and speech therapists,

C / ' ” \
.
.
:
.
.
.
.

L]

‘
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»

Teachers and teacher aides have consisient]y represented the largest pro-
portion of Title I salaried staff. In fisca] year lé?S,the proportion of
salaried staff represented by teacher aides was at its highest point since ‘

fg the statistic was first calculated.

TABLE 10 . ' )
TEACHERS AND TEACHER AIDES AS PERCENTAGE
OF TOTAL SALARIED STAFF, FISCAL - .
YEAR 1969-1975 INCLUSTVE

Fiscal Year Teachers . Aides Total
1969 42,2 17.7 59,92 !
1970 46,0 23.0 69,0%
1971 43,6 26,8 70,43 ~ -
1972 . 41,2 29,4 70.6Z :
1973 36,6 29,7 66,32 T e
1974 38,9 25,2 64,1% :
1975 42.8 (36,7) 79,52




33

TARLE 11

TITLE I SALARIED STAFF BY JOB CLASSIFICATION
AND TIME OF EMPLOYMENT
FISCAL YEAR 1975

v ¥

Classification Regular Year Only Summer Only Yearlong Total
Full Time|Part Time Full Time|Part Time Full Time|Part Time

Teachers -

— Pre-Kindergarten 11 80 98" 52 45 2 2 156
Kindergarten - 46 119 .73 41 17 17 313
Elementary 468 266 386 161 86 24 1391
Secondary 31 11 21 2. 4 - 69
Special. Ed. 2 - - - - - 2

Teacher Aide 740 552* 287 126 85 37 1827

.,mcuuonnwcn Staff, '
Librarian - -1 4 - - . | 6
Library "‘Aide 3 9 17 - - - 29 ~3
Supervision 16 35 22 9 14 13 109 st
Counselor N 32 22 - 4 4 . 1 63
Psychologist 6 60 7 5 2 4 84
Testing 2 7 - 2 1 2 14
Social Work 22 4 6 1 3 1 37
Attendance 36 38 1 1 6 1 83
Nurse 6 24 2 2 1 1 36
Physician - 1 - - - - ! 1
Dentigt - . 1 - - - - 1
Dental Hygienist - 1 . - - /- - 1
Home Visitors 9 11 4 4 12 3 43
Speech Therapist S 6 3 11 1 - 26

Administrator 7 61 8 19 5 31 131

Clerical 38 92 12 13 27 29 211

Other Staff 34 47 40 5 16 2 144

Totals 1574 1448 989 . 463 329 174 4977

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




Volunteers

;

In addition to the salaried staff just described, Title I children also re-
ceived special assistance from almost 2,000 volunteer Title.l staff., In

fiscal year 1975,volunteers represented 27 percent of all Title I staff.

. ~ TABLE 12 , ' | )
VOLUNTEERS AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ~ f
TITLE .1 STAFF, FISCAL YEARS
. 1969-1975
Fiscal | Volunteer Staff . : /
. Year Number Percent of All Staff .
T 1969 | 678
1970 Not Reported | .
1971 T 3,459 36,4
1972 2. 127 2/.9
1873 2,693 33.0
1974 _ 1,474 -, - 23.4
_197% . 1,838 27.0
A
|
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Activities and Services Offered to Children

Althbugh many Title I programs included supportive as well as instructional

services, ;upportive services claimed less than fifteen percent of the summer

<

school or regular school year Title I dollar.

» . -

Figure 9.--PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I EXPENDITURES FOR
INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORTIVE
SERVICES, FISCAL-YEAR 1975

0 20 30 40 50.©+ 60 70 80 90 100
. N {

i 'l A

Supportive ~

Percent

Summer 12 - 88%
Projects [T 77 /77 T

Instructional Activities

As it has been in the past, English-reading was the most popular instructional
area included in regular year or summer school programs. Mathemat%cs, pre-schoo’,
and Kindergarten programs were the next most frequently offered services, Jointly
these four activities accounted for 81% of the monies spent on instructional '
activities during ghe regular year, and for 68% of the monies spent on instruc-
tional activities duriné the summer. There were only four other instructional
activities that were offered by 10% or more of tﬁe Title 1 schoo]\districts.

These activities included psychomotor skill instruction and youth tutoring '
youth during the regular year, and cu]turai enrichment aéd éng]ish language arts

during the regular year and summer. These activities accounféd for 13% of the

regular school year and 12% of the summer school instructional expenditures.

Regular 13% - '
PrOjECtS / / / Z /‘ ’/ / / /, / / / / ﬂ // Instructional
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s . TABLE 13
INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES OFFERED BY AT LEAST TEN

PERCENT OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS,
FISCAL YEAR 1975

\
s
\
’ . N

28%
s

U

A11 Other .
19% A1l Other

32% .

/

A

Supportive Services

// =
) Regular Year , Summer
‘dervice | Percent Service ] Percent -
' Services Offered By 50% Or More Of The Districts
English-Reading 87% English-Reading 61%
Kindergarten . 53% | Pre-Kindergarten 60%
Services Offered By 30-49% Of The Districts
Mathematics 46% Mathematics S 3"
Pre-Kindergarten 31% . Kindergarten 44%
t- Services Offered By 10-29% Of The Districts
Psychomotor Skills 20% Cultural Enrichment 22%
Cultural Enrichment 19% Eng. Othet Lang. Arts 11%
Eng. Other Lang. Arts 15% ‘ ’
Youth Tutoring-Youth 14%
Figure 10--EXPEND?TURES FOR INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES
* . ' FISCAL YEAR 1975 .
Regular Year Projects Summer Projects
“$16,626,121.20 ' " $1,606,696.80
TN

The only supportive services that were offered by more than 10% of the Title I

school districts were psychological services and staff inservice dur1ng the

i)
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regular school year,and transportation and staff inservice during the s ummer-.
These activities accounfed ior 26% of the regular year and 60% of the'sig’mmer~
schooi supportive service expenditures. During the regulaé schboi year, §upp6¥-
tive service expenditures were clustered in a small number of school districts,
Thus, although aimost twice as many districts offered psychological services as
offered guidance counseling, the total expenditures for guidance coﬁnsgling
were almost twice as much as the expenditures for psychological services. A '
similar inbalance ocurred in the comparison of psychological‘gervices and
social work, Although the total expenditures for social work were comparable
to those for psycho]ogical'serviceé, almost four times as many distric%éfﬁ

of fered psychological services.

The most ﬁoteab]e characteristic of the summer school supportive service ex-

penditures was the large proportion of monies devoted to transportation.

<

Transportation only took 10% of the supportive service expenditures during the
regular year, but during the summer 46% of the supportive service expenditures
!

went for transportation.

~

TABLE 14

PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS OFFERING EACH SUPPORTIVE SERVICE
IN COMPARISON TO THE PERCENTAGE OF SUPPORTIVE SERVICE
EXPENDI TURES ACCOUNTED FOR BY EACH PHASE
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Regular Year Summer
Supportive Service Percent Percent - | Percent Percent
Category Districts |Expenditures | Districts Expendi}ures

Attendance 2% - 1% N ¥
Clothing ‘ < 1% 5% - - -

Food 2% < 1% 6% 2%
Guidance Counseling 7% 25% aa - 5%
Health-Dental 4% 1% < 1% < 1%
Health-Physical 9% 5% 2% %
Library ) 2% 1% 4% 24
Psychological Services 11% 13% 6% 6%
Social Work Kyd 13% 4% 8%
Speech Therapy 2% 2% 5% 2%
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TABLE 147-Cont1nued

. Regular Year Summer
Supportive Service Percent Percent Percent Percent
Category Districts | Expenditures | Districts | Expenditures
Transportation 10% 3% 43%- 46%
Services for Handicapped <% |_ 4% - ! -
) Other Expenditures 30% 14% 18% 13% .
Staff Inservice 68% 13% 16% 14%

. T
. . {

Figure 11.--EXPENDITURES FOR SUPPORTIVE. SERVICES
Fiscal Year 1975

‘

~ Regular Year Projects Summer Projects

$2,565, 296,60 T o $225,237.20

bd

Education

Staff Special Staff Inservice
Inservice Education

~

R . .
3pupii services includes attendance, psychological services, social work,
guidance and library services, i

BThis category includes miscellaneous supportive services plus administra-
tive expenditures which couldn't be prorated to tihe other instructional or

supportive service categories.

Q ‘ (1 i

\
1
\ s ,
- . Health/Welfare
|
i
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Expenditures by Standard Accounting Categories -

Although the fiscal year 1974 expenditure report'was not available at the time
of writing this report, analysis of the reports submitted for FY 1967 to FY 1973

indicates that instructional salaries were tQF largest expenditure item,

£
[

©

P

ra

"Figure 12.2-LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS USE OF TITLE I DOLLAR
WISCONSIN

SALARIES FOR INSTRUCTION
B JAVA

TRANSPORTATION
3V2%

FA%I wl ZES
(OPERATION AND

MAINTENANCE OF PLANT,
REMODEL ING/CONSTRUCTICN,
Equirvent) 3 1/2%

AN
.

TN

AN

N

ADMINISTRATION 5%

TE@CHI'NG SUPPLIES AND ALL OTHER
*EXPENSES FOR INSTRUCTION 87

SUPPORT SERVICES
(ATTENDANCE, HEALTH, Foop, COMMUNITY AND STUDENT
Bopy AcTiviTies) %%

¢

]Analysis is based on USOE form 43.19. Expenditures include disburse-
ments and unliquidated obligations for local school districts only.

L 9
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TABLE 15

FISCAL YEAR 1975

.

STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF TITLE I INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

.

<

Children Served

Districts Offering Staff Employed Expendituré (Est,)a
Service Category Regu)ar Year| Summer | Reqular Year| Surmer | Regular Year| Summer| Regular Year|,, Summer

Art or Music 223 1,71 5 9 |- 9 51 21,450,50 | ~ 89,585.20
Business Education - 7 1,029 - 1 - 20 - 47,525.00
Cultural Enrichment 6,055 2,405 A 31 429 335 558,529.10 96,343 .70
English-Reading 28,689 6,204 323 . 86 1,751 660| 7,312,960,30 443,103,40
English-Speech d.mduA 45 19 2 |’ 83 9 106,573.30 4,493,90
English-0Other Language Arts 5,769 1,460 57 15 - 421 190 966,660, 20 98,294.80 ’
English as a 2nd Language 300 51 4 1 27 - 6 146,349 .00 9,457,20
Foreign Language - - - - - - - - ~
Home ‘Economics - 73 - 3| - 12 - . 14,265.00 X
Youth Tutoring Youth 2,436 145 52 2 327 30 294,988.40 1,325.70
Mathematics 12,521 4,024 172 52 847 419 2,415,499,90 232,893.60 ¢
Psychomotor Skills 2,486 788 75 12 236 92 344,105.10 38,553.30 '
Phy. Ed./Recreation 3N 1,732 6 10 20 - 66 13,527.00 65,877.30
Natural Science 359 33 6 2 21 « 5 13,079.80 6,944.00
Social Science 4,0 43 6 3 19 - 4 34,681,00 4,390.00
Vocational Education 33 47 | 1 2 1 8 1,315.00 5,825.00
Special Activities/Handicapped 15 - 1 L - 6 - 7,750.00 -
Pre-Kindergarten 4,373 2,524 114 - 85 475 420] 1,865,263.10 292,839.10
Kindergarten 6,007 1,513 197 62 705 276 1,863,650,30 117,386,20
Other*Instruction 1,452 516 23 10 100 89 659,739.20 37,587.40

Totals $16,626,121,20 | $1,606,696.80

{Number of Cases) - (47,029) |(12,749) (372) (142) | . (3,525) (1,955 ]

AThe expenditures reported were estimated as of June 15 for regular year projects and as of August 15 for summer projects.
Part A, B Incentive and carryover funds which districts estimated would be expended anc/or encumbered in the FY75 project period
were included. -

O
2—

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 16
_ STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF TITLE I SUPPORTIVE mmm<unmm
‘ FISCAL YEAR 1975 .
Children Served Districts Offering Staff Employed Expenditure (Est.)d

’ Service Category Regular Year| Summer | Regular Year| Summer | Regular Year | Summer Regular Year Summer
Attendance . ’ - 864 103 8 3 24 5 29,744.20 2,550.00

Clothing 1,231 - 2 - 34 - 126,700.00 -
Food - 572 855 8 9 3 -5 ' 3,208.10 3,833.50
Guidance Counseling 3,151 323 27 6 ! 64 10 627,163.40| 10,069.50
Health-Dental 896 185 13 1 15 1 31,861.00 31.50
' Health-Physical - 2,232 234 34 | - 3 34 4 125,073.70 1,235.00
Library Services 1,049 917 9 5 23 19 31,940.40 4,281.00
Psychological Services 2,487 564 . 40 8 90 22 341,882.,50( 14,006.10
Soctal Work 1,531- 387 11 5 m 79 22 * 340,106,204 18,609.10
« Speech Therapy 584 261 9 7 14 9 48,100.20 4,844 .00
Transportation 1,194 © 2,577 - 39 61 ‘ 19 39 79,417.10| 102,823.50

Services for Handicapped 44 - . -2 - - 19 - - 102,661,70 -
Other Expenditures = - 4823, 230 110 26 34 13 348,678,804 30,212.10
Staff Inservice N/A % N/A . 2,343 451 328,759.30 % 32,741.90
Totals B $2,565,296 .60 [$325,237.20

{Number of Cases) > (47,029) | (12,749) {372) (142) , (3,525) 1(1,955) L b

3The oxumsn*mcqom reported were estimated as of June 15 for regular «maq projects and as of August 15 for mcaaaq,wqoumnnm.
Part ”. m Mammzn*<n~m=a Carryover funds which districts estimated would be expended and/or encumbered in the FY75 project period
were included. . .

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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IT. EVALUATION OF PROGRAM OPERATION

Lo

Needs Assessment and Target Area Select ion -

"That payments under this title will be used for the excess cosis

0f proghams and projects,..., which are desagned to meet the special
educational needs of educationally deprived childxen in school at-
tendance aneaﬁ having high concentrations 06 children grom Low-come
6am¢£&eA,

Target Area Selection

. The selection of eligible schools for Title I projects ouring FY75 resulted

in 91% of the eligible elementary schools, 18% of the eligible junior high ’
s;hqols, and 9% of the senior high schools being targeted for Title I funds.

A toéal of 9i9 -lementary, 43 junior high, and 28 senior high schools pértici-

pated in Title I. ' ‘ K

Needs Assessment Procedures

3

In February and March of 1974,school districts assessed the needs of the public

and non-public school children residing in 'these eligible target areas. A

summary of each district's needs assessment was forwarded to the state educa-

~tional agency for review.2

/

]E1ementary and Secondary Educationm Act-Title I as amended by PL 93-380
Part D General Provisions, Section 141(a)(1).

2A copy of the needs assessment form which local districts used in re- - = ~

“" porting to the state educational agency is enclosed in the appendix of this
report, :
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Relationship. of Needs Assessment to Program Design
To determine if the prOJect services subsequently of fered were based on the

identified needs of the. educationally deprived children in these districts

needs assessment and program evaluation reports were c0mpared‘for 39 randomly

selected sample districts. An equal progortion of districts was faken from

&

. 1. :
large, medium, and small enrollment strata. Although this was only a 10%
sample of Title I districts, the sample districté served 37% of the children

enrolled in Title I districts during fiscal year 1975,

Since the amdynt of Title I funds available is a 1erge factor in determining

the proportion of children in need heing served;' it wasn't expected that all
identified children would be served; however, it was expected that the overall
pattern of identified needs would match the pattern of project services offered.
It was also expected that the differences in the resources available in.the
Jarge; medium, and smaller school districts would be reflected in their needs
dssessment reports.

o

The needs assessment.neports from the large school districts showed that almost

Al N

. a]l of the districts assessed student need for instruction in reading and math-

’ ! f

ematics; approximately half assessed student qeeds*for in§truction in psycho-
motor skills, social work, guidance or psychological services; and almost none .
assessed students‘ ‘need for health services.. The assessment reports submitted
by medium and smaller size schoolsdistricts showed a greater emphasis on assess-

ment of students' health needs. l

]Larqe districts were those enrolling 5,000 or more students medium and
‘smal1l districts enrolled 2,000-4,999 and 1 999 or less students respective]y
Mi lwaukee was de]iberate]y 1ncluded since it is the only W1scon51n school’
district enrolling more than 40 000 students

I~
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TABLE 17

SAMPLE SCHOOL DISTRICTS ASSESSING STUDENT NEEDS PER CATEGORY
FISCAL YEAR 1975 -

5

-

Large Districts|Medium Districts|Small Districts Total 4
Assessment Category <?N = 13) (N = 13) (N = 13) Number [.Percent
Reading 2 13 - 13 38 (97%) -
Mathematics 11 N 13 35 | (90%)
Psychomotor 5 9. -6 20 | (51%)
Social-Emotional 8 6 9 23 (59%)
Health 1 - 4" 7 12 (31%)

The.number of children reported in need of service in each service category

PN < \
was then compared to the number of children receiving Title I funded services.

TABLE 18

NUMBER OF SAMPLE DISTRICT STUdENTS IN NEED OF SERVICE COMPARED TO
NUMBER RECEIVING SERVICE PER CATEGORY, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Number of Students | Number of Students :

Identified In Receiving-- Percent of Needy

Service Category Need of -Service" Service: Students Served
Reading 18, 365 10, 105 ( 55%)
Math 17,274 6,711 { 39%)
Psychomotor 992 1,387 (>100%)
© Social 4,593 " 2,149 ( 47%)
Health 652 17 (3%)

Except for\the psychomotor service area,

-

1

the number of students served was far

less than the nhmber who had been identified as being in need of service in the

needs assessment reports.

gory where 1ess than 3% received services.

The discrepancy was most severe in the health cate-

ATthough the number of children re-

ported 1n need of mathematics services was only 6% less than the number 1denti-

.fied in need of reading services

the number of children receiving mathematics

1The psychomotor category data shows the number of ch11dren who were served

to be almost 40% greater than the number of children who were identified as
having a need for instruction in this area.
the omission of pre-schoo] children from the needs assessment.

This is most likely explained by
Since the needs

- assessment was done in thé Spring most districts were not able to assess the
needs of pre-school children,

’
<
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in this area.

" ‘Tevoted to mathematics acconding to the available data.l ‘

. \ . .
services was 40% less than the number receiving reading instruction. The

findings regarding mathemat%cs instruction agree with other national surveys

"Acconding to the needs assessment data which were available in the o
State Title 1 Annual Evaluation Reponts, hreading, Language anls, and
mathematics should be recedlving neahly equal prionity if students'
enitical needs are to be met. However, as was pointed out in WaAgo,

T ed. al.11972) a swipnisingly small propoation of Title T funds are

The analysis alse showed 'the percent of néedy non-public children ;eceivinq

o’

services to be less than the percent of needy public children receiving services

in all of the categorieg.

N '
%]

‘]Wargo, M. J. and others, as ‘cited in, Mona N. Gamel and otheré, State

Title | Reports: Peview and Analysis of Past Reports, and Development of A
i Format, Mountain View, California, RMC Research

Corporation, October 1975 (Report No. UR-294) page 83.
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Figure 13.--PERCENTAGE OF NEEDY CHILDREN \N SAMPLE DISTRICTS
RECEIVING TITLE I SERVICES
~FISCAL YEAR 1975
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To determine if the pattern of services offered matched the incidence of student
need, project services were rank ordered based on the number of children reported
in need of the service and then ;n the number of children who received Title I
services per need category. ?art{cipants in the social-emotional service cate-
gory were estimated from number of children receiving social work: guidance

and/or psychological services.]

TABLE 19

RANKING OF STUDENT NEEDS AND PROJECT
SERVICES IN SAMPLE DISTRICTS
FISCAL YEAR 1975

=

o Needs of Children Services to Children
Category Public | Non-Public Public | Non-Public
Reading 1 ] ] ] ‘
Math 2 2 2 2
Health 5 5 5 5
Social 3 3 3 3
Psychomotor 4 4 4 4

The per?ect\agreement in the rankings indicated that project serviies were based
on student ﬁeed identification. The analysi§ of public and non-public student \
needs also ingicates that the needs of the non-public chi\ldren did not differ
significantly\from those of public chi‘ldren.2

*
¢ N

Since district evaiuation reports did not give an unduplicated count of
the students served in these areas, the highest participant count for any one
of the categorfes was used to estimate the number of students served. This
approach may have underestimated the number of students served if the students
receiving social work were different from those receiving guidance counseling
or psychological services.

2This of course applies to the statewide pattern. Exceptions to this may /
occur within local districts.
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‘ " Size and Scope of Programs

"That payments unden this title wifl be used fon the excess costs of .
programs and profects... which are of sufficient size, scope and
quality to give neasonable promise of substantial progress towand
mee Zng the special educational needs of |educationally deprived child-
’ nen in school distrnicis having high concentrnations of children grom Low
income families)."

"Federal funds made avaifable under this title wilf be s0 used (i) as

to supplement and, to the extent practical, increase the Level of funds

that would, in the absence of such Federal funtds, be made available

grom non- Fedenaz sounces fon the education of pupils participating 4in

prognams and projects assisted unden this title and §u) Ain no case,

as to supplant such funds from non-Federak sources.”
Although statistical data does not néfject the quality of the instruction offered
to children, it can help describe the size and scope of services. Information
on the size and scope of Title I services is also needed to interpret the out-
come data on student achievement. 'Thus if Wisconsin Title I projects typically

offered only a small amount of instruction to children, it would not be reason-

able to expect much change in their rate of achievement.

Amount of Service Provided Per Pupil

Table 20 presents an estimate of the hours of instruction provided per week for

each of the instructional and supportive services in¢luded in Wisconsin's 1975

4

Title I projects. These estimates were obtained by dividing the total number

]Elementary and Secondary Education Act-Title I as amended by PL 93-380
Part 0 General Provisians, Sections 141(a)1(B) and (a)3(8).

2A similar point was made in a review of the findings contained in the
Title I Tempo study of 1965-67, "The study found only slight evidence that
the program enhanced ach1evement on average, and some clear instances where
the children receiving services had actually fallen further behind. However
| we would note that the study reviewed a strikingly unrepresentative sample
| of projects -in the intial stages of Title I's implementation...(and) we know
| that funds under this national Title I program were, on the average, spread
very thinly among many students and that the average child received no more
than one or two hours per month assistance in reading." U.S. Department of

Health Education and Welfare, "The Effectiveness of Compensatory Education:
an;L_ey_igu_nf_thg_Eudﬁnr.e," (pages 8-9)

ERIC , 21 |
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of hours of service per pupil by 34.8 - the average nuﬁber of weeks the reqular
year Title I proqrams operated,or by 5.5-the average number of weeks the summer

projects operated.

TABLE 20
HOURS OF SERVICE PROVIDED PER SERVICE AREA . «
FISCAL YEAR 1975 )
[ }
Total Hours Estimated Hours
- Per Pupil Per Week
Service Area Regular i Summer Regular | Summer
Instructional Services _
Art or Music 58.4 33.5 1.7 6.1 e
Business Education - 18.0 - 3.2
Cultural Enrichment 60.6 36.6 1.7 6.6
Enqlish Reading 88.3 | 47.1 2.5 8.6
English Speech 51.0 41.5 1.5 7.5
English-Other Lang. Arts 62.2 42.2 1.8 7.7
English as'a 2nd Lang. 101.2 90.0 2.9 16.4
Home Ecconomics - 122.0. - 22.2
Youth Tutoring Youth 67.5 75.2 1.9 13.7
9 Mathematics ‘ 72.8 35.8 2.1 6.5
Psychomotor Skills 45.7 22.9 1.3 | 4.2
Phy. Education/Recreation 32.7 38,1 0.9 6.9
Natural Science 47.0 52.0 1.4 9.5
Social Science 64.6 16.3 1.9 1 3.0
Vocational Education 54.0 78.0 1.6 14,2
Spec. Act. for Handicapped 132.5 - 3.8 - !
Pre-Kindergarten 95.4 49 4 2.7 9.0
Kinderqarten 90.6 1 57.0 2.6 10.4
______Other Instruction . . 118.8 32.2 3.4 5.9
Supportive Services
Attendance 41.9 17.0 1.2 1 3.1
Guidance Counseling 35.6 23.4 1.0 4,2
Health-Dental 19.3 1.5 0.5 <1.0
Health-Physical 21,6 14,5 0.6 2.6
Library Services . 63.2 61.3 1.8 11.1 ‘
Psycholoqgical Services 21,2 25,5 0.6 4.6
Social Work 38,7 16.3 1.1 3,0
Speech Therapy 38.7 27,5 1.1 5.0 -
Services for Handicapped 21.0 - 0.6 -

Children clearly spent a greater proportion of time in instructional activities

*han they spent in supportive service activities. English as a 2nd lanquaqge ‘
|
|
|
\
|
\

o D9
? L4
IERJ!: \
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i

and special instruction for handicapped children offered the greatest héurs

of service per week during the regular year,Qhereas/home economics and Enqglish

as a ¢nd language showed the greatest hours‘of service per week in the summer .,
With the exceptiong of homé economics, youth tuforﬁng; English as é 2nd language,
physical education, and vocational education, summer school students apparently

received appfoximate]y three times as many hours of instruction per week as reg-

ular year students received.]

\
1

\

The supportive services of library services, attendance, social work, and spe?ch

therapy offered.the greatest hours of service per week during the regular yea?.

-2

Since summer projects placed more emphasis on guidance counseling anrd psycholo-

gical services than regular year prbjects did, these services plus speech therapy

- and library services showed the greatest hours of service per week during the

summer.

Because Title I projects must supﬁlement the services provided by a school
district, it is not surprising that few hourgﬁof Title 1 service were ﬁrovided'
per week for any of the instructional or supportive service areas listed. The
instructional activities which moﬁt local district programs offered (reading,
mathematics, and early childhood education), indicate that the typical Title

I elenentary school child received approximately 2 1/2 hours of additional in-
struc£10n per week during the regular year and/or 8 1/2 hours of service per
week during the summer. A student who was also scheduled for psychological’
services (the most popular supportive servicej would have received approximately
1/2 more hour of service per week during the regular year, and/or 4 1/2 more

hours of service per week during the summer.

]In the services excluded from the statement, summer school students re-
ceived more than 3 times.as many hours of instruction.

3.4

%
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Since the scope of services provided to a child would be increas;d if he or
she were scheduled for several Title I activities,the 1ikelihood of a child
receiving multiple Title I serv{cés must also be considered.
Although the number of different services offered per child was not tabulated
directly, it can be estimated by studying the proportion of children receiving
each se;vice.] Table 21 indicates that the "typical® Title I elementary school
child received English-reading and/or mathematics and that the "typical" pre- -
school or kindergarten child only took part in a pre-school or kindergarten
program. Thus the typical pre-school 0r'kindergarten child probably received
3 hours of Title I service each week during the regular year and/or 9 1/2 hours
each week during the summer, The typical elementary Title I child probably
received 2 1/2 hours of Title I service per week during the regular year and/or

8 1/2 hours each week during the summer,

[

]Thus if less than 10% of the children received art, it is unlikely that
many children would have received art in addition to another service.

63
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TABLE 21 .
PERCENT OF TITLE I CHILDREN RECEIVING INSTRUCTIONAL AND
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES, FISCAL YEAR 1975
Children Served?
. Service Area Regular Year [Summer
Instructional Services
Art or Music 0.5% 13.4%
Business Education 0.1% 8.1%
Cultural Enrichment 12.9% 18.9%
English-Reading 61.0% 48.7%
English-Speech 2.6% 0.4%
English-Other Lang. Arts 12.3% 11.4%
| English as a 2nd Lang. 0.6% 0.4%
home Economics - 0.0%
Youth Tutoring Youth 5.2% 1.1%
Mathematics 26.6% - 31.6%
Psychomotor Skills 5.3% 6.2%
Phy. £d./Recreation 0.7% 13.6%
Natural Science 0.8% 0.3%
Social Science 0.9% 0.3%
Vocational Ed. 0.1% 0.4%
¢ Special Activities/Hand. <0.1% -
2 Pre-Kindergarten 9.3% 19.8%
Kindergarten 12.8% 11.9%
Other Instruction . 3.1% 4.0%
Supportive Services
Attendance 1.8% 0.8%
Clothing 2.6% -
Food 1.2% 6.7%
Guidance Counseling - 6.7% 2.5%
Health-Dental 1.9% 1.4%
{ Health-Physical 4,7% 1.8%
Library Services 2.2% 7.2%
Psychological Services 5.3% . 4.4%
Social Work ' 3.3% 3.0%
Speech Therapy 1.2% 2.0%
' Transportation ol 2.5% 20.,2%
" Services for Hand. 0.1% -
apercentages are based on 47,029 Title.I reqular year
participants and 12,749 summer school participants.
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The number of services offered per district must be interpreted in light 6%

the size of Title I allocations and the supplanting guideline. Districts with
allocations less than $12,000 (17% of the FY75 Title I projeCts) would be hard
pressed to provide a variety of Title I services, The supplanting guideline
.a1s0 restricts the number of services which can be provided with Title I funds.
Since Wisconsin law requires’that districts provide certain supﬁortive,services,
provision of’thege services'through Tit]e I funds can only be allowed if it is
shown that they will be in addition to the state or locally funded service,
Since this may create administratively un;easible situations (such as a child
being served by a school, and a Title I funded, nurse or guidance counselor),
it is not surprising that the percent of districts offering supportive services

has declined over the last sevéra] years,

-

4
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TABLE 22

FISCAL YEARS1968-1974 AND 1974-1975

|
i
PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICTS OR PROJECTS OFFERING SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

% Change % Change,
Supportive Service FY68 - 74 FY74 - 75
Attendance .-4.,4% -0,2%

' Clothing -1.4% -1.0%
Food -22.8% ~0.7%

. Guidance _ -22.0% =1.3%
Health-Dental? -14,4% . o +1,0%
Health-Medical ) -29.9% WU -0.7%
Library Services 17,74 -1.2%
Psychological Services +21,7% - =12.7%
Sotial Work -10,3% -2.6%
Speech Therapy ' -10,1% -10,1% s
Transportation -14.2% +0,3%
Supportive Services for Handicapped -5.6% <0.,9%

%Reflects percentage change from fiscal year 1969 to 1974,

bPercent&ges are based on the number of districts offering services
during the regular year,

Pupil Teacher Ratios

The siQe and scope'bf services offered to children is also reflected in the

pupil teacher ratios within each of the se;vice areas, + Thug if children re-
ceive 5 hours of service each week.but‘there is onl)y one Title I teacher for
60 students, the extensiveness of tﬁe service would be less than that avail-
able through a pupii-teacher ratio of 1-15. Tabie 23 preseﬁts the pupii-teachen ;y

and pupil-staff ratios for each of the instructional areas.

o,

e
)
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TABLE 23 »
PUPIL-TEACHER AND PUPIL-STAFF RATIOS BY INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY
AND PROJECT TYPE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Pupil~Teacher Ratio Pupil-Staff Ratio

Instructional Activity Regular Yr.| Summer | Regular Yr. | Summer
Art or Music ‘ 1-32. - 1-55 - 1-25 1-34
Business Education - 1-86 - 1-5]
Cultural Enrichment : 1-40 1-13 1-14 -1-7
English-Reading 1-40 1-17 1-16 1-9
Ena]ish Speech s 1-67 115 1-15 1-5
Eng,-Other Lang. Arts eV L 1-39 1-18 1-14 1-8
English as a 2nd Lang. 1-38 1-17 1-11 1-9
Home Economics - 1-15 Poa 1-6
Youth Tutoring Youth® 1-41¢ 1-72¢ 1-7 - 1-5
'‘Mathemat ics 1-37 1-18 1-15 1-10
Psychomotor Skills -1 1-21 1-15 1-10 1-9
Physical Ed./Recreation 1-21 1-56 | 1-16_ 1-26
Natural Science .1-26 1-8 —— 1-17 1-7
Soctiad Science 1-.37 1-11 1-22 1-11
¥ocational Education 1-33 1-8 1-33 1-6
Special Activities for Handi. 1-15 L 1-2 | - J
Pre-Kindergarten 1-24 1-13 1-9 1-6.
Kindergarten ' 1-21 1-11 *1-8 1-6
Other Instruction 1-45 - 1-17 1-16 " 1-6

" 3S4ince the Title I students primary contact was with his tutdr rather
than with the Title 1 teacher, the P-T ratio statistic 1s not reaT]y appro~
priate to this activity,

- \

-~

?

Thé lowest pupil-teacher ratios during the reqular year were seen in special

education for handicapped and physical education or psychomotor skill instruc-

.

tion. Naturai and social science, vocatwona] education,and kindergarten in-
struction showed the lowest pupil-teacher ratios in ‘the summer,

5
3 ]

The pupil-staff ratios reported for supportive services were larger than those
.
reported for instructionaf ‘Sérvices.
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TABLE 24

PUPIL-STAFF RATIOS BY SUPPORTIVE SERVICE AND PROJECT TYPE
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Pupil-Staff Ratio

Supportive Service Regular Year Summer .
Attendance 1.36 - 1-2T
Clothing 1-36 -
Guidance Counseling 1-49 1-32
Health-Dental 1-60 1-185
. Health-Physical 1-66 1-59
L Library Services 1-46 1-48
O Psychological Services - 1-28 1-26 A
Social Work 1-19 1-18 )
Speech Therapy 1-41 1-29

When the pupil teacher ratics are analyzed in comparison to the hours of in-
struction districts reported children received, it appears that small grouﬁ‘

instruction and/or the use of teacher aides must have been included in report- .

¥

ing the hours of instruction given to children. For example, the pupil-teacher
ratio reported for reading instruction during the regular year was 1-40, VYet )
schools reported that children received approximately 2 1/2 hours of instruct-
tion per week, If we assume that a Title I,téacher was'able to teach 25 hours
a week, the average child would have received 1/40 of 25 hoyrs or 0,6 hours of
instruction per week if he was seen in a 1-1 basis.] However, if this teacher
warked with eight groups of 5 children, each child could receive 1/§ of 25 or
3.1 hours of small §éoup instruction pér weekl If the téacher used an aide to
R reinforce fhe coanﬁts presented, the “amount of instructional time per student

could 1ikewise be extended,

-t

o

]Twenxy;fjﬁg hours of instruction a week is probably too generous an
estimate. It was used to represent the maximum amount of instruction that
could be provided through ore teacher.

/ .
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Services to Children in Private Schools

-~

"To the extent consistent with the numbei of educationally deprived
chitdren in the school district of the Local educational agency who
are enmwlled in private elementany and secondary schools, such agency
shatl make provision for including special educational services and

\ arrangements {such as dual emroflment, educational radio and' television,

\ and mobile educational services and’ equipment) in which such chifdren

\ cqn particdipate,..,"” . :

: {Part D Genenal Provisdions, Section 141A(a))

. Number of Non-Public Participants

&
o
e 1k

The 2,920 nonfpublic school children who participated in fiscal year 1975 Title

I programs répresented 5.5¢ of the total Title I pbpulation. Expanded-oppor-
tunities for serving non-public school children during the summer were réf]écted
in thé greater proportion of noﬁ—pub]ic children participating in Title I |
summér'ptgjects,‘ ' °

Figure 14.--NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN AS PERCENT OF TITLE I
PARTICIPANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Proiect Type ) ‘ <2

Summer - 12.7%
Regular Year ' 5.4% '

0o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 W 11 12 13

Percent

As figure 15 indicates, a gradual decline in the proportion of non-public Title
I participants has followed the statewide dec]ing in the proportion of non-public

students,

/

Ay
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Figure 15.--PERCENTAGE OF NON-PUBLIC STUDENTS IN TITLE I
POPULATION AND IN TOTAL WISCONSIN SCHOOL
N POPULATION FISCAL YEARS
1966-1975 INCLUSIVE

Pgrcent
26 \
[ N,
.24 - \
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20 - ~ _Total Wisconsin Enrolliment

16 \ ,‘
14 _ o
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2
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'l

Fiscal Year

Grade Level of Non-Publdc Participants *

*

Most of the non-public Title I participants were in the €arly elementary grades.
The fact that the proportion of non-publit pre-schos! and kindergarten partici-
.pants (7.9%) was less than the overall proportion of pre-school and kindergarten

Title I partitipqnts (27.8%), is most Tikely expla1ngd'by the small number of

Wisconsin nbn—publi; schools, which éffer pre-school or kinderqarten programs,

<
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oot LEVEL AND- TIME OF PARTICIPATION
FISCAL YEAR 1975

o

Grade
Level

Regular Year
Only

Summer
Only

Yearlong -

. Unduplicated
Total

Percent

Pre-k

25

44

67

136

(4.6)

x

44

30

22

96

(3.3)

330

130

56

516

(12.7) -

- 418

148

74

640

(21.9)

368

93

67

528

(18.1)

- 290

80

41

411

L (14.1)

132 -

51

25

208

(7.1)

94

21

13

128

'

(4.4)

T 26

9

10

45

{1.5)

O o |jn|ajw| N |—

.24

18

4

46

(1.6) .

8

3

6

18

(0.6)

10

9

1

10

(0.3)

11

2

2

~{0.1)

12

Other

55

81

136

@70

Total

1,770

683

467

2,920

(100%)

(60.6)

(23.4)

(16.0)

(100%)

(Percent)

|

Percth of Educationally Deprived Non-Pub]ic Children Served

Title 1 quidelines state that the number of non-public school children partici-

!

pating in Title I programs should be consistent with the number of non-pubfic
educationally depriQed children residing in Title I target areas._ In their fiscal

year 1975 needs assessment reports, local school districts reported the number of

L

public and non-public childreﬁ residing in Title I target areas who were below ex-,

performaﬁce levels in reading and mathematics. A random sampie of 39 needs assess-
. ) ph

ment reports showed that 90% of.the educationally deprived children residing in

the Title I target areas were public schoo? ch11dr¢n.] Since it was estimated -

v

RY N
‘See‘page of this report for a déscription of the sampling procedures
used in selecting these reports.

' . ' 59 '
- -TABLE 25
| o L[ WISCONSIN NON-PUBLIC TITLE I PARTICIPANTS BY GRADE _

lend
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that public school children represented 88% of the children enrolled in Title
I target areas, the incidence of educationally deprived children in public

schools was equivalent to that which would be expected.

TABLE 26

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED PUBLIC AND
NON-PUBLIC CHILOREN IDENTIFIED IN SAMPLE TITLE 1
SCHOOL NEEDS ASSESSMENT REPORTS
FISCAL YZAR 1975

Assessment Public Non-Public Total
Category Number | Percent Number | Percent Number | Percent

Reading 1€,575 | (10.2) 1,790 | (9.8) 18,365 | (100%)
Mathematics 15,598 | (40.3) 1,676 | (9.7) 17,274 | (100%)

However, since non-public school c'.ildren represented approximately 10% of the
educationally deprived children in Ticle I target areas, but only approximately

6% of the Title I participants, the proportion of non-public Title I participants
was glightly less than would be expected. fhe numergus difficulties which public
schools have encountered in legally serving non-public schooi children during the
reqular school year have to be taken under consideration in evaluating the extent
to which they -complied with the federal guidelines regarding services to non-

publ{c school children.

\

iocation of Services to Non-Public Children

The primary problem encountered by districts serving non-public school children

was deciding on a suitable location to offer Title I services. Since neither

" Title I nor State funds could be used to transport non-public school children to

and from the public school, and since public school teachers had been advised

not to instruct students irn the non-public school, districts which had non-public
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schools locqted farther than waiking distance from the pub]icyschod] had to
make special arrangements to serve non-public students. Over half (64%) of the
districts serving non-public students served them in the public school, 29%
served tpem in' the non-public school, 3% served them in their own hdmes, 1%

served them in mobile classrooms,and 3% served them in other locations.
/

i/

"~ Figure 16.--pERCENTAGE OF TITLE I stHOOL DISTRICTS BY LOCATION
OF SERVICES TO NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN
FISCAL YEAR 1975

i
/

i

Mobile Classroom

—

» _6ther
' Location

v\\Students‘ Home

Time of Servics to Non-Public Chi]gren

s ‘ . .
. Although a large proportion of the d§§tr1cts serving non-public children had

to make specialyadaptions on the locaﬁjon of the service, few reported making
any special arréngements regarding the\¢ime of the week when the services were
offered. Thus 96% of the districts ser&ed non-pﬁb]ic school children during
the regqular school day, 2% served non-puglic school children during the reqular

school week but after usual school hours,iand 2% reported serving non-public

school children on wgekends.
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Figure 17.--pERCENTAGE OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY
TIME OF SERVICES TO NON-PUBLIC STUDENTS
FISCAL YEAR 1975

. ‘\\\\>
/ AN

Regular
School LHeekends

Hours A "W :
€— During The Week After

Regular School Hours

Type of Services Offered to Non-Public School Children

’

English reading, mathematics, english language arts and cultural enrichment
were the services most frequently offered to non-public school children partici-
pating in regular year Title I programs. These services,plus library services;

were the services most frequently offered to non-public summer school students,

Although a greater proportion of non-public students received English-reading,

the services offered to public and non-public students during the regular school
] *

year were very similar. However, certain differences were noted in the summer

school services offered to public and non-public students.

During the summer, the proportion of non-dbb]ic students receiving art or music,
business education, cultural enrichment, physical education/recreation, and
transportation was more than 5% less than the proportion of public students

receiving these services; whereas the proportion of non-public students receiving

]Since few non-public schools offer kindergarten the pre-school and inder-
garten service cateqories are excluded from this analysis.,

-
{

i
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library services and English reading instruction was 5% greater than the pro-

portion of public students receiving these services,
TABLE 27
COMPARISON OF PUBLIC AND NON-PUBLIC PARTICIPANTS
PER SERVICE AREA, FISCAL YEAR 1975
Regular Year Summer
Percent Served? Percent Seryed? .
Service Area Public[Non-Public Public] Non-Public
Instructional Services: :
Art or Music L)% 2% 13% 7%
Business Education L% 1% 9% 3%
Cultural Enrichment 13% 10% 19% 13%
English Reading o0% TO0% 4/% 23%
English-Speech 3% 3% <% 1%
English-Other Language Arts 12% 13% 11% 13%
English as a 2nd Language 1% - <% -
Home Economics - - 1% 1%
Youth Tutoring Youth 5% 2% 1% 1%
Mathematics 26% 30% 3% 36%
Psychomotor Skills 6% 2% 6% 5%
Physical Ed./Recreation 1% L% 14% 6%
Natural Science 1% - <% 1%
Social Science 1% ~1% <% 1%
Vocatfonal Education - £1% - <% -
Special Activities for Hand. <% - - -
Pre-¥ indergarten 10% 2% 21% 9%
Kindergarten 13% 1% 13% 3%
Other Instruction - 3% 1% 4% 7%
Supportive Services

Attendance 2% 1% 1% 1%
Clothing 3% 1% - -
Food 1% - 7% 6%
Guidance Counseling 7% 4% 3% 2.1% .
Health-Dental 2% 3% 2% -
Health-Physical 5% 4% 2% 1%
Library Services 2% 4% 7% 13% y
Psychological Services 5% 4% 5% 2%
Social Work 3% 1% 3% 3%
Speech Therapy 1% 1% 2% 2%
Transportation 3% 1% 21% 14%
Seryices for Handicapped £1% £1% - -
Other Expenditures % AR |4 2% -

(Number of Cases) (44,792) 1(2,237) (11,599) | (1,150)

3percentage figures are round~d to the nearest whole percent,

1

'{ A i
.

0d ‘
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Services to Children in Institutions for Neglected and Delinquent Children

"A State agency shall use payments unden {Section 123) only for
‘programs and projects,..., which ane designed to meel the Apec7a£
educational needs of such {neglected on delinquent) children."

Number of Participants

Two percent (2% ) of the children participating in fiseal year 1975 Title I
programs were residing in local institutions for neglected and delinguent
children. Thus, 73% of the 1,195 neglected and delinquent children counted for
local school district Title I allocations actually received Title T services.
A1l of the neglected and delinquent children who participated in Title I were
served in a yearlong project, and almost all of these children were ®n school

districts that were members of cooperative Title I projects,

TABLE 28

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TITLE I NEGLECTED AND DEL INQUENT
CHILDREN BY TYPE OF PROJECT, FISCAL YEAR 1975

] Children
Type of Project Number | Percent
Cooperative 703 (81%)
Independent 165 (19%)
Total 868 (100%)

Type of Services Offered)

School districts only reported ten services that were offered to neglected and

delinquent children. All of these were instructional, rather than supportive,

L]
>

services. . \ &

]E1ementarw and Secondary Education Act as amended by PL 93-380, Subpart
2, Section 123(c).

? - .

3
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’

TABLE 29 -

NUMBER OF TITLE I NEGLECTED AND DELINQUENT CHILDREN
PER SERVICE CATEGORY, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Neglected and Delinquent Title I Participants

Service Category ‘Regular Year . Summer
Art or Music "~ 31 81
Cultural Enrichment ‘ 23 20
English-Reading 230 - 100
English-Other Lang. Arts 31 30
Mathematics ’ 97 20
Other Instruction 15 ' |
Phy. Ed./Recreation - 18
Natural Science - 12
Social Science ' - , ) 17
Vocational Education - 40
Unspecified 441 529

Staff Inservice Training

"A Local educational agency may nreceive a grant under this title

fon any fiscal yearn onfy upon application therefore approved by
the appropriate State educational agency, upon its determination,...,
in the case o4 projects involving tﬂe use of education aldes, the
Local educational agency sels forth well-developed plans providing
fon coondinated proghams of training in which education aides and the,
professional staff whom they are assisting will participate togethenr.'

Teachers and Aides Receiving Training

In FY75,Wisconsin Title I school districts empioyed 2,708 full qyd part time
teacher and aides during the regular year and 1;572 teachers and aides in the
summer.’ School districts reported that 68% of the regular year teachers and
aides and 27% of the summer scﬁool teachers and aides participated in inservice

training funded by ESEA Title I.

'

]Elementa}y and Secondary Educaticn Act Title I as aended by PL 93-380,
Part D General Provisions,.Section 141(a)(12).

¢

]
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Since only 20% of the teachers and aides working in summer programs had also
worked in a regular year project, the majority of summer schuol teachers and

aides did not receive any Title I funded 1nsef§1ce training,

© TABLE 30 )
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TITLE I STAFF RECEIVING
TITLE 1 FUNDED INSERVICE TRAINING ‘
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Regylar Year Summer
Staff Classxf1cation Number | Percent? Number'| Percentd
Teacher ] 790 (61%) 235 (23%)
Aides 1,042 (74%) 193 (:36%)
Other ! 511 N/AD 23 N/AD
Total 72,383 | (68%) 451 | (27%)

, aThis column shows the pérceﬁt of all Title I teachers (or aides) who .
received Title | funded 1nservice

bThe type of staff included in this category wasn't specified so tha percent
receiving training could not be determined.

>

\

Time Devoted.to Training

The average amount of time devoted to inservice training was 32.7 hours per

N . .
participant during the regular year,and 19.4 hours during the summer.

o -
\ Y

Exppnditgres for Staff Inservice . “.

Sixty-eight pércent of the schooi districts operating regular year projects and

sixteen percent of the districts operating summer projects, reported allocating .

-,

part of their Title 1 monies for inservice tra1n1ng. The estimated inservice

-

expenditures réported by‘these districts accounted for approximately 1.7% of

the regular year budget-and 1.8% of the summer school budget. Most scho&l
districts repd&ted spending less than $10,000 for staffﬂinservﬁce during the
reaular year, and less than $5,000 during the summer. The average cost of, in
service traihing was $1,292,59 psr,distridt during the regular year, ang $1,423,56

per district during the summer,
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TABLE 31

- | EXPENDITURES FOR TITLE 1 FUNDED INSERVICE
: ‘ TRAINING, FISCAL YEAR 1975

— . Pe

Reqular Year . Summer
Expenditure ~ Number | Cumulative Numbers | Cumulative
: Range . Districts | .Percent |l -Districts| Percent
5500 000 + . o0 100,0% - - . -
$100,000-499,999 ] 99,6% 17 100.0%
$50,000-99,999 3 ' 99,2% - 95.6% .
$10,000-49,999 - 59 98.0% B - 95,6%
$5,000-9,999 59 74.7% - - 56.5%
$1,000-4,999 116. 51.4% 9 [+ 56.5%
- $500-999 L 1 5.5% 3 17.4%
$100-499 s -3 1.2% S 1. 4.3%
$1-99 . ) . \ - - " - -
(Number of Cases) | (253) (68.0%) : (23) (16.0%)

Parent~lnvo1vement

! A . )

"(14) that the Local educational agency shall establish an adv&Aony
council fon the entine school district and shall establish an advisony
council fon each school of such agency served by a program on project
.- gssisted under sertion 143(a) (2), each of which advisony councils-
(A) has.as a majornity of &té memberns parents of Lhe children
to be served,
(B) 48 comperd 0§ membens selected by the parents in each
- school attendance ared, y
(C) has been given ne¢pon4¢b&£4zq by Auch agency forn ad-
visdng Lt in the planning fon, and the impfementaiion and
evaluation of, such proghams and progects, and
(D} 44 provided by such agency, in‘accordance with negu-
Lations of the Commissdionen, with access %o app&oph&ate in-
formation concerning such programs and phrojects

o

Type of Counciis ‘

N ' 3
Beginning in 1975,if the enrollment of the Title I schools in a school district
equalled 1,000 or more students, in addition to the district-wide council pre-

viously required, the district was required to establish a parent advisory council

. at each Title I school. A1l other school districts only had to have a district-

7/

]Elementary and Secondary Education Act-Title I as amended by PL 93-38
- Part D General Provisions, Section 141{a)(14)

76 _ |
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wide council. In fiscal year 13?5, 63% of the Title I school districts reported
having both district-wide and individual school parent adVisory councils, 36X

reported having only a district-wide council and 1% did not indicate what type

of council they had. Fifty-five percent of the districts having only distfict-

T . wide councils and 60% of the districts having both types of councils were in-
. depeﬁdené school districts,
‘TABLE 32 )
N NUMBER OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE OF PARENT COUNCIL

. “ FISCAL YEAR 1975

[

Project Type

Council Type Regular Year Only | Summer Only | Yearlong | Total
) ) Cooperative School Districts (N = 221) "
District-Wide Only - 50 , 2 24 (76)
., District-Wide and o . .
Individual School 95 i 47 (143)
Councils
Independent School Districts (N = 157) °
District-Wide Only 29 - 32 (61)
District-Wide and =
Individual School 61 2 32 (95)
' Councils - )
No Responsea ' | ) ] 1L (3)
Total ‘ 236 6 136 ) (378)
aTwp’copperative and one indepéndent district did not respond. \
- v ’ 3 )

Membership of Councils

- . 1975 was also the first year in which school districts had to have parents of

Title I participating children represent a majority of parent advisory council

1 \ Co .
voting members.  The purent advisory council membership which districts reported
in their annual evaluation reports indicated that 49% of the voting members of

parent counciis wére parents of Title I children.

¢ ‘Previously parents of children eligible, but not participating in the Title
. I project,could be counted toward the majority of voting parent representatives,

!

ST 1 o
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) TABLE 33
NUMBER OF PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEMBERS BY PROJECT
. TYPE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Regular Year | Summer '
Type of Member Only Only | Yearlong | Total |Percent
Parent of Title I Child" . 2,008 25- 1,408 | 3,441 (49)
- Parent of Child Elfgible but | . - d
o not Participating in Title I 1,182 17 703 1,902 (27)

Non-Public Instructional Staff 34 1° 34 69 (1)
Non-Public Administrative Staff 82 3 - 92 177 (2)
Public School Instructional
Staff . ! 441 11 322 774 (11)
Publit Administrative Staff - 242 6 157 405 {6)
Community Representatives 104 - 69 173 |~ (2) -
School Board Members e - 15" 42 (1)
Other Federal Education Program Vo
Representatives 20 - 14 34 (1)
College or University ; -
Representat {ves 1 - 1 © 2 («1)

Total 4,14 63 2,815 7,019 (100%) -,

(Percent) . (59%) (1%) (40%) | (100%)

{\ Parents of Title I children and public school instructional staff were the
parent council members most frequently reported by school districts, The
average number of parent advisory council members ranged from 12 to 1 per

membership category..

public instructioﬁal staff, school boara representatives, other federal educa-

t ion representafives,or co]]eée or university representatives on the parent ;

advisory councils.

L]

»  Féw districts (less than 25%) reported having community representatives, non-
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TABLE 34

/

NUMBER OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY NUMBER
AND TYPE OF PARENT COUNCIL MEMBERS

FISCAL\YEAR 1975

\ Number of Members
) ‘ \ 10-113- |16~ 19-122- Ave, # Per
, Type of Council Member [l 1-3|4-6]7-9{12 |15 |18 {21 |24 {25 +|Total] District
“Parent of Title I Child| 48{105| 95| 561 27 { 14{ 15} 3 { 10. | 373 9
Parent of Child Eligible ' ' y
but not Participating 100} 32| 8f 2} 2j 2 -{ 3} 12161} 12
in Title | :
Non-Public Instructional [ .
Staff - 471 21 -1 -f - -] -] - - 49 1
Non-Public Administra- |’ .
tive Staff 138] 1| ' -] -]:-] -f - - | 139 1
Public Instructional '
Staff 256| 381 6% 3| 2} -| | - 1 { 306 2
"Public Administrative .
Staff 27231 51 3] -1 | - ~| - - | 281 1
Community Representa-
tives 22¢ 1 1 < - -] -] - - 84 2
School Board Representa- |
tives Ay b -l - - -l -l -] - M 1
Other Federal Education
Program Representatives|y 22| 2{ -f -} -} -| -| - - 24 1
College or University . )
Representatives 21 -1 -} | - -} -} - - 2 ]
Number of Meetings
Councils in local districts were reported to have au average of 5 meetings

during the 1975 project period. Districts that were iﬁxc00perat1ve projects

also reported attending an average of 3 cooperative parent advisory council

neetings.]

]In most cases, the cooperative parent advisory councils were composed of
representatives from each of the district-wide councils.

()
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T - TABLE 36~
A\ .
| NUMBER OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY NUMBER AND &
\ TYPE OF PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEETINGS ¥
. FISCAL YEAR 1975
\\Number of Meetings School District T Cooperative
Attended Councils Councils
\ Number | Percent l Number | Percent
, 1 -3 98 |. (26%) 112 | (51%)
N 4 -6 N .- 204 | (54%) 49 | (22%)
\ 749 : “58 | (15%) 1 | (2%) -
T10 - 12 T 6 %) ° - p
T L 13-15 4 (1%) - -
No Response . 8 (2%) 59 (27%)
Total ) 378 | (100%)’ 221 (100%)

: Actibﬁties of Parent Advisory Councils

A]tﬁough provid{ng parents with information,on&Tit1e I regulations/guidelines
and the‘districts' operating Title I program were the most frequently reported
activiti;s of parent advisory councils, mogt districts also reported that

parent a%visory council members were involved in evaluation, néeds’assessnent,

i
and progrém plaming.

TABLE 36

| NUMBER OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY PERCENT OF
TIME DEVOTED TO PARENT COUNCIL ACTIVITIES
FISCAL YEAR 1975
|
Percent of Time Devoted to Activit
R - ~ }10-"20- {30-{40-}50- |60-| 70-{ 80-
Activity 1-9119 {29 (39 (49 |59 69 |79 |89 |Total| Percent?

Review of Ti*1e I Guide- I’

11nes/Regulat1ons . 2211721142 {33] 5| - (1| - -~ | 375 | (99%)

Review Districts Current | th j
Prograr 9| 87{177 48] 23| 24{ 5| 2| - | 375 | (99%)

Révigw Other Districts ] ;o
Programs 197 76% 6 1] -f - |-} -] - |280| (74%) !

PYanning Next Title I

“

*Program 11| 95206 { 34| 10} . 2| -| ~-| - | 358 (95%)
‘ Evaluating Current Project | 26{155{165 [ 18] 2| 2|1} -] - | 369 ] (98%)
Assessing Student Needs 64{1931 76 {18! 5] -f1{ -] 1 [ 358 ] (95%)
Other Activity 35038V 11 4 21 3111 2] - | 92| (24%)

_Number of districts reporting actnvity divided by total number of Title

Tl school districts (378).

' o ‘)
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P Evaluation of Project Effectiveness

"That the Local educational agency will make an annual report and such
othenr neports to the State educational agerey, 4in such fonm and con- .
taining such Lnformatéon, (which in the cdse of neports relating to /
pergormance- L8 4n acqpadaz%e'wixh speclfic performance criteria ne-
. Lated to program objectived), as may be neasonably necessany to enable

. the State educational agency Lo perform its duties unden this title, !
including £nformation nelating to the educational achievement of /
students panticipating in prognams carried out unden this titte, and = /
wiLl keep such nécords and affond such access thereto as the State /
educafional agency may find ne?wsanq to assure the coanrectness and
verigication of such neponts.”

: Reporting Procedures _ .,

The state educaticnal agency provided a reporting format for lTocal districts’

use in evaluating their Title I programs.2 Each district Subhitted o descrﬁp-

tion of their evaluation plans in the narrative section of their fiscal year

L4

1975 Application for Grant. Districts which haélinadequate evaluation pro-

«

cedures were asked to révise their evaluation pl;ns and to submit ajdescription
of these revisions to the State Title I office, When the local annual evalua-
tion reports Q;re received incthe State agency Title I office, copiés were

g{yen to the Title I educ;tionél consultants and to the Tit]é\ﬂ evaluator. A
summary of the ffndings in each report was brepafed, and copies of these
summaries were given to the Title I éﬂmik*§traton and to the‘Tit]evI educational

consultants and project readers who were interested in receiving them.3

Review of Report Contents

) . ,
A review of these summaries showed several factors which 1imited the usefulness

> .

lE1ementary and Secondary Education Act-Title 1 as amended by PL 93-380
Part D General Provisions, Section 141(a)(7)

2p cdpy of the format is in the appendix to thisxreport.

| 31wo of the three consultants were interested ir" receiving these summaries.
i The third- consultant preferred working with the entire report.

81 . . /
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of\ the eva]uation reports:

- Omission of standards for interpreting data meant that the signifi-
cance of student growth could not be eas11y determined. (Districts
often omitted data on Title I students prior rate of growth, and
didn't relate student scores to local or national norms, or other
specified criteria for performance.)

- Some districts failed to include all grade levels in their evaluation
reports.) (Kindergarten and pre-school children were most frequently
omitted.

- Many of the districts utilized locally developed tests which had not been
normed or tested for validity and reliability. The scores reported on
these tests were difficult to interpret.

- In some cases, districts based their findings on a small sample of
participants which made the reliability of findipqs questionable.

- Some performance objectives specified very low levels of attainment.
(For example, children were expected to gain .5 grade equivalent in
9 months.) If the district didn't also report the actual amount of
growth shown by students, it wasn't possible to determine if the
program was effective . )

- Some objectives and evaluation findings were written in Vvague terms
(thus a guidance objective specified children "would not hinder their
own or other's progress," and an evaluation stated; “"children progressed
slowly but de]iberate]y") Since the criteria used to eyaluate student
performance wasn't identified, it wasn't possible to interpret the
evaluation findings. .

- In most cases, the period of time between pre and post tests was not
jdentified. Th1s also gade it difficult to interpret the significance
of the findings reporte

- Although districts were requested to make recommendations for future
Title I programs, they often failed to do so.

- Achievement data was rarely.analyzed by grade level. Thus the relative
effectiveness of the project services cn different grade levels of
students couldn*t be determined. .

- Only a small number of districts tested the statistical significance
of reported scores. Thus it could not be determined if gains were
. due to chance, or if significant growth had occurred.

- Test administration and selection was a problem in seilected cases.
Thus post tests were not given as planned, or the tests which were
given did not relate to the objectives of the project.

- Many evaluations reported the gain scores of students but did not
specify the post test status of children in relationship to any
educational standard. Thus the reader could not determine the extent
to which student gains had resulted in improved performance levels.
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- De..riptions of how the projects were implemented were often scanty

Thus even if the evaluation findings could be interpreted, it wasn't
possible to determine what was be1ng evaluated.

»

Submittal Dates

i

In addition to the ;roblems listed in the content of local reports, the useful-
ness of many reprrts vwas also limited by the time of their completion. Table
37 shows the dates when fiscal year }975 local evaluation reports were received
in the state Title I office. School districts were asked to submit reqular
year nmarrative reports Dy June 15th 1975 and summer school reporis by August

15th, However only about haif of the reports were received by these dates.

h TABLE 37

PERCENT OF LOCAL EVALUATION REPORTS BY DATE OF
SUBMITTAL TO STATE TITLE I OFFICE
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Date Regular Year Evaluation Summer School Evaluation
May-June ] 57% 5%
July-August 22% 42%
September-(ctober 17% 48%
Novewoer-December 3% 3%
January-February 1% 2%

Total 100% ' 100%

s

o0
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IIT. EVALUATION OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Purpose

This section of the evaluation will attemgt to describe and interpret the

t
significance of the achievement which Title I reading and mathematics students
made'during the ?Y 1975 project period. The following questions will ue .

v
addressed:

1. To what extent were Title I children below expected performance

levels at the start of the project period?

2. Did their gaﬁns during the project period equal or exceed their

prior rate of gain?

3. To what extent were Title I children below expected performance

levels at the end of the project period?

4. To what extent was the discrepancy between the performance level
of Title I children and the expected performance level for non-
disadvantaged children reduced through their participation in the

Title I project?

5. Were the gains which Title I children made related to the length of
time they had participated in a Title I program, or to the size of

the school district in which they were enrolled?

6. Were Title I projects more effective at the lower, or at the higher,

grade levels?

ol
-
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Methodologx

Samplinc Procedures

Each school district which offered Title I funded reading or mathematics in-
struction and ;hich used a standardized test for evaluation was asked to re-
port test scores onlls% of the Title I reading (or mzthematics) students served
per grade level. Districts determined which Etudenfs to report on by using a
table of random numbers supplied with their FY 1975 evaluation forms.] They
also indicated the total number of reading (or mathematics) students served

per grade level so the adequacy of the samplirg procedure could be determined.
A11 districts which r;ported spending Title I monies for reading or mathematics
were included in this survey. Although this procedure risked over-representing
students in the small rural school districts, the response rate obtained in the

FY 1974 survey indicated that i. was necessary to include as many districts as_

possible to obtain an adequate sample of student scores.
Type of Data Reported

Tests Used.-The scores which school districts reported were from a variety of

standardized reading and mathematics tests since }isconsin does not have a

statewide testing progr?ﬁyand the state Title I office does not require school
/

districts to use specific tests.

I

‘Appendix 1 of this report contains a copy of the test chart reporting
directions given tp LEAs, -4

%SeetState of Wiscensin Annual Evaluation Report, ESEA Title I, 1973-74,
pages 86, 99, and 110,
L 2
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"l

Data Analysis , ’ 4

N
ki

Two methods were used to aggregate the test scores which school districts re-
ported. The scores from Ist-3rd and 7th-12th reading students and 1st-12th
grade mathematics studencs were analyzed by grade equivalents. Fourth

thf%ugh sixth grade reading student scores were analyzed by Anchor test’

hY
Pl . \

" stanines. LT

First Method-Grade Equivalent Scores

-
A

Projett Ratef-Pre and post test scores for lst-3rd aﬁd 7th-12th reéding students

(anh jst-]Zth grade mathematics students) were rgported as the grade equivaléﬁt
(henqgforth G.E.) gain per month between pre and post testing. Sinée\§tandardizgg
tests use n;;ﬁing tables which divide the academic year into ten months: the

max imum number of months between pre and pést\testing was ten, A student show:
ing'an expecggd\aveﬁage rate of achievement wd@]d have a monthly grade equiva-
lent'gain of 0.]0,and would thus increase his ;ctual grade equ%valent_dlacemen?l

by 1.0 gradéiéngvaTentfeach year. {See illustration below:)

.Grade Level Expected G.E. Score] G.E, Gain =  Expected G.E. Score %t_

At Pre Test . At Pre Test Per Year Start of Next Grade
2nd , 2.0 1.0 . 77 3.0
3rd 3.0 . 1.0 - 4.0 :
4th 4.0 1.0 ‘ 5.0 ‘
The monthly G.E. gain (henceforth project nate) was calculated as follows: - .

proiect Rate = (Post Test G.E.)-(Pre Test G.E.) ‘ o
roject Rate = -# Months Between Tests — :

¢
Prior Rate.-To provide a basis for comparison, an index reflecting students'

1The scores shown would be cxpected in September. The expected score
would 1increase by 0\1 each month thereafter. eq. a 2nd grade student tested
in May would be expected to have a qrade equivaient score of 2.8,




prior rate of gain was computed‘for_an through 12th grade. This index reflected .
the discrepancy between the ectua1 rate of gain shown by Tit]e I students prior
to the start of the FY 76 project and tﬁejrete of gain necessary for .
students to be at an expected pre test grade‘equivq]ent. If the value of the
. prior rate index for a student was 1es§ than .10, theﬁ the student would have
" shown less than a .10 grade equiva1ent dain per monthyand the pre test grade
equivalent'level of the student would have peen less than xpected. The pr{or

rate index was calculated as follows:

(Pre test G.E.) - 1,0

Prior Rate = hd .
10 (Number years in school since 1st grade.)

By using the number of years the Student-had béen in school §jnce first grade,

rather thas the\studéﬁts grade placement in the divisor, it was possible to

"discriminate students who had been he;d back in a grade from those who had not. !

¢ » N . LY
’ -

If 2 fourth grade students had the same pre test G.E. score but one of them

- wae*repeating fourth grade, their prior rate scores would be calculated as
v follows; '
. ' 7
Retalned Student Student Not Retained .
(4 0 ¥ 1.0) = 10(4) (4.0 - 1.0) = 10(3)
7 = .10

.075 or .08
Thus the index shows the student who had not been reta{ned to have an expected
rate of achievement whereas the student who was retajned demon‘.rating less than

- ? . . - - o
expected monthly G.E. gains (fe. less than one month growth for each menth in .

a program. )
Second Method-Anchor Stanine Scores '
\

School districts reported 4th- 6th grade reading students’ pre and post test raw

v ‘ ’ « 9 7 . > S 7ﬁ
' /... , ‘ 78 ‘ //( ~—
|

]If the pre test was given past September the divisor would h.ve to be
increased. (eq. by ] if in October or by 2 if in November, etc.)

2Appendnc contains further explanation of the prior rate indei.




scores. Districts only réported scores for students who had been tested with

.79 , :

o~

one of the-tests.included in the Anchor test norms. -These raw scores were
transformed td the equivalent raw score on the Metropolitan Achievement tesx.]
A computer program was written to tabulate these scores according Eo their
Anchor stanine ;quivalent. Fifth tﬁrough sixth grade student pre test scores
were tabulated by their post test scores, thus it was pbssib]e to determine the
amount of gain or reqression in gtanine placement shown by individual fifth and
sixth qraée students. 0;1y the post test scores of fourth gr;de students wvere
tabulated since the Anchor norms do not provide fqr transforming scor;s from

.

tests administered f% fourth grade students in the fall of the year.

»
*

In analyzinq the stanine scores of fifth an&,sixth grade students, maintenance
of 'the same stanine score or a qain of one or more stanines was used as the
standard for expected progress. Since this standard idenfifiéd children who
had gained .} arade equivalent per month, it was comparable fo the standard
used in analyzing lst-3rd and 7th-12th grade reading student grade equivalent
scores, The postlfest stapine scores of fourth grade children were analyzed

according to the following categories:

Stanine Achievement Category Percentile Equivalent
9 Superior 96 and above
7-8 Above Averaage 77-95
4-6 Average 23-76 : s
2-3 Pelow Average 4-22 N '
1 Poor 0-3

Tevel.

¢

]If an alternate form of the test had been used, scores were first converted .’

to the equivalent score on the test form used in the Anchor study. To analyze
the pre test scores for 5th-6th arade students, norms for the previous qrade
level were used if the test form used had been normed for the previous grade

~
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Limitations of Findings

AdenuaCy of Sample

School districts reported that 25,022 and 10,931 stydents participated in

Title I funded reading and mathemétics projects respectively, The reading’
,i . ) F3 o

and mathematics sample response was analyzed to determine if the sampie sizes

—

were agequaté to représent the achievement of students.in each of the twelve

grade levels, and in each of the three district enrollment size strata.

o

Grade Level Samples.-The number of test scores reported for-first tnrough

tenth grade reading students and first throuah eighth grade mathematics students
was suff{cient\to expect the sample values to be within ten to twenty percent
of the population values. The number of prior rate scores reported for ninth

grade mathemati:s students was also found to meet this criteria. However,

_the number of'scores-reported for eleventh and twelfth grade reading siudents

[N

the number of tota] read1nq scores repgrted for fifth grade students, and the

-\pumber of mathemat1cs scores reported for .tenth through twelfth gqrade students,

were not judged adequate to reflect the achievement of Title I students in
Lo

these grade levels. 4

Strata gamples.-As indicated previously,; the méthod used to collect student

scores risked~3ver:representinq children in the small rural school districts
(strafnm 1). Whén the response rate per stratum was compared to the reading
(or’mathematics) students served per stratum, both the reanino and math samples
were found to over-represent children in strntum 1, and the math sample was also

found to o@er-represent children in stratum 2. However, the responseates for

Isee appendix”Iv for a-further discussion of sample adequacy.

'.’)-":)




each of the six strata were fpund‘to be acceptable,

Overall Sample.-Although the sample response prevented a description of the

prog;gss made by students in certain grade levels, the total number of scores
repqrted was adéquate to reflect the overall achievement of the students ‘

served. Since the grade levels Jith&an inadequate response represented only
.. a small proportion of the students served, this limitation was not considered *

/

. serious,

S ' » s
¢
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~ TABLE 38
NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED COMPARED TO SCORES REPORTED BY GRADE

LEVEL FOR GRADE EQUIVALENT SAMPLE
FISCAL YEAR 1975 -

Grade ' ‘Reading . Mathematics
Level | Population Sample ) Population Sample
. + |Project Rate(Prior Rate Project Rate{Prior Rate
‘1 | 6,298 374* N/A 2,316 117* N/A
7| 6,519 W 5g9* 569%* || 2 485 180* 182*
K 6,015 ! 522* 529* 2,348 188* 190*
4 - - - 1,870 115* 117*
5 - - - 730 82* ] 88*
6 - - - . 499 59* 64*
7 471 55% 63* 203 - 24* 27*
8 394 48* H2* 185 ° 26* 28*
9 377 37* 37* 153 - 20 ’ 22%
10 213 . 24* 25* 100 12 12
11 67 4 8 39 3 5
12 36 3 3 -3 2 3
Total | 20,390 1,656* 1,286* 10,931 828* /38%
TABLE 39

* NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED COMPARED TO SCORES REPORTED BY GRADE
LEVEL FOR STANINE SAMPLE

T ‘ - Sample
Grade . Population Comprehension ‘Vocabu]ary Total Reading
4 2,197 : 32* 73* 70%
5 . 1,418 44%* 53*% 18
6 1,017 24% 39* 33*
Total 4,632 ’ 100% 165* 121%
- TABLE 40

NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED COMPARED TO SCORES REPORTED
_ BY STRATA FOR STRATA SAMPLE

Py ST £ . = . i SRV = e m o ey — el

. | Reading Math
Strata Population SampTe Poputation SampTie
] ¢ . 10,906 ° ~951% - 4,372 526%
2 | + 5,699 383* 1,549 170*
3 . 8,417 T 469* 5,010 189*

Tatal : 25,022 1.803 10.931 885

*Using Tchebychev's inequality relationship, the sample sizes for these
groupings are large enough to be 90% confident that the sample values will be
within .1 to .3 standard deviat1ons of the population mean. (From Gottman,
John M.; and Clasen, Robert E.; Evaluation In Education, A Practitioner's Guide

Itasca, I1linois, F.E. Peacock PuBT?sﬁérs, 1972, .Page 349
JL
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Tests Used

The scores which school districts reported were taken fiom a variety of stand-
ardized(reading and mathematics tests. -Since the scores on these tests were
based on the performance of different norﬁ groups; the extent to which they can
be cénsidered comparable is open to question. To séme extent,use of the ﬁnchor
norms forﬁgrades 4-6 reduced this weakness for‘these grade 1e9e1s._ Looking at '.
the frequency of réported scores per test for the other grade 1eve1§2§1§0 in-
dicates that a few tésfs accounted for thé“majorify of reporfed scores, ° Thus
while 28 reading and.18 mathematics tests were 1nclbdea in the analysis, 6
reading tests accounted.for 84% of the reported scores, and 6 mathematics tests
accounted for 81% of the repofted scores. J
TABLE 41

¢ .

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF READING AND MATHEMATICS SCORES REPORTED %
*BY TEST NAME, FISCAL YEAR 1975 )

Reading-Grades 1-3, 7-12 | Mathematics-Grades 1-12
‘ -Test Name Number Percent | Number | - Percent
Towa Test of Basic Skills 103 6,1* 74 8,9*
Metropolitan Achieve, Test - 164 9,6* .93 1,2
California Achieve, Test 90 5,3 52 " 6.3
" ‘Standford Achieve, Tést 195 11,5% 116 .1,0%
Wide Ranqe ' Achieve, Teést 245 14 4% 212 25,6*
Science Research Assoc.:Ach, 15 09 . 19 | 2,3 °
Peabody Individual Achieve,: 205 120 116 14 ,0*
Key Math Test ) N/A - 59 ) 7. 1%
Fomp, Test of Basic Skills 15 0.9 9 .1
Fd, Development Series Test 2 0,1 -3 0.4
Gates Mac Ginitie Reading 509 30,0* N/A -
Standford Diag, Reading 73 4,3 N/A -
Lyons- and Carnaham Reading 3 0,2 N/A : -
Durrell-Sullivan Reading _ 33 1,9 =~ N/A -
Primary Reading Profiles 2 0,1 . K/A -
Nelson Reading Test 7 0,4 N/A -
Grey Oral Reading Test 13 .+ 0,8 N/A -
Woodcock Reading Test 4 s 0.2 N/A ‘ -
Gilmore QOral Reading 6 ..0,4" N/A - -
A1l Other < 15 0,9 75 = 9.1
Total Y ! 1,699 100,0% 828 - *100,0%

»

" ,
Tests accounting for a majority of the scores reported.
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Data-Analysis : ) *: .

Two of the major weaknesses that cou]d be classified under the Headinq of data

»

analygis are the 1ikelihood of errors in calculating the pribr and/or project

rates, and a failure to adjust prior rate scores for montn of test administration,

. T

Since the student §cores were calculated by 1oca]_sghoo1 personne]hwho,in
several cases,were not used to working with such.;%]cu]at1on§, it 1s likely
that mathematical errors were introduced at ﬁhfﬁ point, It is also likely
that the divisor for the prior rate Wag‘qpf always increased by,l, for each
month'pa;t September the pre test was given, Since the directions\giren to
school personnel ‘did not emphasize &hat this should be done, it is possible

that this adjustment for the moﬁéﬁ of pre testing was not always made. The

‘result of omitting this adjustment would be to raise the prior rate score

for the child.

The complexity of using the Anchor test norms must also be considered as @

possible source of error in data analjsj;.. To use these norms 5everal frans-
formations had to be made in the scoves origitnially supplied-by the school
districts. Since the k1nd of transformatxon< necessavy varied'ccrordiéq to
the tests used, it 1% 11ke1y that errors wera made¢ in arriving at the equiva»

lent Metropolitan Achievement test raw sccres:3 ' '

LI -~ <

Time of Test Adm1n1stration

To determine when pre and post tests had been administered teo project children,

the reports of districts serving fourth through sixth grade reading students

]Befdre *he MAT raw score equivalent could be identified, the raw scores
en some tests had to be converted to scaled scores, others had to b2 converted

“ to grade equiva]ent scores, etc.

D3

~Z

e
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were/anq!yz@d.

Although the post test adm1n1strat1on times in these 157 d1str1rts were primarily’

clustered in the months of April and May, the pre test dates showed a much more
varied picture, The most popu]ar pre test months (September and October) were
reported by less than half of .the school d1str1cts.' A sizeable percentage of

the districts e]so reported % coué§ﬁ5t1on of pre and/or post test dates, This

was primarily caused by testing different grade 1eve1s_d% different times.

TABLE 42 RS
PERCENT OF DISTRICTS ADMINISTERING PRE AND POST TESTS BY TIME

OF TESTING, FOURTH-SIXTH GRADE READING STUDENTS
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Time Test Given Pre Test . Post Test

Fall (September-November) 49% R T Ay
Winter (December-March) . 7% v A F
Spring (April-June) ‘ ~ 19% - 77% .
" Summer (July-August) L _ 1% . ‘ 1%
Combination : 8% t 7%
* Not' Reported 16% i _12% .
Totals ' 100%

. 2
The high percentage of Spring pre test dates is probably caused by schéol

/
]

districts-on a Springfto Spring'district testihg schedule, However, the

Winter pre test dates reported by 11 districts is, difficult to reconcile .
" ; > A - -

wjfh the Fall project starting dates.. Apparently several children are pre '

tested well after the, start of the Title I program,én are eValuated by a p}e

test given the previous Winter (6-7 months before the start of the project).

In either case, the baseline for student performance could hardly be taken )

A

as, reflective of student status at the start of the project. -Thus any cal-
culation of pre-post test score differences for these students could Q?t be .
N LY

taken as showing the amount of gain made by students durirg their eaftici-

pation in the Title I project, . T e

-~ 2
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Anchor torms - ‘
- x . ’ e \
The achievement of fifth and sixth grade students who were pre tested in the
oy ]"
Fall may have been greater than it appeared through use of the Anchor norms,
“ . Since the pre test stanine scores.of fifth and sixth grade children were based

on the'Spring norms_for the.precedinp grade level, and since the children
: -

probably made-3ome growth over the Summer.months,their pre test scores may \
» ﬁ) N S N . .
. have been qreater than.they would have been if Fall norms had been wused.,

I - ° * “‘_
It"would be difficult for chi]dren to show much’gain during the project period
»

if their pre/test stan1ne was h1gher than tneir actual performance would warrant
» r\J .'”_.‘ ."'} N
i - . ©

. }
Expectancies

e

o . P
\‘f\ . t .
N . S B t

It $hould be noted that the formulas used for calcu]at1ng students' prior and

. 'progect rates‘d1d’90t y1e1d lower expectancies for chi]dren Wwho had lower

~ N o

pre test leve]s To shoy an expected rate of achievement during the project
period a student wole have to 1ncrease h1s G.E, score by 0,10 G.E. each

month between pre apd post tests;and to have an expected prior rate of achieve-
~—

ment, a child would have to have the expected grade equivalent score for his .f

qrade p]acement at }he time of“h1s pre test. To, show an expected prior rate

of growth children/ wﬁo ha been reta1ned in' a grade 1eve1 wouﬂd have to have‘
D

) a grade equivalent lcore correspond1ng to the grade p]acement they would havef
- l ~2

) " been in if they had’not been retained.  “‘Those who feel that lower expectanc1es

Al

.
\ » “ 1 i kd \ -
\ . N
» [ 0 y
/

I

]ApprOX1mate|y’50% of these students were tested in the Fall.

2J1nce Title I 'programs serve educat1ona}11 deprived children it wasn 't
I expecttd that ch11dren would show expected prior rates, However the amount
| of discrepancy between the expected prior raté and the observed prior rates
l ' was of interest.
{
\
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should be set for underachieving children, will want to consider this in reading

the remainder of this report,

Test Levels

.

Although the level of the test administered to sample students in fiscal year
1975 was not ana]yzed,lthe previous statewide Title I evaluation showed that
the practice of testing Title I chi]iren\with tests designed for children in
lower grade 1eve1s is not uncommon, ] LThus the grade eqoivalent and stanige
scores reported for these children may not be comparable to the scores reported
for children wbo were testod with a level of test designed for their actua]
grade p1acemeql Further, since the stanine scores are developed to compare a
students performance with the performance of other students in the same grade
level, the normal interpretation of the scores is questionable if children
have been down-tested. Since grade eqguivalent scores tend to‘élso reflect

the performance of children in several grade levels, this sec%nd problem

should not affect the analysis which utilized grade equivalent scores.

Reqressfon Toward The Mean2

1£ is possible that many of ohe tests useo to evaluate the achievement of
students during the project period were/e1so used to select children to parti-
cipate in the Title I program. The gain scores of children who were selected
and evaluated by fhe same test would be greater than their actual gains would
warrant, Sinceé student 961m'scores were not adjusted for regression toward

:

the mean, and since the type of tests used to select and evaluate students was

- not contro]]eo, this-may be a serious 1imitotion. /

i

o

1Twenty percent (20%, of the FY 1974 4th-6th grade sample students were
wreported1y tested at a level below their actual grade placement,

2Reqression toward the mean refers to the tendency of students who scored
low on a pre test to increase their scores on the post test aven if their
achijevement did not .improve,

’
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Reading Achievement, Grades 1-3 and 7-12

-

Gains Per Grade Level.-The percent of 2nd-3rd and 7th-10th grade students gain-

ing at the expected rate of 0.10 G.E. per month prior to the project period

'ranqed from less than 1% to 16%. In comparison, the percent of 1-3rd and

7th-10th grade students gaining at the expected rate during the project period

ranged from 65% to 88%. The number of scores reported for 11th and 12th grade

students was too small to warrant separate-analysis.

~

Fiqure 18,-PERCENT OF FY 1975 SAMPLE READING STUDENTS GAINING AT AN
g EXPECTED RATE (.10 GRADE EQUIVALENT PER MONTH)

ok

Grade Level

First,

Second

Third

Seventh

Eigth

Ninth

Tenth

i 2%
Total Grades! S

Percent of Students

Prior Rate
Project Rate

-

4

'
f -

0 20 30 4 50 6 70 8 90 100
' ! B W L 1 i 1 1 ! " { '
S | 69%
6%
- 67
— ’
|- - ' | 65%
. ] 78%
F w .
| | 71
T - -
e - _ = | 76%
| . s
_ o _ 1 88y
| 68%
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Aha]ysis of the mean prior and prdject rates for sample students showed, the
mean prior rate of growth for 2nd-3rd and 7th-10th @rade students to range
from .05 to .07 G.E. per month;whereas the mean project rate of gain reperted
for 1st-3rd and 7th-10th grade siudents ranged from .14 to .é4 G.E. per month,
The project rate scores reported for 8th and 10th grade students showed more
variance than the scores for the other grade levels, consequently the 95%
conf}de;ce interval for these gradcs covered a wider range of scores than did .

the confidence intervals for the other grade 1evels.] With the exception of

"3rd qrade, the lowest range of the confidence intervals for the mean project
N rates were consistently at least twice as great as the highest range of the

confidence intervals for the mean prior rates.

TABLE 43

PRIOR AND PROJECT RATE MEANSaAND CONFIDENCE LEVELS FOR MEANS
BY GRADE LEVEL, READING SAMPLE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Grade |__ Prior Rate Project Rate
Ltevel | N | Mean| 95% Confidence Interval | N Mean | 95% Confidence Interval
I - N/A ) 3741 .16 . 146-,167
l 569 | ,06 ,060-,067 5891 .15 ,138-,154
3 529 | .07 . 067-,076 5221 ,14 ,132-,148
& 7. 1631 .07 ,048-,085 55° .20 ,162-,229
8 521 ,05 ,044- 057 a1 21 .160- 261
9 137} .05 ,045-,062 37] .17 .135-.,214
10 251 .05 .043-,059 241 .24 .167-.311

-

RS
To determine if the gains which children made during the Title I project were
significantly greater than-their prior rate of gain, a t test of paired means
was computed for grades 2-3 and 7-10, Since all of the computed t values for

these comparisons were significant at the .05 level, the null hypothesis that

1The smaller samples in these grades also affected the length of the con-
fidence intervals.

2The confidence levels were computed at the .05 level. Thus we can he 95%

confident that the values presented include the population mean (the mean that
would result from testing all, rather than a sample of, Title I students in a
% specified qrade level). .o
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the project rate was less than or. equal to ;he prior rate was rejected.

TABLE 44

ANALYSIS OF MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PRIOR AND PROJECT GRADE

FQUIVALENT RATES BY GRADE LEVEL, READING SAMPLE
FISCAL YEAR 1975

) Numbe+ of Paired

Grade Observations Mean Differénce In Rates t Value

2 599° .08 ) 19,87*

3 537 .07 14,48*

7 64 Rl 5,83*
g 52 5 6,29*

. 9 37 12 5,91*
10 25 .18 5.44* .

*Shows t value significant at .05 level.

Gains of Lowest Achieving Students.-Data on both the prior rate of gain and

the project rate of gain was reported for 1,352 students.] Sixty-seven per-
cent (67%) of the 1,138 students who had gained less than .10 G.E. per montﬁ
prior to the project, reached or exceeded this expected rate of gain during o
the project period. Nine percent (9%) of éhe children who had shown less than

s an précted prior rate of gain,almost reaéhed the expected rate of gain (gain-

ng .08 to .09 G.E. per. month during the project period), and 24% gained less

than .08 qrade equivalent per month, -

]Since this data was not tabulated by grade level, approximately seventy- '
five 4th-5th graders were inadvertently included.
|
|

)J
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, , TABLE 45,
LOWEST ACHIEVING READING SAMPLE STUDENTS BY RATE OF GRADE

. EQUIVALENT GAIN DURING THE PROJECT PERIOD
+ FISCAL YEAR 1975

Prior Rate | Project Rate of Gain ! Total

of Gain |0-.04|.05-,07].08-.09 .10-.,15} .16-,20}.21-,29;.30+ | Number
0-.04 67 - 46 33. 112 82 62 | 37 | 439" .
05-.07 62 65 50 128 100 62 | 37 | 504

.0f- .09 20 18 24 56 32 30 | 15 [ 195
Total 149 129 | 107 296 214 9 154 | 89 11138 .
4 of Total 130 -1 |7 -9 26 19 14 8 | 100%

|- 33% . 67% -

Gains In Different Enrollment Strata.-The prior and project rates of 1st-12th

.qrade students were also analyzed according to ﬁhe size of the enrollment in
their school district. This analysis did not show any large differences Jn
the mean prior or project rates of children in the three enrollment size
qroupings (strata). The weighted means calculated from these three strata
yielded a project rate (0.1526) which was twice as large as the weighted prior

* rate mean (.0654).

TABLE 46

PRIOR AND PROJECT RATE MEANS Ai.D CONFIDENCE LEVELS FOR MEANS
BY ENROLLMENT STRATUM, READING SAMPLE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

~ -

KW ____Prior Rate Project Rate L
o ‘ 95% 95%
-Fnrollment Standard [Confidence | - Standard | Conf idence
i Stratum N {Mean|Deviation| Interval N [Mean!Deviation| Interval

1 'Under 2,000 764 ,07 .06 ,070-,078 1 916] ,151 .10 ,140-,153
2'2.000-4,999] 288! ,06 .03 .061-,069 [ 368! ,15 .09 .144-.164
3:5,000 + 3651 ,06 .04 .054-,064 | 443 ,16 1 ,148-.169

Total 047 ‘ 1 1727

Q 1=‘))
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The t values computed on the prior and project means in each of the strata we-e

also significant at the .05

92

that the project rate was less than or equal to the pr1or rate.

TABLE

47

°

ANALYSIS OF MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PRIOR AND PROJECT GRADE EQUIVALENT
RATES BY STRATUM, READING SAMPLE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

"

Number of Mean
Stratum Paired Comparison Difference t Value
T 957 08 22, 11%
2 383 10 18,28*
3 469 .10 18, 80*

Tevel, leading to a re3ect1on of the nuil hypothes1s

v e

*Shows t value significant at .05 level,

¥

Gains by Years of Project Participation.-SEhoo1 districts reported that the

| 1st-3rd and 7th-12th grade reading sample students had participated in Title

The average number of years of participation was 1.6

s

I from 1 to 9 years.

years. -

TABLE 48

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF 1ST-3RD AND 7TH-12TH GRADE READING SAMPLE
STUDENTS BY YEARS OF PARTICIPATION IN TITLE I
FISCAL YEAR 1975

°

Years In Title I Number Percent

1 AR 55%
2 499 30%
3 207 12%
4 24 1%
5 11 1%
6 7 <1%
7 - -
8 4 <1%
9 .2 <1%

Total 1,665 .. 1c0%

14
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The likélihooé of a student making expected gains during the project périod did not

‘appear to be Yelated to’the number of years he or she .had participated in Title

I programs.

Fiqure 19.--PERCENT OF 1ST-3RD AND 7TH«12TH GRADE READING~SAMPLE & ot
STUDENTS GAINING. .10 G.E. PER MONTH BY YEARS OF ’
TITLE T PARTICIPATION,” FISCAL YEAR 1975

- -

Years In Title I Agi ]9 29 39' 49 50 69 79 89 29” ]90 U

I . , 69%
C 2 ' 68%
3 | N B 5o
4 ' R 38% |
N 5 i , 73%

6 R I co "86%

4*

8 K . 700%

9 . * S - 100%

3o children were reported, to have participated in Title I for 7 years,

Estimated Pre and Post Grade ﬁlacement.-lnsofar as the prior rate index reflects

the extent to which gtudent scores differed from expecEed grade equivalent scores
for their grade placement, it ‘can be used to estimate the actual-grade placement
of students at the beginning of the project. The students rate of gain in the
project can then be used. to estimate grade plgcement students would show at the .

, 1
the beginning of the next qrade.

] Prior Rate = (G.E. at Pre Test - 1.0) therefore
10 (Years)

(Prior Rate (10 (Years)) + 1.0) = G.E. at Pre Test.
By multiplying the project rate of gain by 10,and addina this answer to the

estimated pre test G.E., an estimate of the G.[. score which children would .
show at the beginning of the next school year was obtained. . .

ERIC 142
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Analysis of student prior and project rate scores in this manner indicated thét
thecamount of growth which students made during the project period qreatly re-
duced the discrepancy between their estihated grade p]acehent and their ex-
pecteq:qrade placement., However, only in second and third arade was tﬁi§ re-
duction large enough to indicate that Title I students would be at (or close
to) the expected grade placement at the beq1nn1ng of the next grade, Since

the prior rate scores showed Title I ch11dren in the higher grade levels to

be further behind the1r expected araq‘p placement, it is not surprising that
they were also expected to be. further Behind their expected grade placement

L . §
at tne beginning of the next (FY 1976) school year. :

TABLE 49
COMPARI5uit OF ESTIMATED AND EXPECTED GRADE PLACEMENT OF 2ND-3RD
AND 7TH-10TH GRADE READING SAMPLE STUDENTS Cas
7 ISCAL YEAR 1975 ¢ - »
T - G.E. Score At Beginning
tradel __G.[, Score En*er1nq Projec* Of Next Schoo] Year Reduction In
Level[Txpected] Estinated® D1screg_pqy Expected Estimated” D1screpancy D1screpancy,
2 2.0 1,6 -0.4 3.0 30 +0,1 +0,5
3 3,0 2.4 -0,6 4,0 3.8 -0,2 +0,4
7 7.0 5.2 -1.8 8,0 7,2 -0L8 +1491~
R R,0 4.5 -3.5 9,0 6,6 -2,4 “+1.1
9 9,0 5,0 -4,0 10,0 6.7 -3.,3 +0,7
101 10,0 5.5 -4.5 11.0 7.9 -3, +1.4

qstimated G.E. = Prior Rate X (10(Years))+1
bestimated 6.E. = (Estimated Pre Test G.E.) + 10 (Project Rate X).

Creduction = (Discrepancy at Beginning of Next School Year)-(Discrepancy
Entering Project),
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Figure 20,-COMPARISON OF DISCREPANCY BETWEEN READING SAMPLE STUDENTS EXPECTED .
AND ESTIMATED GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES AT THE START OF THE TITLE
I PROJECT AND AT THE BEGINNING OF THE NEXT (FY1977) SCHOOL YEAR -

2

.

- G.E. at Beginning of
Next School Year

’ -1 G.E., at Start of .
Discrepancy In Grade ’ ’ i-~—J Praject
Equivalent Units ,
+1.0l i

. .

At Expected G.E. Score

2.0
2.5
23,0 A

-3.5

-4.5

-5.0

-5.5

7 8 9 10 Grade *
Level

Reading Achievement Grades 4, 5, and 6

Fourth Grade.-Since the Anchor norms did not provide any method for analyzing

———————

kel

the pre test scores of fourth grade students, only their post test scores were
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| . - .
tabu1ated. The total readinq scores for fourth grade children showed 9% ‘

scor1nq above average, 73% maklng average scores, and 18% scoring below average.. <

‘

In comprehens1on 10% scored above average, 63% made averaqe scores, and 27”

~

) scored below averaqe. Fourth grade students scored the highest on the vocabu-

lary subtests (44% above avé§age, 4]%"average and fS% below average).

quure 21, -- PERCENT OF FOURTH GRADE READING SAMPLE STUNENTS BY o
POST TEST STANINE AND TEST. TYPE, FISCAL YEAR 1975 - J

T Post }est | ~ R . " N
0 ¥ ' , Y , -
. Stanine 8 3 10 1? 20 25 : 30 35 40 45

Above
Average

Below
Average

1 A"I.! . .I‘- ‘ mmmm Total Reading
e

R ‘ . [ Conprehension
: T LA Vocabulary

]For further information on the Anchor test norms see; Loret, Peter G.;
ceder, Allan; 3ianchini, John C.; and Vale, Caroi A.; Anchor Test Study Equ1va-
lence and Norms Tables for Selected Read1nq Ach1evement Tests, Washinqton, D.C.; ,
"9 N

‘Government Printing Qffice, 1974,

100
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\"\E;fth and Sixth Grade.-In analyzing 5th~6th student scores, the number Of.§
= N 3
.o children stay1nq at the same stanine, or ga1n1nq 1 or more stan1nes was used

as the sﬂﬁndard of expected progress, S1nce the sample response for 5th W
s ' I .
qrade total reading Scores was too-small .to adequately represent the students 2 b

-served,.only vocabulary and comprehension scores were used. These scores
showed that 75% to;83% of the samp?e”students made expected proqress‘durind
. . . - "D -
the project period, .In sixth grade, the number of students showinq_expected

gains ranged from 60% to 95% depending upon the type of test used.

TABLE 50 - .

- L]

o NUMBER AND PERCENT OF FIFTH AND SIXTH GRADE READING SAMPLE STUDENTS

o BY STANINE GAIN OR LOSS AND TEST TYPE, FISCAL YEAR 1975 _ .
. 4 C e
Fifth Grade R
. Vocabulary Comprehension .. Total Reading_
- Gain or Loss Perceént|Number | Percent[Number | Percent|Number
Loss of 1 or more stanines 11% (9) 25% (M) :
' No _change . 40% (1) | 27% (12)
: Increase by 1 stan1ne 22% (12) 16% (7) N/A
v Gaih of 2 or more stan1nes 1214 (11) 32% (14) . )
- ) Total - 100% 53° 100% 44 “
L Sixth Grade
. Loss of 1 or more stanines 5% (2) 39,54 1. (13) . 17% (4)
¢ No change ’ 13% (5) 39 5% (13) . :12% . (3)
’ Increase by 1 stanine 18% 1. (7). 6% (2) - 12% (3)
Gain of 2 or more ' 64% | (25) 15% (5) 58% (;z)

Total : 100% 39 100% 33 100%




"Mathematics Achievement, Grades 1-12

‘
) : . . . ;

Gains Per Grade Level,-Seventy percent (70%) of the 1st-8th grade mathematics

. ‘'samp e étﬁdeﬁts gained .10 or more grade equivalent (G.E,) per month during
o : o= - .
. the project period, but only .17% of the 2nd-8th grade sample students had shown
‘ ‘ > s w i

"this rate of'gain prior to the project périod The proportion of students
(4

Sh0w1ng an.experted prior rate of gain decreased as th grade level increased.

( Since the samp]e response for gradeShQ 12 was too small to adequately represent
D .

the students served, these grades were not analyzed separately.

»

-\

Figure 22. --PERCENT OF fY 1975 MATHEMATICS SAMPLE STUDENTS GAINING )
« .10 GRADE EQUXVALENT PER MONTH BY GRADE LEVEL T ’ "~

P

v ~ = . = -
C . 5 Prior Rate

\ .
Grade Level™ 4 49 .0 30 40 5 60 70) 80°

First R = j\\-/ns%' / .
. second | i— 32 | corn S
* Third p—— 4 73%
Fourt: — 1% - 168%
9%

L Fifth E O — ' = 3%

Sixth ig% 171% .

, 4% ’
L Seventh i | 549,
- .,—-—f. ! \4% . ;‘ . ) v .
Eight’ -— . e T 11
. ey 7% ‘ : * ’
Total (Grades - —70% A
1-12) o . / o ,
qThe number of students reported in grades 9-12 was too smal$ to con- .

stitute an adequate sample. Ninth through 12th.grade chiidren are included
in the total however, : .

w




all children in a specified grade level) would be greater than the Jow

99 - ' . T

The mean prior rates for 2nd-8th grade sampie students ranged from .06 to .09
G.E.-per month, whereas the mean project rates for 1st-8th graders ranged tfnm

.14 to . 19 6.E, per month, The 95% confidence levels for the prior-and nroject

means 1nd1cate that the difference’ between mathematics students pr1or ahd

1

" project means was not as marked as that observed in the read1nq sample students.

v [}

Only it fifth grade was the loyer 11m1t of project rate conftdence 1nterva1 twice

PO
the value of the upper 1imit of the prior rate confidence 1nterva1._
TABLE: 51v ¢ - : LN
- PRIOR AND PROJECT RATE MEANS AND CONFIOEHCE INTERVALS FOR MEANS ' 4
” BY GRADE LEVEL, MATHEMAT?CS SAMPLE, FISCAL YEAR 197a <o .
e e - . . o
i Prigr Rate o b " Project Rate ey '}
| 95y - "95% .
Grade ' :Standard Confidence Standard {Confidence
Level N lMean i Deviation | Interval " N {Mean | Deviation | Interval
| -y - - - nzl sl a1 b ,158-,197
2 182,09 10 ,074-,104 1801 141 .11 L 122-,154
3 190 ; .08 10 ,070-,098 188 17 ¢ ° 13 149+ ;185%
_4 118,08y - .08 .065-,093 115] 16, 4. J37-,190
5 88,07 .03 .062-,076 82| .16 .10 - 139-,185
6 64 I 08 08° ,055-,095 591 ,17 ¢ 1 [, 140\,198
7 27 . .06 .06 ,038-,087 24l 71 . 7 - ,092-,241
g

28 ' ,07 - ,023-,114 261 ,19 14" .136-:250

o N
¢

To test the s1gn1f1cance of the differences between prior and pro;ect rate meang

a t test for paired observations was computed for grades 2-8, S1nce each of

i

the t values was significant at the .05 level, thetpulil hypothes1s that the ‘ -

project rate mean was less than or equal to the prior rate mean was rejected

for each grade -level,

lsince the confidence intervals were computed at the 95% level, the prob-
ability is 95% that the population mean (the mean that would result fngm testing
walue,
b¥t less than the upper value,of the confidence interval,

"t
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TABLE 52
ANALYSIS OF MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MATHEMATICS SAMPLE STUDENTS'

PRIOR AND PROJECT GRADE EQUIVALENT RATES PER GRADE LEVEL
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Grade i “Number of Mean Difference

Level .~ Paired Observations In Rates i t Value
2 L 192 _ ,05 | 5.11%
3 1 193 ,08 8,44%
4 B 118 .08 7.22%
5 i 89 09 7.81*%
b ; 64 .09 4,78*
7 27 .09 2,80*
2 29 « 1 4,19*%

*Shows t value significant at .05 level,

Gawns of Lowest Achieving Students.-8oth prior and project rate of gain scores

were reported for 708 students, These scores showed that 69% of the students
who had gained less than .10 G.E, per month prior to the project period gained
.10 or more G.E. per month d;rinq the project period, ten pércent (10%) of the
children who had shown less than the expected prior rate of gain almost reached
‘the expected rate of gain (gaining .08 to .09 G.E. per month), and 21% were

siqnificantly below the expected gain (gaining O to .07 G.E. per month).

TABLE 53

LOWEST ACHICVING MATHEMATICS STUDENTS BY PROJECT AND PRIOR RATES
OF GRADE EQUIVALENT GAIN, FISCAL YEAR 1975

A Project Rate
Prior "1 ————
cate | U-.06  0b-.07, UB-.00| .10-.15 | .16-.20 ! .21-.29 | .30+ |Total
e 08 18 N 15 ! 51 33 29 20| 181
g)s-,m 32, 34 29 . ea 37 | 37 24 | 2717
GP-,09 19 9 4 43 18 | 16 12| 131
Total 69 50, 58 178 88 I 82 56 | 589
Percent __(12) {10). (10) (30) (0s) T (0a) [ (9r!(100%)

G6ains of Students In Different Enrolliment Strata.-Analysis of the prior and
|

project rates of nain of sample students according to their school district
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enrollment size did not show any marked differences in the prior or project

achievement rates of students in different size school districts.

TABLE 54

PRIOR AND PROJECT RATE MEANS AND CONFIDENCE INTERVALS FOR MEANS
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT ENROLLMENT SIZE, MATHEMATICS SAMPLE
© FISCAL YEAR 1975

| Prior Rate ! Project Rate
1 95% | 95%

2! Standard  Confidence . g Standard ! Confidence
Stratum” |} N | Mean ' Deviation Interval | N | Mean |Deviation | Interval
1 ;452‘; 0, .10 .075-.093 1 494 16 12 120~ 172

2 (131, 0% 08 0h2- 089 | 158 17 12 150- 190
3 117 061 04 1 ,057-,020[176] 36, .11 140-.173

Anistricts in stratum 1 enrolled less than 2,000 students, districts in
stratum 2 enrolled 2,000-4,999 students,and districts in stratum 3 enrolled

5,000 or more students.

The project rate of gain was significantly greater than the priog rate of

. qain in each of the three strata.

TABLE 55

-

ANALYSIS OF MEAN DIFFERENCE IN PRIOR AND PROJECT RATES BY SCHOOL
ENROLLMENT SIZE, MATHEMATICS SAMPLE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

School District

Number of Paired

i

Mean Difference
Between Prior

t Value

Strata i Enroliment Size Observations and Project Rates |
1 _ . __Under 2,000 526 .03 L 13.92*
2 .4...2.,000-4,999 170 ) .10 L 9,47
3,000 + 167 ) .06 { 18.36*

*chows t value significant at .05 level.

Gains by Years of Participation.-Nistricts reported that the mathematics sam 'e

students had participated in Title I from 1 to 6 years.

years of particination was 1.¢

years,

The average number of
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TABLE 56

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF MATHEMATICS SAMPLE STUDENTS BY YEARS OF
PROJECT PARTICIPATION, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Years of Participation Number Percent
] 397 49%
2 226 28%
3 129 16%
4 43 5%
5 15 2%
6 3 “1%
Total 813 100%

Although a greater proportion of first year participants were reported to make

expected gains during the project period, there was little difference in the

proportion of second through sixth year participants making-expected gains.

Figure 23, --PERCENTAGE OF MATHEMATICS SAMPLE STUDENTS GAINING
.10 GRADE EQUIVALENT PER MONTH BY YEARS OF
~ PROJECT PARTICIPATION, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Percent
Years of

Participation 0 0 20 30 40 50 60 70 30

100

1
2

Estimated Grade Placement.-The mean prior and project rates of 2nd-8th arade

children were used to estimate the students pre test grade placement.

estimated pre test placement then served as a basis for estimating the grade

placement children would show at the beginning of the next (FY 1976) school

Wy
-

This
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year,] This analysis indicated that the gains which students made during,;he
project clearly reducea the discrepancy between their estimated grade p{acement
and their expected grade placement. In the cases of 2nd, 3rd, and 4th grade,
the analysis indicated that students had made sufficient gains to be at (or
close to) their expected grade placement at the beginni%g of the next school
year. Since the students in 5th through 8th grade were further behind their
éxpected grade placement at the start of the project, it isn't surprising that B
the gains which they made were not great enough to indicate they would reach
the expected grade placement at the beginning of the next school year. How-
ever, the amount of reduction in the discrepancy between their estimated and
the expected grade placement was as great (or greater) than that which was

noted in the lower grade levels,.

TABLE 57

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED AND EXPECTED GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES
AT PRE TEST AND AT BEGINNING OF FY 1976 SCHOOL YEAR BY
GRADE LEVEL, MATHEMATICS SAMPLE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

| Grade level

2 3 T a 5 6 | 71 | 8
Type of Score Grade Equivalent (B,E,) at Pre Test
Estimated 1,9 2,6 3.4 3.8 5,0 4.6 5.9
Expected 2,0 3.0 4.0 5,0 6.0 7.0 | 8.0
Differesice -0.1 -0.4 ~-0,6 ~-1,2 -1,0 -2,4 -2,1
) G.E, at Beginning of Next School Year
Estimated b 3.3 i . 5.4 6,7 6,3 7.8
Expected ‘ 3,0 4.0 5.0 6,0 7,0 8,0 9.0
Qiffe?‘ence ! +093 +0'3 0 "‘0.6 "013 .‘07 "]'2
Change Reduction in Amount of Discrepancy
Between ‘Estimated and Expected G.E,
+0,4 | +0,7 | +0,6 +0.6 +0,7 | +0,7 | 40,9
Pre Test G,E, - 1.0

Tsince the prior rate mean = the pre test G.E. was

10 (Years in school) ’

estimated as = (Prior rate X (10 (Years)). This estimated pre test G. E wag

added to the project rate X and multiplied by 10 to estimate the students grade
placement at the beginninq of the next school year.
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Figure 24.-COMPARISON OF DISCREPANCY BETWEEN EXPECTED £ND ESTIMATED GRADE
PLACEMENT OF MATHEMATICS SAMPLE STUDENTS AT, THE START OF THE
TITLE T PROJECT AND AT THE BEGINNING OF THE NEXT SCHOOL YEAR

I .“J At Start of ?roject

Discrepancy (In - Beginning of Next School Year .
Grade Equivalent
Units)

+1.0

+0,§ ) +0.3

0. G.E. At Expected Level

-0.

4 5 6 7 8

Grade LéVe]'
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IV, RECOMMENDATIONS

Needs Assessment

The fact that only half of the sample districts aggessed student<need for
psychomotor skill instruction, soEia] worl:, guidance or psychq]oé}cal services;
and the fact that almost none of the sample districts assessed student health
needs, indicates that districts’shou1d be encouraged to consider students’
needs in these areas as well as in the areas of reading éhd\mathematiés. The
marked decline in the number of districts of fering supportive services since
FY 1968 also supborts this reqomméndation.

('™

Target Area Selection

[}

Thgosize of the Title I allocation in Wisconsin clearly is not large enough
to justify operzting a program in each Title I eligible school. The high
proportion of Title I eligible and senior high schoo]s.which did not operate
projects (82% and 91% respective]y),’indiéates that additional funds are

needéd to make Title I services available to these children,

Summer School Prgjects

Although the percgnt of summer school students who had been served in the
reqular year project offered by their district (52.1%) increased by 1.6% from
FY 1974 to FY 1975, it was still far below a desirable level, The SEAbTitle

I staff will continue to encou}age districts operating summer projécts’to give
priority to serving the same students who were served during the reqular school

year.
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The large amount of money which is devoted to transportation jn the summer
(46% of‘a11 expenditures for supportive services) p]us'the limited time
available to work with students during the summer (5.5 weeks versus 34.8
weeks during the regular school year), indicate that the decision to T
. operate .a summer, rather than a regular year, program may be questioné?]e.
The six districts which did so will be counseled to reconsider their plans

for FY 1977,

Selection of Participants

Title I projects in the higher grade levels appeared as effective as those in
“the lower grade levels in reducing the discrepancy between Title I students
achievement and the level of achievement expected for non-disadvantaged students,

However, since the children served in the upper gradé levels were much further

-

below expected achievement at the start of the project, the gains which they

made during the project period were not sufficient to 1nd1c$£e that'they would
~

be close to expected performance at the start of the next school year. Children-
in the uppér grade levels would have to receive Tjt]e I services for several .
years in order to reach expected performance levels, and most children currently
participate in Title I for less ;han 2 years; thus, the policy of giving
‘priority to serving children in the early elementary gra&es should be continued

~

as it appears necessary for Title' 1 programs to have the greatest impact on re-

dicing the population of educationally disadvantaged children,

The test scores of reading and mathematics sample students showed a small
proportion of students to be at or close to expected achievement levels at
“the start of the project period. In an effort to prevent the rieed for re-

mediation, distri;ts may have served early elementary children who they felt

-

\‘1 ( N . N ,
l;ﬁkl(: | ' 1:0
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would be below expected achievement in the future, dowever, since there are

many children who are actually below.expected achievement levels, districts ) v
will be remifided to give priority to serving children who actually are below

expected achievement,levels. If the Title T allocation in a school district

is greater than needed to serve a]] of the lower elementary students who are

.below expected performance levels, the district will be encouraged to expand

its program 1nto the higher grade 1evels. The policy of emphasizing service

to lower elementary students will be‘Zontinuéd. However caution will be taken

not“to do so.at the expense. of upper elementary students whose need for assistance

is outstanding. ) o

“~ Non-Public Student Sefvices'

Since the proportion of non-public students who,perticipated in Tﬁt]e I was
slightly 1ess (4%) than wou]d be expecged (based on the estimated proportion

of educationa11y deprived non-public ciiidren residing in Title I target areas), —

-

districts will be encouraged to expand Title I services to eligible non-public

school children.

Program Design : '

. The number of children reported in need of special instruction in mathematics
was only 6% {ess than the number needing assistance in reading, but the number
of children receiving mathemat1cs instruction was 40% less than the number
receiving reading 1nstruct1on thus . districts will be encouraged to consider

student needs for service in mathematics.
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Given the restraints of the supb]anting guide]ine; }he héurs of T}tie I in-
struction offered to pupils appears to be adequate. However, since the anaaysis
of these hours‘in comparison to the pupil-teacher ratios showed that small group
instruction and/or the ‘use of teacher aides were included.in ca]cﬁ]ating the

) hours of instruction, and since the pupi]-téacher ratios themse]ve; were quite
high, the amount of time which Title I children are able to receive assistancé

from a Title I teacher will be considered in reviewing individual Title I

Applications. - ,

Inservice Training

Title T regulations state that all Title I teacher aidés should be provided
inservice training; yet school districts reported that on]x’68§ of the regular
scﬂéo] year and 27% of the summer scboo] teacher aides received Title I ;ﬁnded
inservice training. Although it is possible that the school districts financed
the inservice training for the otﬁer aides, or that informal training which did
not necessitate Title I expenditures was offered, this épparent discrepanby

implies that the requirement related to training for teacher aides needs to be

emphas ized.

Evaluation

The information gathered on the time of test administration, and a review of
the contents of local narrative evaluation reports, indicate that assistance
is needed in planning evaluation procedures and in writing final evaluation

Y
reports, The evaluation plans set forth in Grant Applications will again be

reviewed and workshops on writing evaluation reports will be offered. Districts Jw
which have enough money to do so will be encouraged to utilize outside eval- ‘

uators: and all districts will be encouraged to finalize their evaluation

~N

1.7 .
AN
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reports by the state reporting dates, so that they can be reviewed before the.

next fiscal year project is approved.




110

' ) APPENDIX I .
N REPORTING FORMS , >
WINCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION '
TITLE | ESEA ANNUAL EVALUATION QUESTlOﬁNAlRE-SECTION'I
PLIGSES S (e 2 79)
| . I ¢
v
» . ,
- . ’
~_EVALUATION OF 197475 ESEA TITLE | PROGRAMS PAGE 1
NAME OF PERSON COMPLETING FORM LAST FIRST INITIAL ~TELEPHONE
. AREA ; EXCH | NUMBER
. R
AODRESS T TTToTTTmTTT cITY ZIP CODE

2.

- . L. T S T e T e
IS YOUR TITLE 1 PROGRAM PART OF A COOPERATIVE
PROJECT® (CHECK ONE)Y (CC )

VI v ?(lN(')

.o e - emmIT X

IF YES, INDICATE NAME OF COOPE

RATIVE HERE

ra

1 1vYPr OF DITLE A PROGRAM (CHECK ONE) (CC8)  »

P

1 " REGUEAR YEAR ONLY
2 SUMMERPROJECT ONLY -

1 1] BOTH REGULAR YEAR AND SUMMER PROJECTS (INCLUDE DATA O’i\l REGULAR AND SUMMER PROJECTS IN ONE EL,JESTIONF:I_AIREL

+ N

N

2 INE®LLMENT OF STUDENTS IN YOUR TITLE | PROJECT (CHECK ONE) (CC9)
1 1} I GULAR YE AR PROGRAM OPERATED IN A LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

2 T wUMMER PROGRAN OPERATED IN A LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

L] BOTH REGULAR YEAR AND SUMMER PROGRAM OPERATED IN A LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT )
. CHART A. )
{Code 1, cc 1) {Code 1. cc 9) REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR TITLE PARTICIPANTS (Grade Code In tct10-12) .
SCHOOL ot : -
’ ry,),r q""‘“ . KGN | 18T ono L 3ro | aTH | 5 TH | 6TH | 72TH { 8TH | 3. TH | 10.TH| 11 TH| 12-TH other TOTAL
Sy oo | | nizar [ waar | aaa ] ass) | 166§ (177) | (188) | (199) | (200 (01| (2023 (203 1204)
pPUBLIE ’
tee 13160 -7
i - o
NON - '
PUBLIC . :
fee 17 20) - A
CHART B.
{Code 2, cc 1) (Code 2, cc 9) SUMMER SCHOOL TITLE | PARTICIPANTS (Grade Code In cc-10-12)
SCHOOL « ’;’“ | xon | 1sT | 2nD | 3RO | 4TH | STH 6TH | 7.TH | 8TH | 9TH | 10-TH| 11-TH| 12-TH} Other TOTAL
TYPF “‘(’08%‘; aoo | (inl 22| (33l (aa [ ass) | ties) | 17 | (188) | (199) | (200 (201 | (202)] (203 (204)
gt 1(
e 1310)
T3ON.
- pPuBLICT
(e 17200 ; -
CHARTC.
! {Codo 3. cc 1) tCode 3, cc 9) CONTINUING STUDENTS (Grade Code In cc-10-12} -
HCHOOL o ,,':,':, kGN {17 | 2D | 3RO | 4TH | BTH 6Tl 7TH | 8Th | oTnl 10Tul11 TH| 12 TH[ Omel TOTAL
Tyet ooy |<1100 | rian | 1221 { 11331 | ©ag) | 1es) | e | (177 ] (188) | (199) t200y] (2011} (2020 (203§ (204
fUbL e, © .
(e 1316)
NON . “ ¢
PUBLIC
l(( ‘I ?0) -= " & . x mA el ¢ wTmerTITn eI I AL—A‘:.: Al S - P - =
1. J

Q
ERIC iy
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TITLE | ESEA EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE-SECTIONT . . . o PAGE 2
3 PERSONNELU‘”DE 1.1 ) -
DIRBCTIONS REFER TO YOUR TICLE | ESEA BUDGET ANALYSIS (Pi-4S.ES-18 Rev 3-73}, AND ENTER THE NUMBER OF PERSONNEL WHQ
WE RE FUNDED BY TITLE | DURING THE 1978 78 PROJECT PERIOD. DO NOT ENTER ANY FRACTIONS CN THIS REPORT I A PERSON WORKED
LESS THAN FULL TIME ENTER A "1 UNDER THE "PART.TIME” COLUMN IF ANY PERSONNEL WORKED IN BOTH YQUR REQULAR YEAR AND
YOI SUMME R PROGRAM, COUNT THEM ONLY IN THE COLUMN LABELED ""80TH". - R
\ — .
- . <
REGULAR YEAR SUMMER PROJECT BOTH.
:*nm . POSITION FULLTIME | PART TIME FULL TIME | PART TIME FULL TIME [~PART TIME A
Mn0amn * tee 13160 {cc 17 20) {ce 21 24) (ce 25 28) (¢e 29 32} (<t 33 36)
l I AY
0ov gl LEACHING PRE KINDE RGARTEN
- h
ooy 1E ACHING KINDE RGARTEN - t . ¥
> -
00t TEACHING ELEMENTARY - . ‘
00 1t ALCHING SECONDARY -
Y, TEAL HING HANDICAPPED ONLY )
. (b5, e AL HE IR ATDE
Y L HBRARIAN .
T LIBRAIIAN AIDT . )
s 3
(he SUPERVYISI0N i
-~ . *
o DIREGT AND MANAGE TADMIN N
» -
. J .
‘l)l COUNDELING
i
ot PSYCHOLOGIGT
01 TESTING - .
ot OUAL woky - ’ i :
RETILF AT TENDANCE
. ity
0 NVIHE .
By PHYSTGIAN -
B DENTY T ’ . v
0o OENTAL HOGHE TS
Al
00 CLE R AL
5y R R ) . . :
N i
TR ERTTIENE SRVITNE F3Y2 TN R
. 0 SRR R THE RAPILT
Y
Qo GOt UNTEE G INON SAL ARIE DY
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SECTION ~-TITLE LESEA EVALUATION OUESTIONNAIRE o : ) PAGE
4 PARENT ADVISORY COUN(‘IL PART A (CODE 5, cc 1D qcooc 4 cc®

INGICATE THE NUMBER OF THE FOLLUWING PERSONS THAT SERVED AS VOTING MEMBERS OF YOUR PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL

|
|
|
)
!
|
|
)
!
|
1 .
| ;
| * Ccont | NUMBER |
| GO e | PERSONNEL CATEGORIES .
Lum TPARENTS OF €11 DIEN WHO ARE PARTICIPATING IN TITLE § PROJECTS .
) ~ '
| oy t FARENTS OF CHELDREN WHO ARE NOT PARHCII‘ATING BUT WHO ARE ELIGIBLE TO PAHI ICIPATL (
' .
. Ho ! NON PUBLIC SC HOOL INSTRUCTIONAL PE RSONNE L. .
‘ ona T NON PUBLIG 5CHOOL ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL ‘
, e L L e L e i e - cn . .
oo DpunLic scnoot Ins THUCTIONALPERSONNEL * . ‘
. n0o6 "eusiig SCHOOL ADMINIST RATIVL PCRSONNEL ‘.
\, t N e - - I e I R e L - -
v  comMmuNIT Y Rt pnchNMTlvss R -
+ + i e s Al dieasnibest el S el ditate b b AR IE RIS - - - - .-
oue " LCHOOL BOARD MEMMHS
L Wo S e e e e — s s s e s - e R - .-
noa ! REPRESENTATIVES F ROM OTHER FEDERAL EDUCATION PROG RAMS.
+ [} e R e e e o e e n -
010 REPRESENTATIV $ FROM COLLEGES OR UNIVERSITIES,
L6 PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL PART 8 (CODE 5,ce 1) (CODE 5, cc9) ‘ K
T T T .
tOve | NUMBER . ‘ QUESTION . S
TR RISV R NI : . : AY
> t —
Ul HOWMANY LOCAL DISTRICT PARENT ADVISORY MEETINGS DID YOU HAVE DURING THE PROJECT PERIOD <A
, ' t - R e il e I LR
. Y . v OUF LGOI DL TRICT 15 A MEMBER OF A COQPERATIVE TITLL I,PROJLCT, HOW MANY PAC MEE TINGS DID YOU
"ATTEND FOR THIS COOPE RATIVE PROJECT? -
T PARENT ADYISORY COUNGIL PART € (CODE 5, ce 1) (CODE 6, ce 9) ; ‘
. T —
Lo PEHOEND A PROXIMATELY WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL TIME SPENT IN THESE MELNN(;S WAS DEVOTED TO THE  °
1012 Lo 1315 TEOLLOWING AGCTIVITIES? (THE TOTAL SHOULD £QUAL 100°%) - .
~ l . : [ —
uisl | PROVIUE PARENTS W1 INFORMATION ON THE G UIDELINES AND REGULATIONS FOR TITLE | ESEA
. . | . .
. o0y [ DESCRIBING THE TIRLE 1 PROGRAM IN OPERATION IN YOUR LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT “w
{ T > . o h o » : N T o ) ) )
. oot CREVIEWING THE TITUE LPROJECTS IN OPERATION IN OTHER SCHOOL DISTRICTS, .
. ' - - . .- - Tl . FE - -
- . !
o0 CPLANMING THE NEXT TITLE 1 PROJECT TO BE INITIATED IN YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT
N ¢ * - - R et i PR N - -
W EVALUATING THE THFLE | PHOJECT IN OPERATIUN DURING THE CURRENT PROJECT YEAR IN YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT
. s . . e e e e e e R e e e e e e e e e ———— -
008 . CASSESSING STUDENT NEE DS @
‘ » . . -~ g - [ U - - - - f e e e e e = a M
G0 7 " OUHERPLEASE SPECIR ) . e o -
~ .
100 G Y . . <
. - ) B}
s' . ) o
SR N e OIS L B ERGONS WITHIN THE CATEGORIES LI TED FORQUESTION 4, BE SURE TO REPORT £ ACH HL RSON N 11t S AN
Coalb vobtr 31 Lo SHE WALREPORTLO TG BE IN WHEN YOU DESURIBED YOUR PARENT ADVISURY CUUNULE ML Mm i .HH'UN
- FACLE L THE TITL AVRLICATION, PROGRAM NARBATIVE  COUNT EACH PAC MEMBE R ONCE ONLY N : .
~ » T T H
. . . . .
ki - ‘

¢

JOPAREHT ADVISGRY COUNCIE PART DICODE & e 13 ICODE 2 (C )

INFASLAL (AR TS 110 YOUHAVE? (CHECK ONE) (CODF 1,2 3. cc 1 ! .
| TADIGTRICT WIDE PARENT WIDE ADVISORY COUNCIL FOR TITLE 1 !
2 FFEE D PARENT ADVISORY COUNCILS AT EACH TITLE 1 SCHOOL )
N 3 BOTHADIMTRICT WIODE AND INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL TITLE FPARENT &OVISORY COUNCILS * ’ '

.

<PV DU RICT MAS ONEY 1 THTUE 1 5CHOOL CHECK NO % BOTH o
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. n3 . . \ : L
SECTION IATITLE ESEA'EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE £~ ‘- > T A
STATISTICAL DESGRIPTION QF TITLE | PROGRAM~ DIRECTIONS =~ *

GENERAL BIRECTIONS \_/ ' )

DN THE E OLEOWING CHAR S (IPAGES S AND 6), YOU ARE ASKED TO PROVIDE A DESCRIPTION OF YOURTITLE I PROGRAM 1 Y OU HANE
AREGULARYE AR FRON CT COMPLETL ONLY PAGE & IF YOU HAVE ONLY A SUMMER PROJLCT, COMPLETE ONLY PAGE 6 IF YOU ¢
HAVE (HEGURL AH YEAR PROJ L T AND A SUMMER PROJ[ CT,COMPLETE BOTH PAGE b AND U TO COMPLE T THE INFORMATION
CEOLESTEDOK TUE F CHARTS YOU WILL NEED T REFEI TO PAGE 6 OF YOUR APPLICATION FOR GRANT TO MEET THE SPECIAL *
EDUGATION NEEDS OF E DUCATIONALLY, DEPRIVED CHILDREN (PI-IS-ES 15) DO NOT INCLVUDE A DLSCRIPTION OF PROJECT MHASL S
THAT ARE FOMODED BY NON TITUE | FUNDS THE FOLLOWING i A DESCRIPTION OF THE INFORMATION REQUESTED IN EACH OF THY
COLTMEG OF T HESE CHARTS PLEASE READ THESE DIRE(;TION\S BEFORE COMPLETING THESE CHARTS, '

' v

. -

COLUMN 1, NUMBER OF CHILDREN . .
FRLE R THE TO AL NUMBER OF TITLE L CHHLDREN THAT RECEIVED THIS SERVICE IN YOUR TITLL l PROGRAM, L VEN IF TH[ EI;V‘ TL
WA OFEN LD T THE CHILD FORPART OF [THE YEAR. IF A CHILD WAS INVOLVED IN MORE TNAN ONE PHASE OF YOUR PROJECT, Hi»
WILE HE COUNLTED MORE THANONCE  REPORT PUBLIC AND NON PUBLIC STUDENTS SEPARATE LY. CHILDREN RESITING IN INSTITU

VIONS VO ELECTED AND DELINQUENT CHILOREN 8HOULD BE REPORTED IN COLS 1A ONLY &

Y \COLUMN 2 AMOUNT FUNDS . : :
B e o rO0R APPLICATION (PAGE 4) AND USE #1 AL A GUIDELING TO REPORT THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF TITLE 1 FUNDS UNCLUDING
sOHECERIYE  CARRY OVER B AN C GRANT FUNDS) ¢ XPENDED AND/OR ENCUMBE RED BLTWEEN THE BEGINNING AND ENDING
GATE S O v ORH PROD T IN REPORTING T AMOUNT of FONDS FOR EACH PHASE YOU snoul_o ACCOUNT FOR THiE TOTAL *
.. foer HDITURE CRMADE WETH TITLE | ESEA FUNDS THIS MEANS THAT EXPENDITURE CATEGORILS SUGH AS DIAGNOSIL SHOULD BE
PEEOEE D UNDE L THE PROJECT PHASE FOR WHICH THLY WERE DONE, IF THE DIAGNOSIS COVERLD SEVERAL PROJECT PHAGLS
W6 T AOING AND MATHE MATICH PRORATE THE COST AND ENTER IT UNDER EACH OF THE APPROI‘RA,A.T( PHASES ¢ RINGE BUNEFLTS,
- COUIAL B2 Y AND ALL O THE 1 SUGH £ XPLNDITURES SHOULD ALSO BE REPORTED UNDER PHE PROJE CT PHASES T UR WHICH THEY
S HE EXPENDLD AUMINIGTRATIVE AND SWPE RVISORY £ XPENSES'SHOULD ALSO BE PRORATED JO INCLUDLE £ ACH PROJLCT PHALE
FORCWHICH LERVICES WERE OF FERED  Ust CODE 033 OTH[ R EXPENDITURES TO [N\’ER ONLY THAT MONLY WH L TANNOT BE
O HELATED O T PHIOPE 13 PHASE }l’;T( D tF YOUSHOW,| LxPENDITURES OF TITLE | MONLY IN COLUMN FOR A PROJECT PHAGLE,
#L‘ SURE TO UL % THE CORBESPONDING INF ORMATION IN COLUMN 1, 3, AAND S WHEN YOU HAVE COMPLE T« O THE INFORMAHON ) 4

FORALL PHALE S TOTAE THE MONEY IN COLUMN 2. THIS TOTAL SHOULD NOT EXCEED THE TOTAL TITLE | ALLOCATION FOR 11/4.78
PLEASE REPORTEXPENDITURES TO 2 DECIMAL PLACES y‘E $13 50 AS 13.50, 2Q09i88 AS 2009 88) , «

-

N

. “

COLUMN 3 NUMBER OF TITLE | STAFF N
A At IDIVIDUAL STAFE MEMBE R MAY HHAVE WORKED IN MORE THAN ONE Pgmss OF YOUR PROJICT, A SING LE STAFF MEMBER
MA Y E COUN THO MORE THAN ONCE - HOWE VER, PLEASE LIST ONLY TITLE | STAEF MEMBERS THAT WERE (| /€ " SPECIFIC

RESPONGIBICITY FORIMPUE MENTING THIS PHASE AND WY'{Q WORKED IN THE PROJECT PHASE ON A REGULAR BASIS. FOR PHASL 340
TENLE RVICE ) ENTER THE NUMBER OF TITLE ISTAFF WHO RECEIVED TITLE | FUNDED INSERVICE TRAINING

~ . COLUMN 4 HOURS DEVO1ED TO THE PHASE PER PUPIL. S . ‘ 1
L T b URE SHOVLED EQUAL INUMBE R OF HOURS PER DAY PER PUPIL) X {(NUMBER OF DAYS PER WEE K BHASE WAS OF FERED) X *
CLRARE B OF WEE K THE PROG RAM PHAS) WAS OFFERED) FOR EXAMPLE.IF ART WAS OFFLRED 1 HOUII PER DAY 3DAYS A WELK
SR IOWEERS (1) x {Hox (100 10 0 HOURS IF A PHBASE WAS OFFERED 7 HOUHS A DAY, 5 DAYS AWIEEK FOR 36 WEE KS, THE NUMBE R
OF HOUSS AOUED BE 12600 YIS EXPICTED THAT TITLE ACTIVITIES WOULD BE OFFERED FOR LESS TIME THAN 126 0 HOURS
GEPORT ANGWL RS TO 1T DECIMAL 1 E 101 2 HOURS AS 105, ETC FOR PHASE CODF 034 INSERVICE FOR STAFF ENTER THE NUMBER
OF MO, OF ENSE RVICE TRAINING PROVIOED FOR TITLE | STAFF FOR EXAMPLE, IF YOU HAD A1 uoun INGERVICE $ESHEON ONCE

CAaMONTIEINT A MONTHS 1) ¥ (11 x (4} 4 HOURS YOU WOULD ENTER 4 HOURS IN COLUMN 3 FOR THE PRl)l'fR STAF T MEMBYE H‘»WHH

NEEE TRAINE D N . .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




- L -
SECTION I/ -TITLE l ESEA EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE ) ) i PAGE_ b,
M ARDISTICAL DESGHIFHION OF T1LE | pm{n}\}v{ REGULAR YEAR PROJECTS (REFER 70 DIRECTIONS ON PAGE )
. tCODE 5 a0 1Y (CODE 7 v M) . Ly
- ] |14 IR EE c 2 3 . a j
PYiASE - NUMBER OF CHILDREN AMOUNT NUMBER OF STAFF HOURS
LODK RO CT PHASE PUBLIC | piory Negecd | L Nos |Teacrers| TEALHER | ruen | pURIL
T : UBLIC | pennguent AIDES
R tcc1316) +§ {cc 17201 | (cc 21 24) | cc-2531) | tce 32 35) | (cc-36-39) | (cc 40431 | (cc 44 47)
’ 00t | Art or Music ’ S .
00? - éu;tnt;ss é(lu(‘a;so;\ ST - . - —.
" 001; Cul]urdl Ennchme*n.(“ N . R
: >(‘JOd Engnsh Reddmg ”T—ww o I AR A
: 7(105 Engl;s-t-'.‘ Speerh (; I . 1 ) B )
’ "5-006 Engush 10(I1er Lanét;a;;é ;:(;. 1 N i '
007 Eng!ns;'nv 2nd Langu‘age I . T *.«H‘—‘ S
008 Fér{.g}. Language R N
7009 ] Home ECOI]ONI-C-S- T B FEE B N R
. 01‘0' You(h Tu(ormg You(h T ! U «‘M T
on Ma(hemdhcs [ R A R T
OI 2 PSYChO"lO(O! ISKIHS R I R 1
013 Phys'cal E(i-R:zc;;‘(l“CJﬁ' R ) R R A
f)l.‘l ‘ Na(ural SCIenCe. - o ’ TR T OO
05 ‘ MSoc;uz;l'SAcu‘en;:e I I B o AR R
Olé " [ Vochtional Education (includes |~ . RSt B S I (R
Busmess Ed | Industriat Arts)  F I A S | . _
017 |} Spec Act for Hand:capped ?
- f)]8‘ Ple Kmderganen R T T P—. N o
. L. N S - — U IUUSENIUNEN SHL RN - coe .
’ 019 Kmdergav(en j
020 O(her Instn:_ci:;n R o - . R -
' o 7 A((end.anvce o i ,,_ ooy T T ~-"-—-- T ) N
022 |Ciothing N R ! o A R R A )
) 0?3 and‘ . 7 ) B U I R A R A A o
; .. . B B N IR | S et . -
024 |G usdajlf‘e Couns?lmg 1 l N O I e e | .
025 Htai(h Dental .
D 02.6 ' Heal(h Pl{ysnc(sl B R PR R R o ”L- 0 -- S
‘027- Library . T T ”_~” R ) . )
» 028 Psynho!ogwéi L [ I AR R R S
t 029 Sorsdl.Work ) TTTTTTYYTOCT O B .
{ 030 époech Therapy I - 4»*«-—— o ) | » _ ) ; L
i 031 Tvamporxa(:‘on o .
; (32 | Seevice for Handicapped ‘ . _ -. — S o e
5 033 | Other Expenditures ' S - I _ »
1 034 Inservice for Title 1 Staft”
| = R TS
TOTAL N Y X
‘ e e b e it o * ) SUNPNININUNE [NINUNI SRR SORBESES YR
A . - -
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SECTION 1 —-TITLE 1-ESEA EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE ’ PAGE 6.
GG AT TICAL DESCRIPTION OF TITLE oPROGRAM sy_MMM‘ER PROJECTS (REFER TO DIRECTIONS ON PAGE 4) .
O E s 1 (CODE B el ’
. 1A | 1B | 1€ K 3 4
P » NUMBER OF CHIL¥DREN AMOUNT NUMBER OF STAj'F Hgg:S
JPO Neglected OF
e PRUIECT PHASE PUBLIC NON o fnps | TeacHeRs| TEACHER | oryen PUPIL
puBL'‘C AIDES
1o Delinquent . I G
icc 1316) {cc 17 20} {ce 21 24) (cc 2% 31) (cc 32 35) {cc 36 39} (cc 40-43) (cc 44 47) 3
Ut Art or Music $
007 Busness Education .
o - . S A PR A S S A
GUg  Caltural Ennchment i - N
004 | Engissh - Reading ’
- N e T B e S e e ¥ [P -
D05 English - Speech
o oy . .. B e
006 | Enghish Other Language Arts |
H7 Eaglinh - 2,':(1 Language .
005 | Foregn Language J
ouY Fome Eronomics i
- - - - — - - - o —— e ———— _ - - - . - - -
010 Youth Tutoring Youth f - )
. e e = - = ,*,m—._.~_‘-~_- — -G U S e — - - oo - - -
a1 Mathematics |
0312 | Payehomotor Skills ’
133 | Phy~ical E4 Recreation (
314 | Natural Science ‘
P 01 Sociat Science |
G | Vocatong! Education (imciudes |~~~ [ 1"V v -
‘ > | Busness Ed , Industoal Arts) | F L 1. S I, SN, AT
017 | Spec Act for Handicapped
018 | Pre Kindergarten
—, 319 Kaindergarten ,
020 [ Othe Instruction
021 Attendance &
. ) et A - -ttt ARy o -
022 1§ Clothiy s :
. R U & JRU FU AU . JS SRR SO .
0223 | Foode
024 1 Gudance Counseling o
1125 Hoalth Dentyl - J
I S I . R - - .
o U2 Megith xfhvwdl ’ ’
U271 Library - ;
1t Pyt holugrcat ! *
R SeooatWork
520 Speecn Therapy
‘- ) ! - By
03 Tracsportation l
4 ]
N et ce Sar Handicapped :
3 b areeed Expendituees
‘\)(J IR TI PR T'w-lSId”'
C e v o
TOTAL ) l&T .
O SRS VU ¥ 7> S | . SR - e
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Section I- Title I-ESEA Evaluation Questionnaire
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116
PAGE 7

Adminiétration of Title I Program (code 6 ~ccl) (code 9 = 1)

1u,

11,

12,

13.

14.

1b,

How many of the scliools-in ybur school district were Title I scheols? ( Count only
the schools whic’ had Title I programs operating during FY 75 )
Ei_.r # of Schrols: .

001 £lementary Schools
002 Junior High Schools
No3

High Schools

How many of the schools in your school district were eligible to receive Title I
services ( based on the contentration of low income families in the school), but
did not actually receive Title I services during FY 75?7 (code 6 = ccl) (code 9 = 2)

-Enter # of Schools:

001 " Elementary Schoels e .
002 Junior- High Schools
003 High Schools

How many of the public school Title I children in your school district received
Title I instructional services @ Jcode 6 = ccl ) « code 9 = 3) -
Enter # of Children:

001 In their regular classroom ?
002 Outsidé of their regular classroom ?
003 Both in and outside of their regular classroom ?

1f your program served non-public school children where did they receive Title I
instructional services? (code € = cc 1) ( code 9 = 4)

Check all that apply:

001 /7 In the public school
002 /_/ 1In mobile classrooms
003 /_/ In their homes

004 /=7 1In the non-Public school.

005_[:! Ocher location ( please identify location)

-

If your program served non-public school children when did they receive Title I
servicest ( code 6 = cc 1) ( code 9 = 5)
Check all that apply:

001 7/ During the regular school day
002 /_/ During the regular school week but after the regular school day
003 /_/ On weekends

If educationally disadvantaged children are defined as those children who are

one or more years below the grade level for their age, how many of the educationally
disadvantaged children in your school district : ( code 6 = cc 1) (code 9 = 6)

Enter # of Children;

001 Participated in Title I during FY 75 ?
€02 Did not participate in Title I ?

How many of the educationally disadvantaged children who did participate in
your Title I parogram were also: ( code 6 = c c 1) (code 9 = 7)

001 Socailly disadvantaged

002 Culturally disadvantaged

003 Economically disadvantaged

004 Physically or mentally handicapped

005 Participating in a Special Educational Needs (SEN) program ?

Oub Residing in an institutton for neglected and delinquent children
How many weeks did your Title I program operate? (code 6 = cc 1) (code 9=8)
001 During the regular vear

002 During summer

»140
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WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION - ]
TITLE 1-ESEA ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT .
i 'S £S5 (Rev 279

SECTION 11 STANDAROJZED TEST SCORE REPORTING CHARTS ___ _ ___~ _ PAGE)

DIRECTIONS FOR TITLE | "ESEA FOR STANDARDIZED TEST SCORE REPORTING

W YOU OPLIRATED A TITLE | PROJECT WHICH HAD AS AN OBJECTIVE THE IMPROVEMENT OF STUDENT'S READING OR MATHEMATICS
SRILLS AMNDIE YOU ALSU USED A STANDARDIZED TEST TO EVALUATE CHANGE IN STUDENT SKILLS, PLEASE USE THE FOLLOWING
CHART NO 1 TL REPORT READING SCORES FOR STUDENTS IN 1st THROUGH 3rd AND 7th THROUGH 12th GRADES, CHART NQ 2 TO REPORT
\AATHEMATICS SCORES FOR STUDENTS IN GRADES 1-12, AND CHART NO. 3 TO REPORT READING SCORES FORSTUDENTS IN 4th THROUGH
b1t GRADES. ~
STEPI SELECTION OF STUDENTS TO REPORT ON

= - 5. - I e

-

Fit i 1N QUESTION NU 1 ON THE REPORTING CHART. THE NUMBER HERE SHOULD INCLUDE ALL STUDENTS WHO WERE GIVEN SPECIAL
HELP BY TITLE | IN THE AREA OF READING ICHART 1) OR MATHEMATIES (CHART 2} THEN PREPARE A LISTING OF THE INDIVIDUAL .
STUDENTS WHO WERE HELPED 8Y GRADE LEVEL AFTER YOU HAVE LISTED ALL STUDENTS, NUMBER THEM SEQUENTIALLY BY GRADE
. Lt\!H

FOR EXAMPLE. GRADE 1 SUE WHITE s " GRADE 2, JOHN ALTMAN -1 g -
PETER EAST 2 .. MIKE WESTON ¢ -2
. MARGARET THOMAS -3 l

AFTER YOU HAVE COMPLETED THIS NUMBERED LISTING REFER TO THE FOLLOWING TABLE OF& RANDOM NUMBERS AND FIND THE

H0OW LABELED CLASS SIZE. BELOW THIS ROW IS THE NUMBER FOR THE CHILDBEN WHO SHOUL BE SELECTED.

FOR ::XAMPLE \F YOU HAVE 10 STUDENTS IN GRADE 1,PICK THE STUDENT WHO IS NUMBERED "9’ IN GRADE 1 IF YOU HAVE 20

. STUDENTS IN ANOTHER GRADE PICK THE STUDENTS WHO YOU NUMBERED 13 AND "16’. IF YOU HAVE MORE THAN
126 TITLE | STUDENTS IN ANY ONE GRADE LEVEL, CONTACT DPI TITLE 1 - ESEA OFFICE FOR A LISTING OF THE
NUMBERS YOU SHOULD USE TO SELECT YOUR STUDENT SAMPLE.

COMPLETE COLUMN 1 OF THE REPORTING CHART BY ENTERING THE 2 DIGIT GRADE LEVEL CODE FOR ALL STUDENTS YOU HAVE

'§€L:CTED

FOR EXAMPLE, IF YOU HAVE bELECTED 3CHILDREN IN GRADE 4 AND 2 CHILDREN IN GRADE 12, THE 'GRADE CODES "04, 04, 04, 12 -
12° WOULD BE’LISTED IN ORDER ON THE FIRST 5 LINES OF COLUMN 1, 4

STEP 11 CODING OF TESTS USED

REFER TO THE FOLLO“VING LISy, OF TEST CODES IN COLUMN 2 ON THE REPORTING CHART. ENTER THE TEST CODE TO INDICATE THE
NAME OF THE TEST WHICHWAS USED TO EVALUATE EACH STUDENT WHO IS LISTED IN COLUMN 1 OF THE CHART IF THE TEST YOU
USED 1S NOT CODED O THIS LIST, USE THE COGE '99' AND WRITE THE NAME OF THE TEST NEXT TO THE STUDENT IN COLUMN 1

o IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS - READING 09 DURRELL-SULLIVAN READING TEST

U2 ‘d&TROPOLITAN}CHIEVEMENT TEST - READING 10 STANFORD DIAGNOSTIC READING - .

03 L YONS ANO CARNAHAN READING TEST n STANFORD ACHIE VEMENT TEST «MATHEMATICS

1 CALIFORNIA ACHJEVEMENT TEST - READING - 12 IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS - MATHEMATICS )
05  GATES MACGINIT|E, READING 13 METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST - MATHEMATICS

05  GATESMCKILLCPREADING 14  SRA ACHIEVEMENT - MATHEMATICS

a7 STANFORD ACHIE{VEMENT TEST - READING. | 15 . CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST - MATHEMATICS

04 WVIDE RANGE A(,H‘IEVEMENT TEST - READING E’ 99  OTHER s

STEP Il CALCULATE PRIOR RATE OF GROWTH FOR il'UDENTS GRADES 2-12 ' .

1O CALCULATE THE PRIbR RATE OF GROWTH USE TH%(PRE TEQI GRADE EQUIVALENT ~1,0)2(NUMBER OF YEARS IN SCHOOL X 100)
THE FOLLOWING LHAR‘* INDICATES THE NUMBER OF YEARS X 10.0 FOR STUDENTS WHO ARE AT THE START OF THE GRADE LEVEL

IO ATED WF THE hTU?ENT HAS NOT REPEATED ANY GRADES. .
\ G RADE LEVEL 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 | o |10} 11 |12
\ 10 x Nc'u OF vEARS | 10 |20 |30 |40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100|110 -

NOTE 'F A STUDENT HAS REPEATED A GRADE, ADD '10° TO THE LOWER FIGURE FOR EACH GRADE HE HAS REPEATED ‘

-

STEP IV CALCULATE FISCAL YEAR 1974 RATE OF GROWTH -

1O ALCULATE FISCAL \;EAR 1974 RATE OF GROWTH, USE THE FOLLOWING FORMULA
vORT TeEST LRADE EQUIVALENI PRE TEST GRADE EQUIVALENT) © {(NO.OF MONTHS BETWEEN PRE AND POST TESTS)

STEP V YEARS STUDENT‘ HAS BEEN IN TATLE | !

CNTERNUMBEH O YE :\HS EACH ST UDENT HAS BEEN IN TITLE ! IN COLUMN 5 OF CHART 1 READING AND CHART 2 MATHEMATICS




|

SECIION 11 MANDAHDIZED Tr:s‘r schE REPORTING CHARTS PAGE 2
TABLE UF RANDOM 5TUDENT NUMBERS USED IN sfé?Tor STANDARsz'éb—i'Eér_sT:bRE ‘REPORTING READING,MATH
CLASS S1ZF | T2 g 4 5 6 k) 8 9 10 1 12 13 14
RANDOM NQ 1 2 3 3 3 1 1 2 1 9 i+ 9 10 11 58 °
CLASS SIZ2E 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
BANDOM 7 4 0 3 3 13 10 15 , 15 6 13 Y1 8 6.
NUMBE RS 10 18 18 1?7 19 16 12 17 17 16 16 12 12 v,
X : : ‘21 18 19 22 24 22 22 16
- . , . 26 18
CLASS SIZE 29 30 3t | 32 33 34 35 36 37 as | 39 40 41 42
AANDOM 4 1 7' 1 20 2 1 3 5 |7 2 1 5. 18 5
. UMVIBERS 21 12 9. 12 23 16 19 ¥ 13 1 12 23 12 20 13
24 24 11, 19 24 20 27 19 16 19 32 23 30 26 ,
25 30 21} 22 30 31 28 29 22 21 33 |. 32 33 34
-1 33 31 3b 32 34 34 a3 37 38
. ) . 39+ 39
ClLANG SIZF 43 "a4 45 48 ‘a7 48 49 50 51 52 53¢ 54 55 56
RANDOM 1 8 1 '8 5 1 10 1 6 3 9 1 1 6
NUMBERS 24 13 15 i3 7 12 1 19 17 22 15 2 7
27 18 24 20 23 18 12 | 20 18 27" » 20 §, 15 15 §. 14
3 19 26 25 42 29 14 26 35 28 27 24 20 21
33 43 31 35 43 34 -42 36 38 36 34 34 34 24
39 a4 42 46 45 36 43 47 50 43 36 . 42 as 33
a6 48 a4 49 51 49 49 50 49 44
) B 52 55 46
CLASS SIZE 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70
RANDOM 1 2 15 1. 4 2 10 "6 |~ 3 1 12 8 4
NUMBERS 8 B 14 21 o 20 3 14 11 14 3 1 19 10 I* o9
w6 |0 14 15 22 13 25 31 17 16 18 24 28 14 12
- 22 25 “24 23 25 31 37 23 ‘24 22 29 30 15 38
28 27 39 " 32 31 32 39 32 25 30 33 32 16 a1
18 36 4 34 36 37 47 a4 ,] 35 34 36 34 27 a2
40 a3 43 37 51 38 51 39 48 52 37 37 29 a5
‘ aa 45 56 a6 53 44 54 40 | . 54 57 a4 47 a3 59
61 51 57 59 62 62 59 54 53 62
i 66 68 67 , 67
CLASS SI2E 7t 72 77 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 . 82 83 84
AANDOM 1 2 17 5 8 a4 "5 1 s 7 7 1. 3
NUMBFRS, 4 |- 7 26 7 24 10 13 1n 10 15 9 8 20 13
7 17 30 13 29 12" 28 13 13 22 12 1 22 36
1 21 31 18 36 22 32 14 14 2 13 22 24 a2
- 17 34 -40 22 43 24 34 19 19 Py 34 25 30 .43
32 35 43 26 44 26 40 31 33 63 39 36 37 4a
49 a1 46 31 52 49 a7 39 36 6a .| a 39 56 45
v a4 49 48 34 59 61 55 a0 64 65 42 55 60" 7
" a0 57 63 a7 63 7 56 sa | ° 75 69 62 57 62 59
62 62 64 7 8s 72 60 58 76 79 69 74 66 60
1 69 75 65 61 77 80 T 79 80 75 .
. | * 72 > HOo 81 84
/4\
-~ £
. [ 2]
| »

Q
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. PAGE 3

¢
Directions for completing-ESEA TITL
N TABLEOFRANdbMSTUDENTNUMBERSUSEDlN

ne

£ 1 ANNUAL EVALUATION-SECTION i1 (TEST CHARTS)

STEP 1 OF STANDARDIZED TEST SCORE REPORTING -READING, MATH

.

CLASS SIZE 85 86 87 88 89 00 91 92 93 94 95 96 . 97 98
RANDOM 13 2 16 1 3 a 15 k! 1 1 3 13 1 6
NUMBERS 22 15 18 | © 10 12 8 16 L14 ‘2 5 6 ‘18 "3 11
28 20 22 25 16 10 26 24 a |, 12 14 22 10 15
30 22 28 26 19 18 33 |~ 25 9 27 kY 25 12 30
33 25 3 | 28 22 .21 T 34 27 13 38, 18 28 19 37
) . 36 30 35 29 34 26 | ‘a8 32 18 46 27 36 27 a1
a4 34 39 a1 36_+ 39 42 38 21 ag 39 37, 46 a7
49 a7 55 62 41 44 48 44 28 |’ 58 a7 a1 ‘a7 48
55 . 83 59 65 a9 63 49 a8 30 61 59 ] 42 54 62
63 60 - 63 68 64 70 52 50 - 34 64 66 a3 61 71
66 68 67 71 75 75 70 6s | 52 83 74 a4 3 80
74 80 70 <72 80 86 77 72 81 84 83 46 77 |, B4
87 | . 85 85 87 .88 80 91 87 93~| 4o 89 86
. . ’ 94 95 50 90 97
CLASS SIZE 99 100 101 102 103 104 ~| 108 106 107 108 109 110 11 112
RANDDM 2 4 1 “ 2 3 77 2 15 10 2 5 © 2 7 14
NUMBERS 18, 13 |~ 15 | 186 10 7 19 14 3 6 19 10 19
23 17 16 |+ 17° 12, 10 32 16 "8 7 40 17 21
16 25 3 25 24 14 i2 ~ 38 19 18 10 |© 46 29 29
b 24 36 33 |, 38 34 17 23 a7 22 24 13 |. 58 35 35
40 42 38 a6 43 22 26 50 © 27 38 14 | 60 37 63
’ t 46 49 50 63 44 62 44 51 38 39 18 |+ 73 a1 68
57 | 60 |. &3 73 46 69 55 64 55 a1 34 75 42 .70
59 64 76 76 53 72 58 74 61 45 39 76 a8 77
. 63 68 77 78 55 84 61 75 |- 71 ]2 50 ar 78 50 84
' 76 72 |. 78 79 58 86 64 76 72 57 52: | 80 52 90
86 74 84 82 | 66 . 87 69 . 77 .73 61 - 66 90 62 9
89 92 85 83 67 92 73 89 " 74 77 8b T o1 64 94
94 96 24 84 70 93 83 ‘91 78 81 96 104 78 97
- 96 95 97 99 94 98 79 93 97 107 86 99
) ’ 101 104 101 110 | 103 110
CLASS SIZE 113 114 115 116 117 L118 119 120 121} 122 123 124 125 126
RANDOM 8 19 1 1, 2 7. 3 1 17 1 a 1 2 13
NUMBE RS 12 29 2 2 18 11 5 2 22 15 13 3 13 16
16 35 11 4 31 12 6 .6 29 19 18 ) 15 19
20 36 22 11 35 16 10 ‘12 33 24 26 15 21 28
a2 | 39 29 17 43 20 . 13 14 37 27 3 |« 17 25° a5
54 46 35 27 60 26 16 18 63 37 39 19 40 * a7
57 54 40 28 * 69 42 25 a3 69 54 40 23 41 a8
61 70 57 |o 31 75 44 28 |¢ 37 7 56 52 26 54 55
64. 75 61 50 76 52 39 a8 79 66 57 46 55 59
71 76 7 52 84 65 a4 55 81 69 58 54 17 68
77 84 73 61 86 67 71 70 80 70 60 58 83 69
83 93 76 63 88 74 86 i3 91 80 13 59 86 w4
o 98 ua ti4 4o Bo 80 BO 100 04 "3 |, em 8y J 9v
. [ an uy o4 no uh 1on uy i, 104 nn na 12 104 (BB
106 100 104 B/ 100 110 | . 109 104 106 102 96 44, i 1
12 106 112 89 103, 116 11 116 110 - 106 106 an 1a 117
112 113 111 112 117 119 120 113 115 1 98 119 119
T e e L L L lowe one e Lo L
1)
. ) h A
) Q ].,:("
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WIQCONSJN:DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION ' 'INSTRUCTIONS: Please complete and return by

TITLE 1-ESEA, STANDARDIZED TEST SCORE MAY 30, to:
"REPORTING CHART 1~READING~SECTIDN 1i , .
PIIS.ESS (Rev.12:72)  * . TITLE 1-ESEA EVALUATION DFFICER
. WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT DF PUBLIC INSTRUCTIDN ‘
, ’ . ) 126 LANG DDN STREET o ‘

MADISDN, WISCONSIN 53702

e . s ¢ S e i PAGE 4.
COOE™ 1 OISTRICT NO. | DISTRICT NAME 4
v dee 1) (cc47) *
MR ‘ .
“NAME OF PERSON COMPLETING FORM LAST FIRST = ANITIAL TELEPHONE
) Ta . N AREA |EXCH. |NUMBER
. & * . i
, 1. HOW MANY STUDENTS WERE GIVEN SPECIAL HELP IN YOUR TITLE | READING PHASE? (BLANK = cc-2-3) (TYPE = ¢c8) {1 =cc9) ,
’ GRADE | 1- 2 3 | - : “ 7 B8 9 . 10 RE R T TOTAL
CODE fcc 10 12) (1 | 22} 133 (1727 | tss) | (99 | (200 | (201) | (202) (204)* °
ENAOLLMENT * . o , : R ]
fec1316d 1 : - -
2 READING ACHIEVEMENT {CDDE A - cc-1) (BLANK = cc-2-3) (TYPE = cc8) (2 ="cc-9) ] .
: GRADE LEVEL CODE OF PRIOR RATE * FISCAL YEAR 1975 . NUMBER OF YEARS
OF STUDENT . TEST USED OF G ROWTH RATE OF G ROWTH ‘ INTITLE | »
o) - (2) (3) (4) (5)
lcc 10 12) L (cc-13-14) ’ {cc-15-16) (cc-17-18) (cc-19.22)
. - ° - N
% < ] )
3
N I 4
- »
- )/’ “ I
B & v -
N ]
.- _ - ‘ _ )
[
= - p
¢
v =
. .
- - y - . .
. p
.
" ; ‘
-
. . a \" |
; - T - |
>
Q .o - v .
E MC .;': o [ U . fpenceryo—sl T T e ” - SN S“' EeAl A - ' |
:

©
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. WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION INSTRUCTIONS: Please complete and return by
TITLE ) - ESEA, STANDARDIZED TEST SCORE . MAY 30, to: :
REPORTING CHART 2 - MATHEMATICS - SECTION Il :
\ ’ P11S €S 5 (Rev. 12.72) ’ . TITLE | - ESEA EVALUATION OFFICER" :
‘. WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
P LY
’ 126 LANG DON STREET ) .
: A \ MADISON, WISCONSIN , 53702
. o _ ‘ S N PAGE 6.
cobt” [DISTRICT NO.  |[DISTRICT NAME D : :
(ce 1) (cc 4 7) ~ T R o
B . . N
NAME OF PERSON COMPLETING,FORM - LAST FIRST INITIAL +  TELEPHONE >
' , - “ o ] AREA EXCH. NUMBER
- . » 3 (Y4 ‘ . <
S o . : R
1. HOW MANY STUDENTS WERE GIVEN SPECIAL HELP IN YOUR TITLE | MATHEMATICS PHASE? (Blank = cc-2-3) (Type=cc-8) (1=cc9) * ¥
° EE—
) GRADE 1 2 3 |- & G 6 7 © 8 9’ 10 1 12 TOTAL
CODE {cc 10.12) (i | 22y | 1133 | (148 | 55) (166) | (177 | (188) | (199) | (200) f=201) 202) (204)
ENROLLMENT .. : ' . N 7
(cc1316) © | s C v
L N S e, X _L““ 2 ~ = Z
2. MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT (Code 8= cc-1) (Type = cc-8) {2 = ¢c.9) S )
GRADE LEVEL CODE OF PRIOR RATE . FISCAL YEAR 1975 . NUMBER OF YEARS
07 STUDENT TEST USED OF GROWTH RATE OF GROWTH SO INTITLEL
(1) . (2) (3% ﬂA) > * e (8) 4
\ . (cc1012) (ce-13-14) (cc-15.16) {ce<17-18) - "\(cc+19-22)
- ‘ 3 - - - {,_ -
R LZd 4 A
5 T
Al
| N
‘ *
t]
= s
14 0
*
. @ - ‘—
- - <
’ L .
. B
? —_ L) 1‘, 3
%
S 3
o
Q . .
- v K i_}
ERIC - 157
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. . N » 3 ° AN 4 .
« WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION ) INSTRUCTIONS: Please complete and\rexurn by
TITLE I-ESEA, STANDARDIZED TEST SCORE * JUNE 15, xo. .
REPORTING CHART 3-READING ~SECTIDN || Ty
PI§S ES'5 (Hev. 10 73) ' TITLE I1-ESEA EVALUATION DFFICER .
. . WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION-,
- . 126 LANG DON STREET

y o ' MADISON; WISCONSIN 53702 . L
‘ . o , PAGE G.

SURVEY OF 4th 5th AND 8th GRADE TUJLE l STUDENT READING ACHIEVEMENT +

DIRECTIONS, IF YOU PROVIDE sp&anL‘ READING INSTRUCTION TO 4th, 5th, OR 6th f.‘;;iADE TITLE | STUDENTS DURING THE FY 75 . '
PROJECT YEAR, AND IF YOU ALSO USED ANY OF THE TESTS LISTED ON PAGE 7 AT THE GRADE LEVELS INDTCATED TO EVALUATE THESE
STUDENTS, PLEASE REPORT THE STUDENT'S RAW SCORE ON THE CHART BELOW. YOU NEED ONLY TO REPORT READING SCORES FOR A
SAMPLE OF THE 4th, 5th AND 6th G RADE STUDENTS WHO WERE SERVED IN YOUR TITLE | READING PROG RAM. SEE SECTIONIHI, PAGE 1,
® STEP 1 -OR DIRECTIONS ON SELECTING SAMPLE STUDENTS. REPORT PRE-TEST SCORES FOR ONLY 5th AND 6th GRADE STUDENTS. (o]0]
NOT REPORT PRE-TEST SCORES FOR 4th GRADE STUDENTS. BE SURE TO REPORT ONLY ‘{EST SCORES WHICH CORRESPOND TO THE GRADE
LEVEL AS INDICATED IN SECTION Iti, PAGE 7. FOR EXAMPLE, IF YOU ADMINISTERED THE CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1970 ERITION
FORM A, LEVEL 3, READING COMPREHENSION TEST TO 6th GRADE STUBENTS, DO NOT REPORT'IT BECAUSE THIS, LEVEL OF THE TEST IS
INDICATED FOR USE WITH ONLY 4th AND 5th GRADE STUDENTS. PLEASE ENTER STUDENTS RAW SCORE IN THE UNSHADED PORTION OF
THE PRE AND POST TEST RAW SCORE COLUMNS, LEAVING THE SHADED PORTION VACANT FOR USE BY THE TITLE | OPI DFFICE.
(BLANK cc.2 3) LTY_PE 8c-8) ) \ ~
y

DE DISTRICT NO, DISTRICT NAME .’ . i A
o«

. 61) {cc-a.7) . / .

1 HOW MANY 4th THROUGH 6th G RADE STUDENTS RECEIVED HELP IN YDUR TITLE | READING PHASE? (Code 1= cc-9)
___GRADE 4 5, 6 TOTAL ~

(cc-10-12) (144) {155) (166) (204) v

\ ENROI LMENT

{cc 13+16) | '

2. 7 PRE-TEST {Code 2= cc-9} ) ) POST-TEST

STUDENT TEST : DATE STUDENT TEST ) DATE
GRADE LEVEL] CODE RAW SCORE . "5 ] vR. [[GRADE LEVEL cbDE RAW SCORE MO.| YR,

tre 1012) {cc 13-14) {cc-15-17) 18-19)|{20-21) {cc-22.24) (cc-25-26) (cc.27-29) (30 31)|(32- 3

—n
et g s e

. s

i - 131 _ . .

- < .
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SECTION II—STANDARDIZED TEST SCORE REPORTING CHARTS PA":;E 7
ST AT oD TEETmameee o = s — T T D e T R P
TEST CODES FOR TITLE | ESEA STUDENT READlNG ACHIEVEMENT SURVEY—A"\ 65th AND 6th GRADES
i TEST TYPE FORM | FORM
GRADE LEVEL e e oo e LEVEL SKILLS TESTED - —
° . TEST NAME EDITION YR, N TEST CODES
A < A B
41h R Hih CALIFORNIA ACHIF VEMFNT TEST 1970 3 COMPRENENSION m ’ a6
A1h O R Hin (:/&‘l 1 ORANIA A_CHH VEMENT [FST 1670° 3 VOCARLH A‘HY n2° 4}
A O RiLh AT ORNIA AGIHEVIMINT 11451 . U0 \ TOLAL nEAIING (h an ©
- ) CALMONNIA ACIAE VIMENT TEY) ) 1 A ;| COMPREUENBION 04 - A,
farhs CALIFORNIA ACHIT VEMI NILTTEST 1970 4 vocasutAny - 05 K0
H1h CALIFORNIA ACHIE VEMENT TEST¢ 1970 4 TOTAL READING " 06: - 51
‘. .
- e -y
N - -Q. R,
4th OR 5th COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS ) 17 1968 2 COMPREHENSION 07 52
4th OR 5th . COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS v + 1968 2 VOCABULARY. 08 53
Ath OR Bth ' COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1968 2 TOTAL READING 09 54- @
. 6th COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1968 3 COMPREHENSION 10 55
fith COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC'SKILLS 1968 3 VOCABULARY 1 56 ,
Gth COMPREHENSIVE TEST-OF BASIC SKILLS 1968 3 TOTAL.READING V12 57
- 1-M. 2-M,
4th, 5th, 6th GATES-MAC GINITIE REAPING TEST 1965 o] COMPREHENSION 13 58
e 4th, Hth, 6th GATES:MACGINITIE READING TEST 1965 .D VOCABULARY 14 59 -~
4th, Hth, 6th GATES-MAC GINITIE READING TEST * 1965 D TOTAL READING 15 60
N . S , 6
‘o . IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS ‘- ;1971 10 COMPREHENSION- 16 ‘61 ,
ath 1OWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 10 VOCABULARY 17 62
ath IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 10 TOTAL READING. 18 63
fth IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 11 COMPREHENSION 19 64"
Sth IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS - 1971 1 VOCABULARY 20 65
' 5th IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 1 TOTAL READING 21 66
Gth IOWA TEEST OF BASIC SKILLS 197 12 COMPREHENSION ' 22 67
Gth IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS Y 1971 12 VOCABULARY 23 68
6th IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 12 JOTAL READING 241 69
s F G.
. / -
4th METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1970 ELEM. COMPREHENSION 25 70
ettt | METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST - 1970 ELEM. VOCABULARY 26 7"
4th METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1970 ELEM. TOTAL READING 27 72
Sth OR 6th METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1970 INTER, COMPR ECHENSION 28 73
Sth OR 6th METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST> 1970 INTER.] VOCABULARY 29 74
S5th O 6th METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1970 INTER. TOTAL READING 30 75
. A. 8,
4th, Hth 6th SEQUENTIAL TEST OF EDUC.PROG,, STEP SERIES II 1969 4 COMPREHENSION 31 76
AtR, S5th, 6th SEQUENTIAL TEST OF EDUC,. PROG., STEP SE‘R\IES ] 1969 4 VOCABULARY 32 77
4th bth, 6th SEQUENTIAL TEST OF EDUC, PROG,, STEP SE RI‘F\S 1 1969 4 TOTAL READING 33 78
- C - €. £
ath OR 5th . SRA ACHIEVEMENT SE IEIES \ 1971 Blue Ed. COMPREHENSION 34 9 v
4th OR Sth SRA ACHIEVEMENT SERIES \ 1971 Blue Ed. VOCABULARY 35 80
; Ath OR 5th SRA ACHIEVEMENT SERIES T 1971 Blue Ed. TOTAL READING 36 81
6th SRA ACHIEVEMENT SERIES X,1971 Green Edy- COMPREHENSION 37 7} 82,
Hth SAA ACHIEVEMENT SERIES \I971 Green Ed VOCABULARY 38 -4 83
: 6th ‘SRA ACHIEVEMENT SERIES 15‘1\1 Green Ed TOTAL READING 39 84
\
- -4 - - U S
N w, .
dawn ¥ STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 \INTER 1| COMPREHENSION a0 85
4th STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 INT\ER | VOCABULARY a1 86
. ath STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 IN-TéR\I TOTAL READING 42 87
Sth O 61h <1 STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 INTERY) COMPREHENSION 43 88
S5th OR 6th STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 INTER1 . VOCABULARY 44 89
5th OR 6tn STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 INTER | \OTAL READING 45 90
. N
————— . e ST —— == e
- . \ \
Q - AN

ERI
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. WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION * INSTRUCTIONS: ,
TITLE-ESEA, ANNUAL EVALUATION OF - )
SECTION I1I-NARRATIVE . a ! v

PIISESS (Rev 10-74) ' ’ . /

-

- Return all evaluations to:

| 4 N .

. ; : e TITLE (~ESEA EVALUATION OFFICER
. ' s WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
. ’ ' ! 126 LANG DON STREET . .
: MADISON, WISCONSIN 53702 .
3 ) o . eacci

DIRELTIONS T COMPLETE .YOUR TITLE | NARRATIVE EVALUATION REPORT FOR THE CURRENT ESEA PROJECT REFER TO PAGES 6 AND 7 N

Of YOUR ESEA TITLE 1 PROJECT NARRATIVE. FOR EACH LOF THE BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES LISTED ON PAGE 7 OF YOUR PROGRAM
NARRATIVE ANSWER ITEMS/A THROUGH 1,

'
. -~ v

ORJECTIVE NUMBER ™ "TDISTRICT NAME WHEN WAS THIS OBJECTIVE OFFERED (CHECK ONE)

A. BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVE {NUMBER OF STUDENTS AND GRADE LEVEL)

T. POPULATION: identify the number of students, the grade span of students, and the critéria used to select students for this objective.
NOTE: Listing the people who refer students, or the name of tests used to select students shows the source of information, but it does
not describe the criteria used. To describe the criteria when referrals are”used, state {in observable terms) the reasons why students
were referred. 1.e., 10 fourth grade children who could not sound out words'’ etc. to describe the criteria Where a test was uséd,

. indicate the score or range of scores used to select students, i.e. 20 fourth and third grade children who were more than 1 grade
equivelant below local norms on the SRA achievement test—total readirig” etc. ~

NUMBER GRADE SPAN CRITERIA ¢ :

P - - - - ~

2. CONTENT: Bnefly dascribe the main activities, services or techniques used to achieve this objective. . ¢

P’ - - - e

3. AMOUNT OF GROWTH EXPECTED Describe in observable terms. NOTE: You are asked to indicate the amount of growth
t-xpe(.ted To answer this by saying “’students will improve’’ does NOT indicate the amount of growth expected, it merely |nd|cates .
the DIRECTION of change expected. Please indicate the AMOUNT OF GROWTH expected.

.

o s s S = e e WA z 3

<

o
e e o e e e e o e b e SRS S S g Mo

yEL .

FE e e b e i e e
-

4, EVALUATIQON INSTRUMENTS: l;nét the instruments and sources of information,used to evaluate change in students.
] . [ N

R

e e emm e e e o o B T

B. PROCESS EVALUATION. Did any mermatton on students performance during the year fead you to modify the original objective?
If so, what? v

B
.
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PAGE 2,

g -

3 . .
i [ .

T e em e e N . = \ I

D.SUMMARY OF EVA L'UATION FINDINGS Summarize your evaluation findings. 1E, you used rating scales, attitylle surveys, or other
) locally devised mstruments, INCLUDE 1 SUMMARY COPY OF THE INSTRUMENT WITH A TABULATION of the responses obtained
PRE and POST, or POST ONLY depending on how 1t was used. Be sure to account for each of the instruments listed in ITEM A-4. If
an instrument hsted n ITEM A-4 was not used,dplease indicate why it wasn't used. After you have wsmmarized your evaluation findings,
comment on the SIGNIFICANCE of any changes noted in students’ behavior in light of SECTION A-3. ? :

.3

- PR
. B .

> '

P <

e e m— e %

e e & 'y £ J

N
- B e
0

. . o ket e e e

s e e A e e = et

> - .-

&. How many students achieved the amount of growth specified in ITEM‘A-3 (PAGE 14)—number ) o

F. RECOMMENDATIONS: Cénsndenn-g the informatign reported' here, what recommendations have you made, or should be made, for
«.  future projects? Should thys pr&iect be offered again in the future? Identify recommendations tha? were made by your Title | parent

»

ad/isory council. ’ \

. - ' | .
| ]

G e m o e y - 0 o

o 5

G.INSERVICE TBAINING: Briefly describe the n\maior areas covered in the inservice trainifig fot this objective. Include outside resources,

wisitation to other schools and special materials used? -
. : i .
1

Ly

o
4

H. WAS THE INSERVICE TRAINING EFFECTIVE?
7 Yes 1 No — If NO explain, «

~
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L ESEA - TITLE I NEEDS ASSESSMENT FISCAL YEAR 1975 126
‘: ,' &7- ° R 4 .
DIRECTIONS:
> . L3
SECTION I & .. j , _—

After )ou havc identified ‘the target schools in your district, the next step of
project planning will be an assessment of the needs of public and non—public
educationally disadvantaged children in those target areas. - Since educationally
disadvantaged" children are "those children who have the greatest need for special
assistance in order that ‘their level of .academic achievement may be raised to that
expected on the basis of age", educationally disadvantaged children can be identified °
on the basis of less than expected educational achievement. Section I of this report
asks you to.indicate the.procedures which you selected in order to identify the educa- ~
tionally disadvantaged children in your school district. Both the curticulum areas
of reading and mathematics.should be considered in the process of identifying educa-
tionally disadvantaged children. If you wish to also report on any other academic
areas to identify the number of educationally disadvantaged children in your school
district, please do so, reporting this information in the same format as that used
for reporting on the identification of educationally disadvantaged children in the areas
of reading and mathematics.
©
¥ S CTION II . . \
IS % [
T
7Ohce you have identified a population of educationally disadvantaged children, you
dre,then asked to use Section II of this report to provide an analysis of the )
ffective, cognitive and psychomotor needs of the educatiohally' disadvantaged children
in the grade levels to be served in your project. Since the analysis of needs in
Section II of this report will serve as the basis for planting your Title I program,
the analysis of needs should be done in sufficient detail to be of use in planning-

{the project. Thus in Section II of the report, instead of reporting global information ;4#

such as the fact that students are "below grade level" in Teading, you will be able

to go into more depth, reporting whether students have .difficulty with specific ~
reading skills such as vocabulary, rd attack skills, letter recognitfon skills, etc.
In order to provide this type of in-depth information, you will have to contact the

instructional and supportive staff who k with the educationally disadvantaged ,

children you have identified.

You may find that you are able to identify a large ug;er of educationally"disadvan—
taged children in your $chool district. Since preparing an in-depth analysis of the
needs of these children would not be feasible, you may §IECt&to report on a sample of:
the educationally disadvantaged children in Section’ II. Sho ld you elect to use a B
sample, please use at least a 10% sample of the number of educationally disadvantaged
children who were identified in any of the grade levels you ant’ cipate §erving in

your 1975 Title I project. L . \\
ﬁDgNTIFYING INFORMATION @ . Return to: ESEA, Title I Office, Wi< Depr
) ' o Public Tnstruction 126 Langdor St, Nadlson\53702
1 4 4
NAME OF SCHOOL DISTRICT - . N
GAME OF PUBLIC AND NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS INCLUDED IN THE MEEDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY: N
(lote: all public schools in the target area and non-public schools having children \
residing in the target area should be included in the needs asses$sment.) p
- oo — —— - . N
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| *Section I: aIDENTIEICATION OF EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED CHILOREN IN TARGET AREAS - .
MATHEMATICS - R L
1. What instrument was used at each grade level to identify educationally disadvantaged
children in the area of Mathematics Skills? (If you used a published test, give
name and publisher.” " If you used a locally developed test, attach a copy to this:

report.)
‘p ) R { o' B B
Grade Level Instrument Used to Identify Educationally Disadvapta '
;— Public School Children Non-Public School Children
) = R . -
* | Pre-school |- ) S '
E K ' N * L. v, R ] -
' {77 txomple for Illustration: METRO- Example for Tllustration: STANDFORD
' POLITAN AQHIEVEMENT TEST (HARCOURT, -+ ACHLEVEMENT TEST - (HARCOURT,-BRACE)
_BRACE) Arithmetic Total ’ Arithmetic Total )
L - :
i, 2 . Ji S : ’ ; : = 3
3 o a
A ) .
E v
ilsq ,
- ~
A““ ”
% - i ;
Y 9* ‘ * N
T . ]
(11 - : ) ; :
e
"fp,eci.u ‘ S L
L "duecation e "

-

2. At each grade levle, what was the amount of Aeviation from expected performance
used to identify educationally disadvantaged children, and how many educationally"

disadvantaged children were identified? ) N .
Qradé Level Amount of Devlation from Expected(l)" Nuftber 6f Educationally (1)
* Performance Used to Identify Children Disadvantagéd Children Identified
Public School | Non-Public School. » Public Non-Public
Pre-School | - , | : . N I R
: K. . L. . ¢ — -
1 lLxample for Illugtya ° ; : > : ’
-.:;pgygy“ﬁ;h Stanine (National)| Below 4th Stanine(liational) 30 Jo
| : : :
e ol T ;
3 . - . e . T
11 . 3 —- Z -y - 8 r————
(; - L] i T N . - T -t .
7 R N N ) R
B . , R SN QORI 1. ceeem e
5 . e m . e et e e % SRR TEEEREEE EEEINENEE R
L - i . .
N e
. - L S L
Caeial St AU R - .
‘e ' B l, "1 . -
. _ 153 ‘ TO?AL . o N

-

(1) 1If there are no non-public schools_in your district, mark "NA" in this column. -

4

( .i . - ) ‘.
o . - - .
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Sect{on I: LDENTIFICATION OF EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGE i TARCET ARE
- ‘ D CHILDREN IN TARGE] -
» READING SKILLS s ARGET AREAS

a

1.” What insfrument was used at each grade level to identifygeducationally disadvantaged
children in ths*area of Reading Skills? (If you used a published test give name
and publisher. If you used a locally develdped test, attach a copy to this report.) °
ﬁtggpgg_pevel Instrument used to Identif Educationally Disadvantaged Children (l)Q
~ Public School Children ' Non-Publfc School Children 1

Pre-school ’ . ] -

L. e —— e h ity I
e coeesess — - - T s e e e - e
o N P ’ - e
; , .. - - e e e

4 . ——— ”

*
£ - o—————— - - ]

5 - - P .

6’“ . % P T T Tt mmTe s
7

Y

- — e ames e W nm o c———

2

e

e et e ————

. . N . . R DU !
fm e i i it et o v mm—— e — 3 R M g ¢
n R S, B . S

2 N - R Loy p R Y
Special Ed Tt TTTEe YT - -—-----}------. -5
- . N 7

v
~ . .
B ~ N
. .
- " oy~

1’ . . ' ) » !/‘/ )
2. At each grade, level, what was the amount of deviation frgm expected performance
. used to identify educationally .disadvantaged children, 4hd how. many educationally
/

disadvantaged children were identified?

» k2 Y
Grade Level  Amount of Deviation from Expected(l) //¢# of Children Identified as:*
: Performance Used to Identify Children / Educationally Disadvantaged(1l) -

. Public School | Non-Public School / TRublic Non-Public

. -

P_I“e—S‘_QDO‘O].““.‘“-.-"-.—_-n-:‘” ) ) - /' --.,-..,-.-..-..v.-.-.--.-.-— T
K '

——

20 S R . - — ! SR S,
2 . s ]
S e v = mmm m——— ’ R
3 N I —— i e e e e o e e e e e e
v [4 @ e e e e e e e g »___‘___-__.___-F__"---_----___‘
;- ) ; -

; - e R R — - - mem e afm e e e e - —— -
.6 U S —— e R
4 7 e e r——— "_ A } TR DR PP,

8 . X
8 . e e e m mm e e m e et ke = pm———— e = m = 4 ew e = mem s e e ma e v o
?.) e . T -_---m--b—-—-—---—..——_,ﬂ-.___;,.__,.__.,...._..,..._.-_....__-,.-.~-.-.--.-...-. i e
10 . ‘
) e g m - JRPEOUIDE SNN PRIV SNV SU I S

TR | TP L T I S I B I P c e e e -

12 ‘ o

Special td. - i
' TrAL | :

. ———— - ————— —— e ———

. S : ,
{1) If there arc no noa-public schools in yourjdistrict, mark "WA" in this column.

= >

i
i
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SECTION II: AMALYSTS OF NEFDS OF EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN #

.. Evwne;
1, Cognitivgrggffectivg word . i
or osychomotor skill knowledge
assess=2d:
2. # of ed. disadvantaged
children_surveyed:
# public 30 ]
“orade level(s) .- 1-2
# non-npublic - <20
orade level(s) 1-2, :
3. Instrument used to
identify needs#* . ' ,
public Metropolitan
hch. / Wd .Kn.
non-public YTowa T.R.S,
Vocabulary. )
L. Amount of deviation * i i
1 . .
from expected per- ’
formance used to -
establish need:
. public » |'Below 50%
. . - “"Nat'l Norns
. . non-public Below S50% -
: Nat'l Norms'
' '8, # of children . v
’ identified with need: ) PR }
public s 11 . , oy
s non-public ) 10 . ' ’ )
6. TDate data collected: |Jan, 197L ]
7. ‘Priority rank: 3% 6 , . P

# ¢+ Please attach additional sheets as necessary tofiﬁélude your analysis of the
cognitive, affective and pgychomotor needs of the educationally disadvantaged
children .Surveyed in the grade levels to‘be s¢rved in your projeet, :
x% " The basis for assesdsing the needs of (non-public) children must be comparable,
but not necessarily identical, to criteria used for public school children,®
PITLE T ESEA, Participation of Private School Chiidren, DHEW Publication (9E) T72-62.
w#% 1In priority ranking needs, consider both the incidence and severity of needs,
0..oootoo.ooooooo000ooooooooooooooooooo..00.0..0..0:.“0.000.0 P X T X Y X )
8. How were non-public school teachers, public séhool tgacths, public and non-public
school a@@inistnative staff, parent advisory council parent and nonparent members,’
school psychologists,_guidance cqudselors,,nurses, community represertatives,
special education persohnel, and speech therapists involwd in collectin; and
analyzing the informatioh reported-in Sections I and II of this report?

e . e e s

e 4

"-FJGL'I*:T\-E?::E;"7-( N 158
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e PiiGth 1% tRevw/2 20 WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION . FYy19 _ |
( APPLICATION FOR GRANT~SECTION I . .
TO MEET THE SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN
: under Title | of Public Law 89-10 as amended

I‘ROJECT REVIEW AND APPROVAL {To be completed by State Educationol Agency)
LY ATE €Nt 2 STATE . I) APPLICANT 4. APPLICANT |5.COUNTY [6. CONG. 7.SM5A | 8. TOTAL ALLCCATION
FRIIECT NO 1 CODE NO PROJECT NO, COOf OISTRICT CLASS
* ‘ L4 = ————— —————
L | ¢ 5. TOTAL AMOUNT REQUESTED
S16NATURE ( Authon zedSEA Official) OATE APPROVED |FOR FISCAL YEAR s
., o ENOING 10, TOTAL AMOUNT APPROVED
| : R June 30, $ -
A 3. - oT= s o _ —— —
CERTIFICATION AND STATI.\TICAL DATA (To be complohd by qap“con')
n
“CERTH 1CATION

- T+ ari.oa ¢ lesignated below hereby applies for a grant uf .Federal funds to provide instructional activities and sers ces to meet the

e i #ucanional aceds of educarionally deprived childeen as set forth 1n this application.

TVRC MY L ERTIFY chat, 1o the best of my knowledge, the taformation contained in tIus application 1s correct, the agency named

~ »tas subutized me, 15 ats fepresentitine, to file this application; and such action is rcco'dc\l 1n the minutes of the agency’s

IR Il(‘I I wh . . ‘
’ 19. {This must be a current date, sas instructions page 1)
. PR L S

O e o AT L] eyul wame of agency) : ’ NAME AND TITLE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE
s . - \

a1 b L ADURESS (Strest, (1Y or Toun) .

P - ’ ’ ['s]cuTFu';Te—‘"“'“""”' T e T
PR T Teounty T T v cooe no. ’ TELEPHONE (Area Code amd Noo) DATE SIGNED
S ' | !
Ats. ane T)TLE OF CONTACT PERSON i MAILING ADDRESS -+ = TELEPHONE MO,
. . ’ : i W
T HAINTENANCE OF FISCAL EFFORT - AVERAGF PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE FROM NON FFDERAI. FIJN_DS . ___Ix
IA o B » . ) est
| £ Y ENDING JUNE 30, 19 s . . FOR FY ENDING JUNE 39, 19 \$ .l e D Actu
+ - -
« , MUMBER OF SCHOOLS AND SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN RESIDING IN APPLICANT'S DISTRICY (Projested Fe!l Enroliment]
TOTAL NUMSER TOTAL NUMBER
' RESIOFNT. CHILOREN GRADE SPAN OF RUESIDEMTY
1 I ST e : OF SEHOORS CHILDREW
P m @ o1 10
. 1AL SNROLLED IN: - - ¢
: - r P S
. 'M'!!BUC 5 HOOLS b { In oppllcom s school dietrict _
b tb + 1n other school district{s) ) XXXXXXXX
[N S - B . > T
: FRIVATE SEHOOLS ' ° | in opslicant’s school dlstrier o
P ~_1b V0 other school distret (4) XX XX XX XXXXXXXX
b 'N»TITUTIONAL SCHOOLS FOR NEGLECTED OR DELINQUEVI’ CHILDREN ]
* 1+ s i *NRUILUED IN ANY SCHOOL BUT EI- lmm E FOR ENROLLME NT (inclrde dropouts only) XXXXXXXX
“C . HUMBER OF SCHONL'S AND RESIDENT CHILOREN IN APPLICANT'S DISTRICT

ool AL P

i
k
¢ o
'
. ;
o

HHIMBER OF MILDR‘N(mduded tn Iteer 20) WHQ COME FROM LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

L o

AT ;:NrnAnoN OF CHILD!’—N rDOM LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

> . 7 R - <
) Ay, [ &8 PERILENTAGE /] s, Cole o, AVERAGE NUMBER PER SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREA
I \I LTI T-WIDE PERTENTA E‘ tem 2D~ L0, Colowr a (Iten 2D < 2A-1+a, Col. 3)
: TEUATAUSEN FOR DITERMINING THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN FROM LOW-INCOME FAMILIES IN ITE'M 200X as mony as apply)
| . . ) )
[ . [ N (ALY YY) [ THEACE SCHUOL LosiCe b [CJreauTr sTaATISTICSY G {T1EMBLOYMENT STATIZT) v
I " MO CERENDENT CHILDITN o 7 lscroou sunvey T [T} vousING sTATISTICS w ) oT";p(S‘pmh):
- i »
| © 8 Or TUTUE OF BROJECT . ’ & | SCHOOL TERM TO BE COVERED BY THIS APPLIGATION (* " one)
: Ai JFECULARsCHOOL SUMMER [ JREGULAR AND
\ . (. "TERM ONLY o) TERMONLY SUMMER TERMS
1 I . . 7115 THIS A COOPERATIVE PROJECT? (X" ane)  A[{_Jves »[Jno
| | ) If “"Yes'', Submir 'Corhhconon for Cooparative Pro;-cr
Q ESEA TITLE I-2'* form with this Application

EMC . . o ’ PAGE T

1.,()
- <




. - 3
f £SEA TITLE | APPLICATION FOR GRANT-SECTION It P1-1S-ES-15 (Rev, 2.76)
B S I e e e EEREES . R TR S IR =
8 IDENTIFICATION OF CHILDREN IN YOUR DISTRICT (Attach additional sheets if extra space 1s needed)
L[4
3 * A. PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN YOUR DISTRICT
) .l - NO. OF CHILDREN RESIDING . .
1 # 2. IN ATTENDANCE AREAS ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CHILDREN WH.,
p .LIC SCHOOL .}OTAL (Include dropou.ls neglected snd PARTICIFATE IN ACTIVITIES AT “CHOC Lo
M .
NAME OF PUB NO OF . || delinquents and children'snrolled LISTEO IN COLUMN (1)
{List 10 Rank Ordsr Par Col 4 or Col 5) CHILDREN [} 'n non-public schools, Thase
-- - figures should inciude sll children 6 7 8. 9
< ENROLLED living in your distract,) : ~ Mt 1o
> : s From From Col (8)
- & IN EACH Tote!
% . 3 4 . 6. Pubiic Non-Public From Outna
% Type Grade scHooL ) o P “,m Schools (Cots. 6 + 7)] Of Prolecst
33 Namyn (A.Oorl) Span Total Low:ncome 2 Schools Aras
. N .
v
?
3 L ¢
e a ! .
i~ 4 a. N R
" " — 0 4
. -
6
.
- ) v *
- A
¢
&
. 9, \
10 ) .
-~ o
1
12 - -
r —
13 /
14 PR HRO . — . . .
L} * 5 ’ .
TOTAL
v . ' K]
8 NON-PUBLIC'SCHOOLS SERVING CHILDREN FROM YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT
o z - —
. N 4 ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO WiLty
! / tanuty  Lotet e O] No. Of Chitaren [[PARTICIPATE IN ACTIVITIES AT SCHOOLS
“JAME ALL NON PUBLIC SCHOOLS Public [ your Oimiiec | Enrotied who || LISTED IN PART A COLUM (12 .
WHERE CHILDREN FROM School BY [Enrolled In Each | |y |n Target : 6
OISTRICT ARE ENROLLEO Number  [school 1o Part 8, Ar 5. Number In Col. 4 £am 4
Nyme Grads Span | (8 Col. 1) Col. 1 os Touwl Outslde Of Prowec® .+ .
: .
'
A“‘ )
. t )
12
3
' FOTAL ] e 2

O (1 - -
E IC‘QTF' All figuras should reconcile as indicated in instruction: sheet.

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




’ haad
. ESEA TITLE | APPLICATION FOR GRANT~SECTION N P1IS.ES-15 (Rev, 2-76)
L - : e S,
9
PARTICIPANTS Indiude in ltem A ali chiidren expacted tO purticipats in this project 1t some children who will participate are enrolled in institut:onel -
schools for neglectalt end detinquent chitdren report them in Col, 2.only.
<
/ "R‘EG." « REGULAR'SCHOOL TERM "SS"” » SUMMER TERM ONLY
. B ]
/ s . .
. ¢ w .
R |ESTIMATED HUMBER OF PARTICIPATING CHILDREN BY GRADE LEVEL AND TYPE OF SCHOOL B
st T T . N0 ENROLLED INT wumBEa €NAOLLED 1N | NuMpEAR YoTAL
. INSTITU TIONS FOR JMBER ENROLLED IN ., TOVAL
GRADF LEVEL NEGLECT%D ANOD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PRIVATE $CHOOLS {Col. 2 + 3 and 4)
. OELINQUENT CHILD ) (
T 1 - o) 4) (s)
REG SS REG ss REG 83 REG SS ..
7 , s
1| Pre-Xindergerren . / . re, S
2] Xindergerten 4 .
e .
3| Grede } : A
4~ - .
o ' .
. 4| Greds2 ) : ‘
1 - - N . <
51 Greds ) , . ™
6 ) Grode 4 - °
7] Grede.s .
S 2
8] Crede 8 ’ . .
rJ . - -
9 [ Grede 7 .
- - — 03 g I
- Nad
10| Grede 8 -~
3 1 * 4
11| Grede 9? N
b 44— . =
K L » - .
120 Greds 10
v / .
13| Grede 1} )
I — ! k
V4] Grade 12 .
e .
g _ - ¢
18 TOTAL (Swm of | through 14):
"é ESTIMATED HUMBER OF DROPOUTS RECORDED UNDER
H ITEM 28 WHO ARE INCLUDED IN ITEM SA ABOVE
&
c fSTIVATE D NUMBER OF HANDICAPP%.D CPCILBRE‘N. INCLUDED IN ITEM 9A, WHO WILL PARTICIPATE IN YOUR TITLE | PROJECT.
{Report vach child once by major handicap).
+ MY ALL ouar sm g ECH
Nc';».-:;!; :::2-2: o e A‘l.lﬂ r:':r?&'hc'h‘\"'lo i“‘%‘&'ﬁu cripFLEO ﬁ:::r-:?u" ToTat . W .
DISTURBED '
[RESIOENT CHILDREN BY ETHNIC GROUPS
/~’
< R *
O [ TEvtmered nombver of realden cheldron whe will pertitipere In Title | Activities by sthnie grevps ‘
nhITE NEIRO AMERICAN PURATO OMIENTAL SR ANINM OTHRR (aPRCIFYN TOTAL [Same 35 ' *
INDIAN NIC AN BURNAME Item 8A ~Col 8
» )
Q ' s - '

“ ERIC 1l : e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Yo i .
PLISES 6 (Rv. 2 76) . » !
IN“. Koo d IUNAL ANU RELATED SUPPORTIVE SERVICE ACTIVITIES TO BE FUNDED UNDER TITLE I, NO. OF CHILDREN AND ESTIMATED COST-

Nt»

it Turie 1 oztivities  over both regulor ond summer terms, o seperote ltem 10, shewn belew, should be previded te cover sech school term, Y

ChECK ONE TO IDEMTIFY THE SCHOOL TERM BEING'REPORTED ON: A [T REGULAR SCHOOL TERM 8 [ ] SUMMER TERM ONLY

A INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES )
T T »
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CHILOREN WNO WILL PARTICIPATE IN
. INSTRUCTIONAL AND SERVICE ACTIVITIES LISTED INCOL. (1} LESTIMATED COsT
. 5 . _OF EACH INST-
. . ACTIVITY
INSTRUG T IONAL ACTIVITIES PusLicsCHooL | emivaTe scuooL | TOTAL Moo inavie | “(RoUNDED To
‘ . - coLs. TUTIONS FOR NEAREST DOLLAR)
* . 2 ' NEG. OR DEL.| (Seg Instructions)
; Grs. 18 | GRS 712 | cms. 1.8 | ams, Fa12 THRU » CHILDREN
T m 12) ™ D ) (® " ; *
. thant ) ) -
i TMMHS EOUCATION =
U TYRAL Ewmmuenr )
L JRAL
[ ENCUSH RFAU!NG - 7 '
S| ENGLISH . speecn . g
4] ENGLISH - OTHER LANGUAGE ARTS
A s T
LI ENGLISH « 2ND LANGUAGE - -
r A (6 DREIGN L ANGUAGE
ol economiCs
P01 INDUSTRIAL ARTS -~ - ’
B uatstrmatics ; ,
(e B ¥
2‘1 MUSIC
nlpms ED /RECREATION
Ald hArURAL SCIENCE
bislsa-raL Science
I!H, GTHER VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
IALNTHER v -
1121%PECiAL ACTIVITIES FOR HANDICAPPED .
1191 PRE- & KINDERGARTEN Xxxx_| xxxx | xxxx | Xxxx
P191LTHER INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES ’ ’
GPECIEY - N ; \ ’
J . ’ :/
201 TOTAL ESTIMATED COST FOR INSTRUCTIONAL ACIIVITI!S (SUM OF LINES 10A-1 THRU 19) > .

T

.

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CHILOREN WNO WiLL PARTICIPATE IN SERVICES

8 Pmo‘wnvs SERVICES .~
‘ g ESTIMATED
3 COST OF EACH

PREXK | pusLic 3CHOOL | PRIVATE scHOOL TOTAL NO. IN coL.7 SERVICE

i W UEPOURTIVE SERVICES ANO CHILDREN CHILOREN {sum or FROM INSYI- ACTIVITY

! " coLs. TUTIONS FOR {ROUNDED TO

P ue: {oms s | Gan ruizfons. 1es | ame.7eaa] 2 YHRU G INES.omDmLLL (L T
s raid]l g CHILOREN

S } , \
T (2 {3) [ {5 (s) n (1} 9

ATTS NDANCE

TLITMING

+ BOD »

v rer AU TH - DENTAL

CiNANTE JOUNSELING

HEAUTH - MEDICAL

MRARY

PAYCHOLIOGIT AL

\

o o wr wORK

-
PEFCH THERAPY

TRANSPORTATION

“PECIAL SERVICES FORHANDICAP

JTHER FRVICFS (SPECIFY): .

Q

ERIC-=

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST #OR SERVICE ACTIVITIES (SUM OF LINES 108-1 THARU 13)

JTAL E5TIMATED COST OF INSERVICE EDUCATION FOR TITLE ! STAFF MEMBERS

YA F“?lu.\TfD €051 OF TH’LE I SERVICES FOR PARENTS

-'AL ESTIMATED COST FOR ALL INSTRUCTIONAL AND SERVICE ACTIVITIES (SUM OF A.20, B-14, C, and D)

R e ]

*¥'ote should not be rore then your total budget.

142




"

i

kY

%

134

~

APPENDIX I1

program.

CThe decrease in the number of LEA! ‘s umﬂn*n*umn.aa is most likely explained by the nozmod.am»dos of school districts.
there were 574 schogl districts’ in Wisconsin, by 1975 there were only 435 school districts.

d

L

N

Districts in the CESA 18 service coop g :
and 4 mmwood coop are counted as *ccmcmsam:» preject

In 1mam‘=m=o years all Title I funded activities offered by a district were considered part of one

4

In 1966

, = BASIC STAIE STATISTICS™1965-1975 A . .
Statistic 1965466 ° | 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 dowA-ww
Amount of Funds & . . o .
Allocated to LEAs /mm : . N
Part A 18,058,203 14,357,585 14,357,586| 13,208,978 15,520,746 |15,748,581/ 16,546, 374/ 19,402, 623} 18,709,456 | 24,647,752
. “Part B ] ‘ : . . 310,421 585,239 923,883F 1,513,569 1,144 064,
Part C . 717,490 138,766 213,761 347,759 516,44 /
Total — |18,058,203|14,357,585| 14 357,585 13,208,978 15,520,746 |16, 136. 4921 17, 270, 379] 20, 540. 267| 20,570,784 | 26 /308, 208 .
Number of Title I 5. R EE i . , e e ;
Projects - . 603 416 396 . 364 332 300 239 ° 213 196 ERVA “
Number of LEA's © . i \ - il
Participating . 425 444 425 410 401 |, | 396 390 385 375 378
% of LEAs Participating 68.9% 83.4% 87.3% 88.2% 88.1% 87.6% 87.8% 87.3% §6.0% | mwmmw
. /
Number of Cooperative ~ o oo -1 ;
Projects 9 10 11 13 12 15 19 ~ 20 | 15 . 14
# CESA Based - ! : R NS S S ]
Cooperative Projecty - ! 0 0 ! 4 6 + 12 -} .13 13 13
Number of Students . f . “ - -
Public 61,552 81,275 74,789, 68,985 58,554 53,098, 53,123  51,308]  42,705! _ 50,217
Non-Public 12,923 14,799 9,869 5,273 3,547 4,757 4,051 3,495 2,734 2,920
Total 74,475 96,074 84,657 74,258 62,101 57,855 57,174 54,799 45,439 53, 1371
Staff - : Not . , T e
Teachers Availab) 3,079 3,184 3,143 2,665 2,633; .-2,262| 1,981 - 1,871._ ' 2.131
Teacher Aides 539 1,201 1,143 1,328 1;620 1,612 1,608 , 1,694 . 1,827
Other Staff 1,866 1,958 1,939 1,783 1,786  1,618! 1,821 ¥ 1,246 . 1,019
__Total - 5,484 6,343 6,225 5,776 6,039 5,492 5,410° 4.8 T 4,977
.mzos.mu which LEAs were entitled to receive (and did receive) based-on- the number of AFDC, low incoe, neglected and delinquent, )
and foster children in each,of the counties. . . o
bThe large number of projects in 1965 is due to the fact that each instructional or service activity offered in a program was -t
counted as a separate project. 1.

N

IC.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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APPENDIX I11 . A P

v - TITLE T ALLOCATION FACTORS
NUMBER OF CHILDREN COUNTED FOR WISCONSIN TITLE I ALLOCATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1966-1976 INCLUSIVE ™

o) o ¢
g§ § & 8 §
g ] 8 -4
2 ;‘; .
1966 | ov-Income . | ssme
) . ArnC 10,445 .

88 8
o

Fiscal -
Year

1
5

10,000
d 20,000
30,000
90,000
110,000

100, 000

~

Low-Income ' 58,446

AFDC * 14,614 |

1967 " Neglected 183 -. |

Delinquent 502 o
Foster 4,848 ' 1

]

Low-Income 1 58,446 K
* ATDC 18,208 ) ,
R ‘ 1968 || Weglected 183°

Delinquent 502
Foster 4,848 ) - ‘

@

’ Low-Income ) 58,446 .
AFIC T | 23,295 : L% '
- 1969 Neglected Al6 . ;o

Delinquent 712 . : .

Foster 5,071 "y

Low-Income o "] 58,446
' © AFDC . 27,991 .

1970 Neglacted &14
» ' _Delinquent 639

Py
13

b ' Foutcf 5,295

A ' y

\

Low~-Income \ . 58.446

' ’ amc -\ 26,309 s , o -
1971 Neglected 297 . .

' Delinquent 876

Foster 5,160

EKTC“ ' - 1d4
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NUMBER OF CHILDREN COUNTED FOR WISCONSIN ALLOCATIONS (CONTINUED)

-
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Low=Income

8,446 °
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35,410

1972

Neglected 288

D.linqpcn}

——l l‘ontcrl

739
5,414

Low=-Income \

AFDC

1973

"Neglected

Delinquent 26

729
,

i
.

Foster

5.889

. Low~Income

|

34,579

A

)

-

AFDC

1974

v 1975

- 1976

b Neglected 372
t | Delinquemnt 745

r! _—1 Foster- 5,554

. 100,000

i Low-Income 103,905

AFnC 15,934
Neglected 875
Dclinﬁucni 320
Foster S.S7§

' Low-Income 103,895

'AYDC 20,092 -,
Neglected 680

__J Delinquent 377
| Foster- 5,633

110,000
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MAXIMUM AND AUTHORIZED PART A GRANTS TO  WISCONSIN
SCHOOL DISTRICTS -FISCAL YEARS )
1966-1976 INCLUSIVE

i g Mi1lions of Dollars
.10 .15 200 25 30 35 40 45 - 50 5%

L 1965-66 Maximum $18,058,?O3.00
Authorized | $18,058,203,00
a » Xy - - R ¢
., 1966-67 Max { mum -:°$20,609,442.39
‘ Authorized $14,357,585_ 00
. 1967.68 | Maximm $22,693,474.40
‘ C - ) Authorized $14,357,585.00 *
196869 - Mlxim?m | $26,457,628, 40 —_—
Authorized $13,208,978.00 - ,
.| Maximum '
1060.70" | "xmm_$32,131, 223,20 |
. .| Authorized $15,520,748,00

14

- Maximum $34,672,647.00
1970-71 | 2TROTORTT
[ Authorized $15,748,581.00,

»'\‘ ‘ ' ');
' imum . $42,706,462,00
197172 | Maxtium sl. iidilha .
. Authorized $16,546,374,00
o Maximum $53,A238,489.00 .
72-73:
7213 puthorized | $19,402,623.00
* \ i .
4 47,885,422.34 '
R 1973-74 Maximum $47,885,422.3 -
’ . Authorized | $18,729,456.23 ‘ : N
5,153,412,.58
1974-75 Maximum $55,153,412
. Authorized $24,647,751,86
q . Maximum $62,400,881,04
1975-76 -

Authorized - $25,963,621.06

ERIC AN ¥ Y- I o
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PERCENTAGE OF MAXIMUM ALLOCATTION AUTHORIZED FOR
WISCONSIN SCHOOL DISTRICTS FISCAL -
YEARS 1966-1976 INCLUSIVE .
/‘
N\ p -
. -~
Percent :
100 |, | *‘
" 90
. s
80. .
' 7p ¢
| A Grants Plus
1 B Incentive and
1 60 \ C Grants
50 | I\ (48)
\| (44).
\ ., A
4 \ % x4
\ . \
X | ' A Grants Only’
" 20
4
10 -
\‘\ . ,

66 67 68 69 0 n .n 73 74 5 %%

/ \ . . Fiséal Year
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APPENDIX IV

INFORMATION ON PRIOR RATE AND SAMPLE |

H *

Explanat on of Prior Rate Index

‘ the expected rate scores would vary by grade level,

EY

+
¢

In calculating the prior rate index, the nymber of years the student had been
1n school sjince. f1rst grade rather than the tota] number of years the student
had been in school was used to avoid having to work with different expected

prior rates for children who had or had not attended pre-school and/or kinder-

garten, This a1so yie]ded a prior rate expectancy 1ndex of .10 which was the -

_ samé as that for the project rate.

The numerator of thé\pr1or rate index was obta1ned by subtracting 1.0 from/the
child's pre test score-so that children who were at an expectéd pre test grade
equivalent in different grade levels would a11 have the same expected pr1or rate

index score.. If 1 were not subtracted from the pre test ~grade equ1va1ent scores,

’ ~

.
o

- ' © Expected Prior Ratei
' . Expected Grade Expected ‘ (Expected "
¢ .~Equ1va1ent At . Pre Test « - | Pre Test 0) &
Grade | Pre Test > (# Years (10)) (# Years' (14))
1 2.0 | 20 . . 0
2 .30\ AT C T 0 ‘
3 . 4.0 ! 13 10
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. Sample Adequacy

2
- K2NV
To. deterthe if the sample size was adequate, the formula n= ND2 + KZVZ

*

where K=1 and V=1 was used, (From Hanson H Morris Hurw1tz William N.

and Madow, w1111am«G *Samp le. Survey Methods and Theory Vo\ume I, New York,

John{@iley and Sons, Page 127, Formula (i] 2).

Al
>

3 . N
The coeficient of variation (V) was set at 1 and this proved to be a good

estimate since the largest coeficient of variation observed in. any of the °

. samples was 1.1, °

- . .

-

On the basis of this formula it was‘decﬁded not to analyze 11th-12th grade,

\‘-

.} « . N
prior and project rate scores, 5th grade total reading scores or, 9th-12th
. grade mathematics student scores.. For these-groupings,%he sample size n was

- . . N 5 . ) ~ . -
1e§s Fhan n = N—Ttaaj—;fi- where n= the total pppuletjon size, .

"

The sample size was further checked by the use of Tchebychev 3 1nequa11ty
relationship. Th1s showed that, except in the cases prev1ous1y mentioned, the
sample size was adequaté to be 90% confident that the sample values would be

‘within .1-,3 standard deviations of the popu]atipn mean., The formula used )

« . .
here wasTye where n = the sample size. (Fromrﬁottman John M.; and Clasen, ° ‘

* Robert E.; Evaluation In Education, A Practit1oners Guide, Itasca, 111inois,?

F.E, Peacock Pub11shers, 1972, Page 349, ¢




