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PREFACE

Fiscal Year 1975 was a kind of watershed in the history of Title I of

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, It was the end of ten years and,

under new legislative authority, the beginning of a new era. The fundamental
purpose as enunciated in the original Public Law 89-10 remained unchanged:
to assist local education agencies (LEA's) with high concentrations of children

from,low-income families to meet 'the special educational nceds of educationally
[l .

deprived children." The major changes in the law extending Title T--Public Law

7..93-380, or the Education Amendments of 1974~~reflect primarily a strengthened

emphasis on parent involivement and program»évaluation.

This report is 6rganized to provide maiimum access to the data submitted
by the LEA's inlprbject applications and end-gffprogram evaluation reports.
Salient information on the Fiscal.Year 1975,Titie i program in Maryiand and
the evaluation results are presented in the Highlights section at the beginning
of the report. Chapter I contains descriptions and tables relating to the
participants, the budgets, and the staffing of the program. Budgets are pro-
Qidéd‘for LEA's and for the State according to account numbe; and program
component. - Chapter II describes thg.procédures employed by the State Title I
staff in administering the program in the State's 24 LEA's. Chapter III contains
informatioﬁ on the involvement of parents and local agencies and organizations
in the program.

Chapter IV is the heart of the report: narfative explanationé aﬁd:tables
presentinghfhe achievement results of the participants in the program. We

believe that this report presents solid evidence of the educational efficacy

of the Title I program in Maryland.

el K™ ¥ o VI
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HIGHLIGHTS ' . o

Administration and Finance o '

“ [

* Maryland received a Fiscal Year 1975 allocation of $26,786,951 under Title I .
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act for the operation of programs
for educationally disadvantaged students in schools having a high concentra-
tion of low-income families.

* The number of LEA's with school level parent advisory councils increased from
18 in Fiscal Year ,1974 to 24 (a11 LEA's) in Fiscal Year 1975.

* The administration of Title I by the ‘State Education Agency continued to be
marked by close contact between State regional specialists and local staff .
through frequent monitoring visits, communications, meetings, and workshops.

Participants and Services .

. Supplementary programs of compensatory education supported by Title T funds
served a total of 64,618 students in the State's 24 LEA's.

< More than 70 percent of the students seéerved participated at the kindergarten
through grade three 1evels. '

. Instructional programs in developmental readiness, reading, and mathematics
accounted for nearly 75 percent of all program funds,

°* Title I programs in Maryland employed 2,417 teacher aides to reinforce the
instruction of classroom teachers. Individual and small-group instruction
by the aides was based on a diagnosis of the specific needs of each Title I
pupil conducted by the classroom teacher with the assistance of reading
specialists and resource teachers.

. More than 75 percent of .the. participants received some health services to enable

~-them to benefit fully from the instructional program.

Reading Achievement Results

B e T N

o The statewide average rates of growth for second- and third-grade children
in ESEA Title I Programs for Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975 (Graph 1) continued
to increase .toward the State goal of 10 months per year as follows:

Grade 2 = from a rate of growth of 8 months in 1974 to
9 months in 1975, '

Grade .3 - from a rate of growth of 7 months in 1974 to
9 months in 1&75.‘ .

* The" statewide average' percentages of students tested who made 10 months

growth per year of inatruction during Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975 (Graph 2)
have increat* -as fo]iow: o o ‘

Grade 2 - from 32 percent in’ 1974 to 41 gercent in. 1975

. A\N
’.A—é__[»‘h"

Grade 3 - from 31 percent in 1974 to 42 percent in 1975
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. Graph 1.

Statewide Average Rate of Growth of Children
~in ESEA, Title I Programs in Maryland- for Fiscal Years -

-~ 1974 -and ~1975-ds Méasured by Standardized
. Achievement Tests: . Grades 2 and 3,
*  Reading Comp:ehension
Grade |Number of LEAs |[Number of Children for
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Graph 2. Percent of Students Tested Achieving Ten Months' Growth Per Year
' (10 Months) of Instruction for Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975:
Grades 2 and 3, Reading Comprehension
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I. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

‘The Title I pfogrgm in Maryland concentrated during Fiscal Year 1975 on

hnd VNSRS e PPV

instruction in language arts (reading) for students with special educational
needs in the first, second, and.third grades. Developmental readiness for
children in kindergarten received somewhat less attention in 23 of the 24 LEA's.

Sixteen LEA's included a mathematics componént in their regular term projects.

Participants
. Projects operated during the summer of 1974 and the 1974-75 school year
served a totai of 64,618 students in 320 public and 49 nonpublic scﬁools. 0f
the total participants, 61,927 attended public schools and 2,691 attended non-
public schools.

Table 1 gives the number of ﬁﬁ?ﬁié?ﬁEEéé“B§”§§£aé”i;vel; Table 2 provides

a breakdown of participants and allocations by LEA's.

Budéets
Instruction accounted for‘74.4 percent‘Qf’the appréved Title I budgets
in the State. oQut of thé $20,959,852 budgetLd for instruction and evaluation,
71.2 percent'supported language arts and 20.5 percent went for developmental
readiness. Iustruction in mathematiéé”ééébunted for 4.6 percent of Title I
funds for instruction. Sixteen LEA's had a mathematics component in their
Title I projects. ‘
»m,mmg,\yEﬁaluation accouﬁted for 3.7 percent of the total State program funds.
Two LEA's ‘~- Anne Arundel and Wicomiéb counties -- budgeted no Title I funds
for eval&étion. OQut o7 the State total of $776,315 budgeted for evaluation, 79.4
2;‘, ’ pe?éent was spent by Baltimore Cit;. Budgets by accoﬁnt number and by program

-]

-'cétégé;y are presented in Tables 3 and 4,

1
PO - N

a 9
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staff

During the 1974-75 school year, 3,472.5 full-time equivalent staff members |
were employed to develop, implement, and evaluate the Title I projects. Staff
assigned as teacher aides totaled 2,417.3, or.69.6 percent of'ell Title I staff.
These aides worked in the classroom -with Title.I children individually and in
small groups to reinfprce the instruction of the teacher in the basic skills,

- The distribution of teachers across the grade levels reflects the program
emphasis‘on.the primary. level. .Only Baltimore City included prekindergarten -
and kindergarten teachers. The Washington County project employed five prekin-
dergarten teachers. One-third of the school syetems'employed elementary school

teachers in their projects. . .

Table 5 is a breakdown of Title I project staff by 22 cetegories.

Supportive Services

Health services were provided as part of the Title I program by 21 of the
24 LEA's at a total cost of $665,519, according to Tables 3 and 6. Medical

and dental care thus represent the largest area of supportive services. , Table 6

gives the number of participants receiving supportive services by category.




B Table 1, RSEA Title I Participants by Grade Level, Fiscal Year 1975% ; ﬂ
| ~ Summer Texm Only ~ Regular Term Only Surmer and Regular Term
| Grade Level Pablic | vN—onpublic Public Nempiblic | - public Nonpublic
Prek, 1n - 2,218
| K 639 38 8,9% | 3 N
] 17 SRVRC 2 B/ B N o
o 686 ool ous | 946
3 - B84 14 11,715 (A Iy W1/ R .
! oo | e | b7
o5 4 ') 6
s . |'onl 9
T |
‘ 8 ~ ; 5 ‘,‘!
9 5 !
i “"*\.\ L,
10 19 k
o 18
I 5 i. - |
| } Ungraded — 74 8 .
T Totgls 3,672 197 53,986 2,494 4,269 .
: xSource; LEA evaluation Yeports, - Public: 61,927
A . Nonpublic: = 2,691 .
Grand Total: 64,618 -
% .- .M-va‘;._,‘___,_,_,--‘-\'\.-..,,_‘ —— B




Table 2, Number of Titl

e lvParticipénts\by local Educati
Fiscal Year 1975

on Agency

e ——

Number of Title I Participants

1

Allocations

arambieg

~loeal it eE—— , Summer and Regular
Summer Term Only | = Rev wg Tern Only Mwlhm_
Public Nonpublic de lonpublic Public Nnuggblic |

Total State | 3,612 | 197 53,986 | 2,49 4,269 § 26,186,510 |
Allegany - - ) 5k - . 33,1265 |
Ame Arundel - . 1963 88 . " 1,319,930:08 |
Baltimore City | 2,198 | - %% 1,419 2,82 | - | 12,8970.48
‘Baltimore " 29| 197 - 2,331 300 - S - 1,691,81L,84 |
Calvert . . bhS 30 . - 3235940625‘ “"
Caroline . . . . 385 | 0,573.06 |
Carroll . - 1,168 3 - |- 318,100,651
Cecil . . 985 3 . . 19,177.64 |
Charles . . 975 85 . - 485,072,22
Dorchester . 442 . . . 320,602,10
Frederick . . 666 52 T 475,483,34
Garrett . . 597 - . - 345,199, 66
Harford . - 1,276 16 - - 597,845,78
Howard . . 598 B . . 193,653.67
‘ent - 351 . - - 148,419,18
Hontgomery 1,235 | - 2,009 . . - 1,275,320.95

| Prince George's | - . " 4,986 278 - | . 2,38,24.74|

| Queen Anne's . - . . W8 | - 175,309.73 | -

St. Mary's - - 946 ] . - - 538,644.87
Somerset - - 358 - . - - 326,438.80 |
Talbot . . 309 12 - - %2,600,3% |
Washington - . 1,603 4 . - 74,788,420
Wconico - . 630 - . . 558,447,99 |
Worcester - . - - f64 | - 316,849,92




Table 3, Budget by Account Number - Fiscal Year 1975

]’

a8 Calvert

- Harford

3,600,00

‘ : ndance «
|local Unit | Adninistration) % | Instruction | % Agzgvices % SE?S}ESS % [ransportation| %
| (100) (200) (300) (400) (500
|Total State 1§ 1,718,509,23| 7.2|$ 17,827,758.31 | 74,4 | § 556,955.00 | 2,3{$ 665,519.00 | 2.8 |$ 109,600,00 .5
© |Allegany ©17,130.00] 4,00 340,070.00 | 80,7 - - - 2,500,001 .6
© |Anne Arundel 31,93.00) 2.9]  919,083.78 | 83.3 - - | 10,000,00 | .9 3,767,00{ .3
. |Baltimore City | 1,336,734,00{10.0] © 2,903,00{7L,7| 25,500,00 | .2| 500,200.00 | 3.8|  73,700,00| .5
- |Baltinore 44,500,00] 4,0 19,652,00 | 71,7 - - | 6,000,00 | .5 4,000,00| .4
4,003,001 1,¢ L3914 74,4 13,011,00 | 5.1 2,200,00 .9
|caroline 10,828,00{ 6,4  :34,276.60 | 80.0 - | 3,%0,00 2,00  1,50.00] .9
{Carroll 1,825,00| 1,0/  158,785,00 | 82,7 - 200,00 | .1 - |-
|Ceedl 1,460,00 5|  231,671,63 85,2 - 8,800,00 | 3.2 3,612,00 [1,3
|Charles 4,950,00{ 1,0 434,003.64(89.6| .- | = | . 2,000,00 | .4 - |-
|Dozchester 8,055,23| 2.4  174,003,00{52,0 | 11,060.00 | 3.3| 12,400,00 | 3.7
 |Prederick 28,456,00] 9.0 250,452,00 | 79,7 - - | 1,00000| .3 - -
Carrett - 2,000,00{12,9]  132,041,52 | 71,0 - - | 12,000,00 | 6.5
29,100,00 7.8| . 288,125.00 | 76.7 - - |
Howard 19,712,00/15,0 94,59%,00 | 72,1 - | 2,000,00 | 1.5 600,00 .5
Rent 200,00] .2 90,100,00 | 89,1 - - - . . -
- [Montgomery 51,138,00] 5.1 803,420,00 [ 80.4 | 18,986,00 | 1.9  4,000.00 | .4 -
Prince George's = |-~ | 1,800,254,00 | 70,0 | 430,400,00 |16,8] 30,000,00 | 1.2 . -
Queen Anne's 16,150,00{11,7 81,326,00 {59,0 |  17,950,00 |13,0 600,00 | .4 N e
St. Mary's 27,059,00{ 8,7|  239,759.00 | 77.0 - - | 9,865.00 [ 3.2]  5;20,00[L7 |
“|Somerset 7,850,00( 37|  159,651,00 | 74,3,  7,059.00 | 3.3 11,137,00 | 5.2 |
17,946,00(11,0{  123,610,00 { 75,8 - - | 6,043,00 | 3.7 500,001 .3
28,850,001 6.8|  273,025.00 | 64.8 |  46,000,00 -{10.9] 10,000,00 | 2.4 §,500,002.0 |
 |weonco 3,000,00{ 9|  267,590.00 | 82,0 - - | 13,150,00 | 4.0 3,500,00 1.1 |
IWorcester L7 . 182,553.00 | 843 =~ - | 9,813.00 | 45 -~ -

16 ;»;'
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o Cecil

Local Unit Operation | % | Maintenance | %]  Fixed |7 Food | 9 |  Student Body | ¥
of Plant of Plant | Charges | - Services Activities
(600) (700) (800) (900) (1000)
Total State §3,193,42 | 02| §75,564,00 | ,3(§2,750,458,15 [11,5%5 57,090,00 | .2 | $ 19,032.00 07
Allegany 1,200,00 | W37 2,000,00 | 5|  58,755.00 {13.9] - - - -
| Anne Arundel - - 4,000,00 | 4| ' 126,561,03 | 11,5 1,000,00 | ,1 - .
| Baltimore City - ~ | 43,800,00 | ,3| 1,634,441,00 |12.3] 50,040,00 | .4 - -
| Baltimore - - =~ | =] 86,542,00| 7.8 - 850,00 | .1 - -
Calvert 200,00 | .1 6,880.00 |2,7]  20,150,00 | 8.0 - - -
“|Caroline 125,00 | .1 300,00 | 2] 15,260,00 | 9.1 - - -
| Carroll - - - | 22,000,00 [11.5 - 300,00 2
‘ 50,00 | .02 350,00 | 1] 25,085.00 | 9.2 - 500,00 | 1
o | Charles S IS = | «|  41,740,00 | 8.6 - - -
| Dorchester . - - -~ 34,195.46 {111 - - .- .
Frederick n- .- - w| 32,950.00 {10,5 - - -
Gatrett S -~ |« 16,700,00 | 9.0 - - .-
Harford - - =~ 1w 39,638,00 |106] .- - 1,000,00 3
- | Hovard BETI e 9,198,441 7.0 - . 2,000,00 } L5
Rt 168,6: | .2 ! =~ | .| 10,454,58 10,3] - . N
| Montgomery S R = -] -120,337.00 {12, = =
| Prince George's - - m -~ 288,443,00 |11,2 -~ - 11,000,00 A
- |Queen Anne's - ~ - | 20,099,00 | 14,6 - - 200,00 Bl
o |St, Mary's 450,00 | 1 500,00 | 2| 27,508.20 | 8.8 - ol B -
| Somerset -~ e 17744 111,31 L 200,00 | L1 3,832,00 | L.8
| 'Talbot - . 150.00 | ,1}  14,163.00 | 8.7 " - 300.00 2
| Washington - 3,000,08 { .7 3,000.00 | 7|  44,000,00 } 10.4] 5,000,00 |1,2 - “
* 'Wicomico | e -~ |« 38,060,00|11.7] .- - - -
 aW0rcester - it 14,564.00 (6,7 - - - LN -
L




o~

-

Table 3. Bﬁdget‘by Account - Fiscal Year 1975 (Continued)

Community | ' Equipment
Local Unit Services | % | Sites | % | Dulldings | % | Remodeling| % | Instruction| %| Other [% |.
) (1100) (1210) (1220) (1222) (1230) I
.- Total State 1§ 74,690,00{ .3 | ~-- - - - - |§ 109,598,00 | .5[$ 2,252,00{.01 -
Allegany - - - N an b | w- - - n - “n -
Anne Arundel 6,500,00 | .6 | = . . .- . i T
Baltinore City | 28,000,00 | .2 | -- S = 5000000 | b e |
* | Baltimore 600,00 | L5 | A |a- | - 1500000 | L4 '
| Calvert 13,600,00 5.4 | == s | - - 5,117,00 | 1.6 -
Caroline 300,00 2 | = fes | - .- - - 2,000,00 1.1 - |-
Carroll 8,970,00 | 4,7 S ICCR - .- sl e - - |-
] Cecid 400500 L1 e s -~ - - .- N ) B C £
& | Charles 1,500,00 | .3 S K -- - . - - - _- |
| Dorchester '9,520,00 |28 | +- | ~ - . . - - S
| Prederick L3AO,00 | W5 | == == | - - - -~ | - - LR
| Garrett - - S R - - 1,000.00 | . -
Harford - I R - - 17,550,00 |47 == |-
- Howard 20000 .2 | = |-- - - - . 2,750,00 |21} - |-
Kent , 100,00 | .1 | == | - - .- -~ - ~n
| Nontgamery .- SN IRCLI K - - - -~ 1,205,00 | .1 =
| Prince: George.'s - | e | ea - - . - |~ 9,000,00 | .4 SC
QueenzAnne's | 450,00 |3 | e e | - - 1,076,00 -| 8]  ~- -
St. Mary's 1,000,001 3 [ == fe= | == e .- - - - e
Somerset - 900,00 4 | = [ | - - . .- ot IR B
Talbot 50001 .3 |~ |- ae -- - - - |- -
Washington ST ECURN SR P - - w - - -
Wicomico 10000 | 2 | em fue | e - . - I e B
| Horcester . Sl BEECR - - - -~ 5,900,00 {27] - |-




I

Table 4, Budget by Program Category - Fiscal Year 1975

Local Unit Developmental | 7 Language | % Mathematics | ¥ Evalvation | 7
\ Readiness Arts
Total State §4,312,306.51 | 20,6 | § 14,930,84L.73 |70 | §956,752.93 | w5 | §776,314,64 | 3.7
| Allegany 104,300,00 | 30,7 121,330,00 |35.7 |  98,000.00 | 28.9 |  16,000.00 | 4.7
! Anne Aryndel 333,500.00 | 36.5 580,263.00 [63.5] = - .- - -
| ‘Baltimore City 2,077,332,00 {161 | 10,105,340,00 |78.5 |  81,200.00 | .6 616,363.00 | 4.8
| Baltimore 148,025,00 | 16.2 740,%9,00 (81,1 - 25,000,00 .| 2.7
Cakvert 9,869.00 | 4.9 93,300.00 |46.6 95,367.00 | 47,5 | . 1,900.00 | .9 |
| Caroline 17,500.00 | 12.2 68,10,00 {47.4|  57,600,00 | 40.1 | 400,00 | .3
Carroll 59,544,00 | 345 111,806,00 | 64,8 e ] 1,100000 | 6|
feeil 43,633.00 | 19.7 130,896.00 (59.2 | 43,633.00 | 9.7 |  3,03.00 | L.4
Tharles 72,977.00 | 18,0 222,175.00 |54.2 | 104,450,00 | 255 |  9,600.64 | 2.3 |
Dorchester 24,540,00 | 10.8 201,378,00 [88.9 - [ 5000 2
TFrederick 63,316,00 | 27,5 129,637,00 | 56,4 35,912.00 | 15.6 1,000.00 | .4
Garrett 41,%0,00 | 32,7 52,900,00 |41.3 | . 31,700.00 | 24.7 1,700,00 | 1.3
Tarford 65,215,00 | 19.6 233,578.00 {70.2 31,582.00 | 9.4 2,30,00 | 7
Foward 21,550.00 | 29.5 25,650,00 | 35.2 23,94.00 | 32,8 1,800.00 | 2.5
Fent 14,335,00 | 21,0 28,670,00 | 42,0 14,335.00 | 21.0 10,939.00 | 16,0
| Montgomery 138,652,00 | 19.0 563,864,00 | 77,4 - - 25,906.00 | 3.6
{ Prince George's 825,304,00 | 49.7 793,115,00 {47.8 | | 41,097.00 | 2.5
Queen Anne's 1,063,00 | 1.4 42,076,00 |53.8.|..  34,891,00 | 44,6 206,00 | 3|
St. Mary's 32,500,00 | 11.9 240,000,00 |87.6 | - 1,500,00 | .5
Somerset 17,365.00 | 11.4 15,642,00 |49.7 58,914.00 | 38,7 400,00 | .2
- | Talbot 32,138,00 | 25.9 91,462,00 [73.8 | ., . 300,00 | .2
.| Washington 104,000,00 | 38,2 76,987,00 |28.3 76,988.00 | 28.3 13,950.00 | 5.1
| Weomico 32,358,510 | 13.2 128,93.73 [52.6 | 83,837.93 | 34.2 .- -
| Woreester 31,450.00 | 18.2 73,000.00 [42.3 67,034.00 | 38.8 1,250.00 | .7

,,,,,,,,
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Table 5. Staff (full-time equivalent) - Fiscal Year 1975
: t
Local Unit - Teachers Teacher Librarian | Super- Dirglcld?on |
/ Prek.| K |Elem, [Secon, [Handl- | Alde |Librarian | Aide |vision |Management | Counseling’
capped ‘ (Admin,)
Total State [ 89,0 12,0 [189.5 | 8.0 | 93.0 |2,410.3| 7.4 80 | 41| 3l 5
Allegany - - | - 16.0] - 1.0 5 -
Anne Arundel | = | - | 240 -- .- 1193 1,0. - - L5 b
| Baltimore City| 84,0 {12,0 {143.0| 2,0 | 92.0 |[1,160.0| 26.4 78,0 17,5 12,0 3
Baltimore | e | e . 1,0 8.0 - - - 1.0 -
| Calvert - 40| - . .0 - 8 .- -~
C&rO].inE L) -, -~ -u .-. 26.0 . e '5 -
Carroll - 20| = - 305 -- 1.0 .
Eé‘Cil =- - 105 - 3700 . '-5 -
Charles ol BCURN BECR B - 55,0 - - - L0 -
Dorchester LI BCERN BT - 53,04 -~ i .
Frederick o NETEN BN EPTI e 60,0 -- -- - 1.0 .
| Garrett EI BT B - - 2.0 - L5 1.0
| Herford OB BTN EEUE .- B0 - - Lo
Howard o | - 20| - 1.0 -
“Kent OB TR S - - BO[ - - e 1.0
Montgomery - - | 10| = 92,5 - 1.0
| Prince George'g =~ | == | - 28,0 | - 18,0 b0
- | Queen Amne's |+~ | - | 5| - 0,0 - - 5
18t Maxy's | s | e | ee | 60 | -s 40.0 - Lo | -
Somerset AROTN BT BT I .- B0 e 1.0 1.0 -
| Talbot wlle o [ [ | 20| - . 5 -
o waShingtm 5.0 . .- e o= 5000 e - 1.3 -9 "
" | Wieomico - - | - - L0 - - - -
| Worcester N NI PR EETRE 30.0] - - 10
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Table 5, Staff - Fiscal Year 1975 (Continued)

: | \ | | \ | Community/ | Other* -
Local Unit Psycho- | Testing| Social | Atten- | Nurse | Phye, | Dentist | Dental |Clerical | DParent

| logical | Work | dance Bd, | - |Hyglene| - Aides

|TotalState 10 Lo | 125 | L6 |33 | &S [5T | 67 | 1815 | 10,8

.‘ Kilegany - - e | e v | an - - 1"3 4,0 1.0

| Anne Arundel ~ P e .- - . - -

| Baltimore City | 4,0 | 1 | - |- |B8[3 | &5 |57 | 190 | 1200 LL%0
Baltimore - - SRR T I PP B - 1.0. 19,5 10,0
Calvert .- - v | - 1.0 |~ .- ~~ - 30 1,2
Cavoline w | o PURES VO N I 1.0 2.0 1.0

Carroll | ae | e P O RO e | o 2 -8

n- .- oe | w- 10 |-~ - - 8 L0 g

Char]‘es | - 15 e n- -- ke =~ == 1-0 - 510
Dorchester - “ 20 | - 2.0 | -- - -- 4 1.0 -

| Prederick - . 1,0 | == vo | aa - - 2,0 - -
Garrett | - 10 |~ |20 [ oo pe L0 |0 -
Harford N IR N I N 2,0 - J
Howard .- . e | an o | en - - 1,0 - -
Kent 8| - D [ S .. . 1.5 -- 1.0
Hontgomery - 1,0 e | L0 | e e - - 1.0 - 2,0
Prince George's| 2,0 | -- 7.0 | -= “ |- -- - 5,0 19,0 14,0
Queen Ame's 3] .- Sl |- |- -~ -~ | L0 - on
St, Mary's -] - e A N -] - 2001 80 2,0
‘Somerset SL i 1.0 == | 10|~ - .- 1,0 - -
Talbot - - S 5 |- - - 1.2 - 2.0
Washington 6 5 a | = B - - 2,0 1.0 1.0

. we . an 2,0 | =~ “h - av an 1.0

Worcester .- - e | m 1.0 |-- - - 1,0 -- 3.0

#Includes specialists in research, speech, ESOL, curriéulum, etc,
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Table 6, Supportive Services - Fiscal Year 1975 - Number of Participants

| Talbot

Gui- ‘ Tet-
local Unit |Atten-|Clothing| Food | dance |  Health |iibrary|Psycho-|Social Transpors V%ﬁﬁs
dance Counse- logicaliWork |Therapy| tation |Handi- |Other
ling (Dental {Medical | capped
Totul-State 16,194 | 3,344 |37,650) 3,881 12,614 (36,442 | 40,97} 1,956 |4,301 | 4,959 | 44,752 7,832 |35,3i5
Allegany - 12 | 460 6500 977 | 97| w0 25| w0l 917 | -
Anne Arundel . - 600 -~ | 900! -- . N - e - - -
Baltimore City | - | 386 |30,59 -~ | 5,40430,569 | 30,569 -- | -~ | 2,800 | 30,569 [7,500 | 30,509
Baltinore - 9% | 420 -~ | 350{ 300 | e | ee | e | - | 2,20 | - | -
Calvert 309, 75 | 14 15| 15| 45| 309 309 | -- 3B 309 | -
Caroline > | 25| 100 | 350 30| 50| 10| 350 -~ | 25| 25| 30 | - .
Carroll ¢ | ¢4l % | 263 150 23] 16| 64l] 641 200 | 601 .- .-
Cectl 1,025 | 60 | 2981,025 | 130) 1,025 | 1,025 50 | 300 | 113 | 1,005 | - | 1,02
Charley 35| 49 | 67§ 95| 0 9| 95| 50| 30| 295 935 | .- | e
Dorchester 50| 10 | 40 700! 700f 700 | 700f 150 | 300 | 5| 700 | 70| 700
Prederick - 42 0 5] 40| 4] 68 - | 638] -
Garrett -~ | 127 | 489 - | 1l6| 188 | 489 - | - 6L - -
Harford . . e | M . . - . e .- - . 32
| Howard i 2 | 156 - 8 8| W 1| - B 12 3%
| Kent 22.0 9 | 994 W oW 80| - | - | - -
Nontgomery 15| - - 2300{ 100 ce | am oo | e .
Prince George's| -~ | 2,035 | 1,350 -~ 12,250 750 | -] 200|1,350| -~ | 5,140 | - .
Queen Amne's | 494 | 34 | el 494 | 49| 49k | 494 59| 49| 30| &% | 68| --|.
St, Mary's - 0 | | o 0 12| %06 - | - | - S 191,
Somerset W9l 20 10 - 00 “50 | 479 - | 419 150 - 34 .
- 29 2 | 00 -~ | | 150 298 - | -- 50| 300 60
| Washington ~ | 190 | o100 - | 300 100 [ o« | e - 7100 | - .-
| Wcomico 67 25 | | 50| | - %11 75| -~ | 75| 67| 160 | 2,301
| Worcester 764 | - 260 - | 764 64| 764l 120| -~ | 206 | 64 | - | -

0




II. STATE ADMINISTRATION

-
The State administration of Title I during Fiscal Year 1975 was condﬁcted
by eight staff members paid out of Title I administratipn funds. Of these eigﬁt:

staff members, the Assistan

1
i

Urban, and Supplementary Programs devoted a third of his time to.Title I and
. R S : -

b

an Assistant Director of thefbiQisibﬁ &e@oted ali of_his‘tiﬁ2_£o fhe:adminis-’
tration of Title I, But the State:paid Oné-fhifd of hisléalaffa; These;gtéff“

members represented the equivglent of gevéﬁ fﬁll-qimé stafflmgﬁbers,jwith‘a;;‘
of these involved primarily in the admiﬁistrat;on of Title I prégraﬁé in‘Staté
institutions f&f neglééted or delinquent childxén, Foq? sfaff'mgmbéré sérvéd_

as Title I specialists in four regionsAdf the Stéte: Region,I‘(Westefn;ﬁ o

,ﬁState Superintendent for the Division of Compensatory,

Maryland), Region II (Southern Maryland), Region III. (Baltimore City and:threé“:;'

surrounding counties), and Region IV (Eastern Sh§re), One’staff mémbe; worked B
full-time in Title I evaluation and one worked full;ﬁime as a Title 1 auditor.
' The State Title I staff rendered administrative services and technical

assistance to the local projects through six methods:
1. Project application development and revieﬁs
2. Project monitoring
3. On-site reviews
4, Meetings with project coordinators
5. Coumuhicafions by letter and telephone
6. Inservice workshops o . e
Applications for summer projects were reviewed during the last week of -
~June 1974; the school-year project applicatioﬁs ﬁere reviewed during ea;ly Juiy

1974. The review team for each‘project consisted of the eight State Department

of Edication staff members paid out of Title I funds and Department specialists

15
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in reading, human weTations, and special education; a representative of the
State Department of:Health and Mental Hygieme; a -local TEfile I moordimatar;
=nd a Title I pe=en .

de meeting:s W~ held during the jyiewr to acnuaint all projeéz~;;o£hihétorg

with new reguliatioms -roposed by the U. =. Office of Educatfin to implement

"Public Law 93-38C -3 well as to inform the coordinators absfii project=d allo-

cations for the cir'¢=nt and succeeding fiscal year. Other ‘gonics disscussed
included such arees. as needs assessmem=. evaluation, paren: suavolvement, thg‘
use of aidés, individvalized instructiom, comparability, and financial manage-
ment, Iﬂ addition to these statewide meetings, each Tifle I regional specialisf
conducted several meetings in his regioﬁ involving coordihators, project.staff;
and parents. o A
During Fiscal Year 1975, at least eight monitoring visits were made by the
regional specialists to each LEA, These four regional speclalists visited |
approximately a third of the 369 Title I schools in Maryland.
The State Title I staff conducted the formal on-site reviews and monitoring
visits primarily for three purposes:
1. To determine the extent to which project operation isléonsistent with
| _the project application, the federal regulations; and good edﬁcatidnai
pra;tice. | | N ; N
2. To identify those activities and techniQues which show proﬁiggyfqr
strengthening programs of compensatory educati&n in ofher schools and
school systems.
3. To identify areas in which technical assistance may be needed.

These formal on-site visits by ‘State teams comprising an average of 14

staff specialists were made to five LEA Title I programs during the year.

30
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These visits ranged %r:4 two days to fom days in duration and included approxi-
mately 60 Titze I s«dwesea.,

Each on-site viwiif, gumriwith a briefing and projetci. overview by the LEA
staff. Three-member te.am» titer— visited representative mmblic anél nonpublic
schools, where they obierved tile Title I classes and discussed all elemenzs of
the project with the :princtmsal,, resource temchers, teachers, aides, studemrs,
and parents. Building— - =l exit conferences focused on specific strengths
and weaknesses of the prvieat @s it was being implement=d: in the school. Fol-~
lo_wing'the school visi : thse members of the visiting team met to discuss and
record observations--c¥ emigwrims and recommendations--in the areas assigned
specifically to differe ™. t¢tdsmrmembers: attendance areas, parficipants and
services, instru(:tional sctihvities, staffing and staff development, supportive
services, evaluation, nec: >ublic schools, parent involvement, dissemination,
financial management, an®. cowmparability. A report on findings in these areas
was presented orally to ‘e local superintendent and his staff at an exit
conference. A written Tepox't was sent to the superintendent and the Title I
coordinat;or. Follow-up tz this report was provided by the regional specialist,
who met with local staff = «fiscuss the project in light of the formal on-site
review findings. Steps ts&=T o correct deficic_encies observed during on-site
and monitdring visits wer= taken into consideration in the review of projects
fox;' Fiscal Year 1976.

Tablé 7 is a compilation of the major areas of technical assistance by
the State Title I :staff and the:mumber of LEA's receiving assistance in each

area.

(U]
[y
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Table 7, SEA Technical Assistance to L ‘s During Fiscal Year 1975

o | o Yo. of 18A's ‘
A, Administration and Finance

1. Maintenance of current data on the selection of target schoois 12
2 Development and wse of uniform criteria for identifying particitpemts - 6
3. Development of = balanced program of supportive services in wiwr Title T funds | 4

are used only when other funds are not available

b Operation of a program in the nonpublic schools that is comparalife: to the | i ‘5‘
" publie school program

5, Training of principals, teachers, and aldes in evaluation procedures, test. o K
'interpretation, and data analysis |

f'; 6. Development of- improved needs assessment and evaluation procednres that include 2
o the nonpublic schools
7. Improvement of the dissemination of new Title I regulations and ‘program ] 2
objectives to school staff and parents | o
8 Improvement of public dissentnation of Title I goals and activitiea o 1
9 Development of procedures for identifying and disseminating effective ' §
instructional activities ,
10, Maintenance of comparability records in such 4 anner that they can be readily ‘ 12

reviewed

11, Deve‘lopment of better controls of TitleI,:.inventory o - o 3




Table 7. SEATapihwical Asgistance to LEA's During Fisesl Year 1975

No, of L“EA"S.
B. Program
-1, Maintenance of records on the diagmmad needs and prescribed Instructional 13
activities for eatk participant '
2 Deve'lupment 0% 2 mmtmential currienlm: 11
3 Strengthening o e continuity betwess the kindergarten program and the | 10
program-in the primary grades
&, Development‘ of 2zmthenatics componemr: | 0
© I3, Strengthening of the team approach tv imstruction by involving teachers and ' 4
- aldes in staff development and plannire:
o 5, Development of :classroom procedures that-ensure the most ffective utilization 1
of Title I afifes
1, Training:of afdes. to-enalide them to work. skillfully in the areas of reading | 6
and mathematics | | |
8. Inprovement in:the imyoivement of paremts in project development, implementation, 9
and ez luation.,
9, Bstablishment: of active parent advisory councils at each Title I school 10
10, Developmenr o a comstitufon and by-laws for each parent advisory council b
11, Developmen: =nd implememtmtion of @Efective home relnforcement activities for parents 12 -mre
35




III. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Cooperation with Other Community Agencies

The cooperation between LEA's ¥n Maryland snd other agercies relative to
Title I continued to increase during Fiscal Year I975. Generally, ‘the LEA's
received more services from health departments zad religious organizations
and, to a lesser degree, from civiic groups.

Table 8 provides a summary of the number of IFFA's reporting cooperation

with health, social service, cciwic, .and religious mgencies and ‘the services

obtained from them during Fiscal ®eer 1972, 1973, l974; and 1975. Local school

‘systems reporte;i obtaining more serwvices in 1975 cempared to 31974 Zn nine of

the 16 categories liisted.

Parent Involvement

Title I was amended on August 21, 1874, By P.1. 93-380 to inxluda a

ma.’]Oif‘ mew requirement uuder Sectiom 14l.(a) That each LFA es sth school~

level parent advisory vouncils in additfon to ti= districtwide comncil:

Sec. 1l41.(a) -A local educmtrional =semy may Tecedwes a fmant
under this title for anyfiscel mmar onky umm applicarimr
therefor approved by -the:apprmmitate Stefe mdmeationdl agenny,
upon its determination (consimtemt with:isuch temic criteria as
the Commissioner may establish)-—

(14) that the local educatiional-agenmcw:shall estabTiish.an
advisory council :for the emtireischool dfstrict and. chall extahlish
an: advisory council for @ack shool of such agmoey semvedibya
program or project -assisowed: vol—section IESE@)I(2)., eack o= which
advisory councils- )

(A) has as a majoriny of - tsmembers-merents:of PP chil-
dren to be: served,. .

(B) .is composedi:af members selecied by :the -parentzin
each school attendanre:sarea,. '

(C) has:been given: responsitélity by msach agency femnad-
vising it .in the plapminp for, mand iFhe: Fmplementation mmd
evaluation of, sochrprograms:zand projects, and.

(D) is:provided by-rsuch.agency, ifnaw@irdance with. regu-
lations of the Commiltzsdioner, with -asress:rtozappropriate
information concerniwme such - programs: andi:projects,

20
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During Fit;cai Year 1975, all 24 LEA's established advisory councils at
the participating schools. This was the most sig:rtificant area of increased
parent imvolvement, as indicated in the summary data for Fiscal Years 1971
through 1975 reported in Table 9. Table 10 gives a breakdown by LEA of this

same data.
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Table 8. Number of LEA's Reporting Cooperation
with Other Local and Community Agencies for
Fiscal Yearsl972, 1973, 1974, and 1975

Number of 1FA's Change

Agencies 1972 | 1973 | 1974 | 1975 1974-75
Health Department
. - Examinations for diagnosis of
: physical deficiencies 22 23 22 23 +1
; Immunization shots " 17 19 17 .19 +2
. Dental services 12 11 14 16 +2
\§ ' Medical and/or dental person- 4
e nel for the Title I program 15 15 - 18 18 --
\ Liaison services between home . '
i and school concerning health
: problems 17 21 22 21 _ -1
Department of Social Services
Confirmation of family welfare
status for coordination of
‘Title I services ' 20 16 17 15 -2
Medical and welfare assistance A
to Title I families 16 18 18 19 _ +1

Civic Groups

Community resource persons to
discuss current problems of ‘
Title I families 11 9 8 11 +3

Selected services such as pro-
vision of glasses to Title I
participants by charity )
clubs and organizations 20 20 21 19 ~2

Food and/or clothing, supplied
by charity organizations 18 20 21 21 -~

Dissemination services con-
cerning goals and operations
of Title 1 program | 13 11 10 12 . +2

Meeting places.for Title I ..
parents for socials or dis-
cussion sessions 8 7 9 10 S+l

Religious Organizations
Meeting places for socials or

planning sessions 5 1 7 7 -~
Food and/or clothing for '

Title I children 9 11 11 14 +3
Monetary contributions for food

or other emergency services 6 3 3 6 +3
Baby-sitting services to Title ] ‘

I families 2 2 2 2 --
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. Table 9, Summary of Parent Involvement Activities
during Fiscal Years 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975

Types of pctivitles Number of LEA's
Tnvolving Parents Reporting

1971 | 1972 1973 | 1974 | 1973
Classroon visits by parents 22 2% 24 ‘24 23
Progran planning conferences 16 21 B0 i9 |
Regularly schedﬁled school‘meetiﬁgs 16 17 B | 18 20
Individual school advisory committees 16 20 19 18 24
Social activities 16 14 17 18 16‘
Empldyment a8 aides in classroom 23 2l 2 22 23
Use as volunteer aides . VA Y 0 | 2 | A
Home visits by school personnel 18 2 20 18 18
Other 3 |0 | w | - | 1
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Table 10, Number of LEA's Réporfing Parent Invblvemeﬁt Activities during
| the Fiscal Year 1975 ESEA Title I Progran

Indi~ “Euploy- |- " Home N
Regus | vidual | | ment | Use |Visits Total
o Classroon | Program | larly | School | 86 Aldes| as | by Number of
~localUnit | Visits | Plamning | Scheduled | Advisory | Soctal in the | Vol- |School | | Activities |
. | by [Confer- | school |Comte |Activie| Class- unteer | Person~ | Other | Tnvolving
Perents | ence | Meetings | tees | ‘ties | rvoom | Afdes| mel | Parents
~Allegany X X X X X X | x 9
Anne Arundel X X X X X X X 9
‘Balto, City X X X X X X X 9
 Baltinore X X X X X X 6
-~ Calvert X X X X X X b
Caroline X X X b X X X 1
| Carroll X X X X X X X X X 9
Cecil X X X X X X X X 8
~Charles X X X X X X X X 8
Dorchester % X X X X X 6
| Frederick X X X X X X 7
| Garrett X X X X X X X X 8
- ‘Harford X X X X | X 5
- Howard X X X | X X X X 1
| Kent X x X X b
| Montgomery X X X X X X X 1
- Pr, George's X X % X X X X X X 9
“Queen Anne's X X X X X X x | .x X 9
| St. Mary's X X X X X S X ;
Somerset X X X x [ x X X X | 8
Talbot X X X X X X X 1
Vaghington X X X X X X X 8
Wicomico X X X % X 6
Vorcester X X X X 4




IV. PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND EVALUATION

Evaluation,and assessment are necessary components of any properly

'conceived4edacational program. Educators must evaluate the merits of their‘

1nstructional activities' that is, they must systematically assemble evidence

from tests and other assessment devices which will permit others to judge the ’

‘_'worth of their educational efforts.. As evaluation is the basis for improving
‘instruction this information and procedures for securing it must be the concern-‘
of parents, boards of education, state and federal offices, and legislators T
well as teachers, building administrators, and local central office staff

Evaluation is, according to federal regulations, a required component

of the Title I program. Using the appr0priate objective measures of educational‘i

"achievement, LEA's evaluate at least annually the effectiveness of their Title I';»~w
'programs in meeting the Special educational needs of their Title I children. |

In accord with federal regulations, each LEA is required to plan and
‘provide for an annual assessment of its TitlerI program.' The Title T cvaluation 7‘;
plan of each LEA is established in the Title I program application giving the .
schools an idea of what is expected with regard to“thekevaluation of the.program..vl
When the instructional activities of the program are completedb the results;of
the local evaluation are compiled and submitted each year to the Maryland State
Department of Education. The Department has develOped a standard evaluation
format to be used by LEA's in reporting ‘their end-of-program descriptive .
information.

lhis standard evaluation format requests specific Title I program
information such as the number of students involved, the grade span of
participants, objectives of the program, and pre- and post-test data for every

participant. Evaluators are asked to specify the degree to which objectives
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are reaéhed, what conclusions could be drawn, and what recommend#tibns they
have for modifications of future program activities as based cﬁ the current
year's evaluation data.

Although a standard repogting form is used for local Title I reporting,
no uniform evaluation design as such has been stipulated in every grade by
the State fof local use. LEA's have the option of cEposing the standardized
test instruments for use in theif T;tle I evaluation._ However, the State )
Eduéation Agency recommends that the LEA's use compéréble forms of standardized

test battery chosen for their program.

A. Project Objeéfives

For an evaluation to be effective on any level,- the ;eporting and
data collection must be directed toward the goals and objectives of the
program, Conclusions must be drawn in light of the desired outcomes of
the program.

As Title I provides special educa}ional services for children who
are significantly below grade level ih achievement, it is necessary to
identify those children eligible for the Iit;e I program. The use of a
standardized achievement test is required to determine educational
deprivation. However, the process does not end with the assessment of
educational deprivation but continues with the pfepafgtion of méaningful
instructional objectives to meet those assessed priority needs of
eéucationally deprived children. The preparation of adequate objectives
is an integral pgrt of the planning p:ocedures of each Title I program
in Maryland.' Theée objectives are derived from and reflect the needs
which the Title I activities are designed to alleviate. Thése goals
also complement the State reading goals. '

As part of the annual Title I program application form, and again
in the end-of-program annual evaluation report, each local education agency

is required to list its major program objectives in clear measurable terms,
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specifying the types and the amount of change to occur as the result

of Title T program activities. During Fiscal Year 1975, as iu pravious

)
fl

years, each LEA had the option of formulating its own spécific Title I
program QBjectives to meet the critical educational needs determined fo:"
the Title I children in that school system. Although specific objegtiveé’
varied somewhat, program objectives generall& feli into fhe broad a&eés
of improving basic academic ski11§~ih reading and mathématics;_iﬁﬁfoving -  @{

‘personal and social development,'and alléviating*thevphysical and health

deficiencies which tmpeded educational attainment.

The most frequently reported objectives for the ESEA Tiq}gwlﬂpggggépgw;;M@H

‘operating during Fiscal Year 1975 are listed as follows:

1. For the Summer Texrm 1974:

-To improve the scores for reading and
other communication skills one or two
months through an individualized
instructi;nal program.

~-To improve the kindergarten children's

reading readiness scores so that they

will have the skills necessary to

. sucéeed in reading.
participating children two months for>
the two months in the program.
2. Tor the ﬁegular School Term 1974—75;
~To improve rcading scores for par-
ticipating children one year
(10 months) during 10 months of

instruction.
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Ot |
~-To improve the kindergaiten chil-

dren's reading readiness scores so
that they will have the skills neces-
sary to succeed ih reading. k
-To imprdve the'ﬁathematics scores
for paftiCipatiné children one

~_year (10 months) during 10 months of

instruction.

~-To improve the self-image of the chil-~ "

dren so that they will have a stronger U .

feeling of personal worth and a feeling
| G

that they are persons who can learn and
can succeed in the school ;ituation.
~To improve the children's attitudé
toward school and reading and to
increase their motivation to learn.
~To improve the health and physical
deficienéies of the children in order

that their ability to succeed in the

school situation may be improved.

Objectives were written for other areas only when improvement i

arcas was considered a part of, or necessary for,, the development of basic

skiliﬁ.
o

B. Impact of ESEA Title I Programs

An anticipated average rate of growth of ohe year for a year of

instruction in the basic skill areas is the stagfwidc goal for Maryland

Title I participants. In many cascs, these children will make significantly
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mora_than the national expectancy of one yeﬁr'sagrmvth,per year:of
insér;ction; while o the ptber:hand, tne cultur#l, eéonémic; and
educatiqnél deprivatioﬁ!of children wiilfhamper eduéational growth
desﬁite the efforts made through'Titlg iito'overéome ﬁhose problems.
Grow;h on an average of one yearkdoés beédme sﬁbstanﬁial when one_’
considers the achievemént of the average economiéally and,édu?ationally
deprived.child prior to'the inténéive instrqctiQn:énd‘sérvices éro~‘ o
vided thrpugh Title I. | o :

Prior to Title I, tﬁg;g;gégésf'gain éxpeéted,of disadvantagediéhildren

was less than five months in one year (10 months) of school. Hdwevér,

cuzrentTy, sizablé propo=tions of Tirla'I childreniin.ﬂhryland arevééhigwing
at deasz eight months' growth. A smaller but still significant percentage
iswachieving at or above: the national norm of 10:month3f§erjyear.

Although a year's growth in achievemept is significant for the
educationally deprived child, it is anticipated that future instructiona1 
activities will be so structured under‘Titlé‘I as ta facilitate an avérage
growth of more than a year by Title I students in order that they might
begin to come closer to the norm of a;hievement in the 1a§er'é1ement;ry

grades,

Information«ébtained‘from the evaluation réports’submitted by the
LEA's inwﬁaryland brovides positive evidence concefning the success of
compensatory educational programs conducted during Fiscal Year 1975.

Some of the available information confirming the beneficial effects of

Title I programs in Maryland is summarized briefly in the following sections.

S AT
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- .participants. These data were derived from an ana1ys1s of . scores

L Public School Participants

Tst T
This section includes data tab1es which summarize the reading

'rmadineas and rendino comurehension results of the T1t1e I proaram

from the standardized tests administered by loca1 systems to the
Title I program children.'f“““
As yet, no single test has been mandated stateWide for the

testing of a11 Title I children a1though the Towa Test of Basic

‘Skills was used in theiMaryland Accountability program for testing
1n“a11 'schools at thesemd of grades three, five ‘'seven, ning and e1even

Thus, data on reaﬂlng presented for Title I. students represent @f

scores from the following standardized test 1nstruments
Gates ~ MacGInltie Reading Testy |
Towa Tests of Basic Skills Test:
Metropolitan Achievement Test
Peabody Picture'Vocabuiary Test
Pre-School Inventory
Stanford Achievement,Test
The most frequently used ‘test among these was the Metro-
politan Achievement Test, which was administered in kindergarten
through grade three by more than 50 percent of_the\LEA s. |
Table 11 provides an interpretive phrase describing the
post-test level of performance in reading readiness for the
. _ »
kindergarten children. Also, since the scores of the majority
of tests administered in kindergarten oonld not be’converted to
grade equivalent scores, the average Oor mean stanine 'score is
provided for this summary of recadiness scores.
Tables 12 through 14 provide by LEA the rate of growth in

reading per year (10 months) of instruction for children in

grades one through three. FEach of these tables also includes

30



“information‘on“the rumber ‘of children
k the;ﬁﬁnbér76f chiidrenzpre?tanotpost—testee;tthe'name
"of the test administered, and the'average'pre~ and:poSt~

test grade scotes of the Title T children.‘

The rate of growth which appears in’thesright-hand

column of each -0 these tables is obtained byﬂdivioing

the difference in. the grade equivalent scoresébyhthe’
Wnumber of monthS“of pa*ticipation in the Title. I programv
between testings. . For purposes of interpretation this growth '
rate derives its: Significance in determining program‘snccess

when it is compared. to the average rate of seven months for 10-

instructional months, which was'the preViously‘mentioned rate
cited ‘for disadvantaged children.

For example, Table 13 shows that in Anne Arundel County

the group of Title I children in grade two gained 10 months
_growth in reading comprehenSion for a year (10 months) of
instruction as determined by scores on the Metropolitan

Achievement Test, This rate of growth indieates that the

Title X program was successful for these .children when
compared to the rate of growth (five months) generally obtained
by disadvantaged children without such supplementary
v educational services{ In light of the fact that 99 percent
| of the Title 1 program participants arerepresented in the
Anne Arundel County test population for which results were
? L compiled, this rate of growth indicates a high level of

success for the program during Fiscal Year 1975.

Another aspect to note in reviewing data in Table i3 is

the range of growth rates and the mean statewide rate of

growth. The range was six to 12 months' growth per year
: ’ *

(10 months) in the catcgories of growth rates as~follows:
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10 or mora months foxr five: (22 percent) of the LEA's; :eight to

-~y

nive wontas for 14 (AL percent) =f the iEA's; and six to sevan

h

4

months for four (17 percent) of the LEA's, The meam.Statewide
rate of‘growth in reading comprehension for the seccxd grade
Title I youngsters was nine months for a 10 months imstructional
period. |

Test Data: Nompublic School Participants

buring Fiscal Year 1975, 15 LEA's provided Titks T
instructional services to nonpublic school childrem which repre-
sented an increase of two LEA's over last year. Of these 15
LEA's, g%ﬁg supplied standardized‘achievement data on the nonpublic
school Title I progrém participants, The data submitted by these
nine LEA's are summarized in Tables 15, 16, and 17.

As may be observed, some LEA's remwrted that children in
grades one, two, and three made good prugress of -eight: months

or more per year (10 mowmths) in reading achievement durinz . . «ww;w

Fiscal Year 1975.
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Table 11

Standardized Teet Results for Public School Participants
MtMFuwI%MIWSMMTRRIPmym.‘*

- Kindergarten;;heeding-Reanineee e

Number of

Post test

. % Stanine ScoreM 5, and.6 represent 4
* %k Yo standardized test adninistered to T
+No standardized test data provided. W

verage perfornance, .

Talbot 99 | 9} 9 PREP Readinesa | | 5
Washington 226 | 194| 19 | -Stenford Early- School Achievement b

| Wiconico 135 | - | 135 Metropolitan Readiness 5

f Vorcester . 130 e e SRR E R

itle I kindergarten children this year.

| ,Satisfactory ?i
1 Satisfactory‘)}
,Satisfactory :

Total ‘ SRR
| | Number of |  Pupils’ AL Hean: . Post-test |
Local Unit - Partici- | Tested | | ‘Teet“Administered,n O | (Stanine “Mean: . [
" | ‘pants in | Pre= fPoste | o | Bquive | Rating:
| Program test | test alent¥
| Allegany: TR R N RER R ko
| Amne. Arundel :_474 N ‘;h74{i ,Metronolitan Readiness Uy
”*‘,Baltimore City _4;256]- S B EN PR el e
| Baltimore 5% ‘442 4&2 "Gates MacGinitie Readiness e oy Satisfactor
| Calvert. B/ 1 8 jStanford Early School Achievement [ e
Caroline 95| My 775‘:*Stanford Early Sc‘ool Achievement ‘f‘H‘S‘a - | Satisfactory
Carroll 196 | | o= f e o SRR .-
Cecil N T IR P ;,.‘:
Charles 175 o O L EL7 I R
Dorchester 45 38| 38 | Pre-School Tnventory 5 | Satisfactory| .
“Prederick 123 | e | Cwk | el
Garrett 170 10 ‘Metropolitan . Primer b f“gSatisfactoryr
Harford 286 - | 171 | Yetropolitan' Readiness b | satisfactory
“Howard 120 | 119 | Metropolitan. Readiness - ) “f‘”Satiefactoryf
Kent 53 - 5 Metropolitan Readiness ‘ g 56*_;“g;Satisfactory-
| “Montgomery 353 353 | 353 Peabody Picture Vocabulary 5 ‘Satisfactery,;
‘Prince George's | 1029 816 | 816 | School Readiness Test 4 Satisfactory|
Queen Amne's 90 | 4| 43 Metropolitan Readiness - 5 | Satisfactory|
_St. Mary's 208 | 195 | Stanford Barly School Achievement 4| Satisfactory 3
“Soderset. 69 64| 66 ‘:Pre-School Inventory | - 5 "Satisfactory-f




Table 12, Standardized Test Results for Public l‘sehool-‘P‘artieipants
in the Fiscal Year 1975 ESEA Title I Program:

Grade 1, Reading Comprehensioo

Number of

| Post~Test Grade

Total o
E Number of | Pupils . Test Equivalent Mean | Rate of
-Local Unit | Partici~| Tested Administered 1 Grouth Per
pants in | Pre~| Post~ | o Post« (Stanine* Year
Program | test |test “test |Rquivalent| (10 Mos.) |
163 163 | 163 |Metropolitan Achievement Test | L7 -3 . | ~ 10
A 620 | 620 | 620 |Metropolitan Achievement Test L5l 4 10
altinore City | 5,152 - 3 221 B,221 |cognitive abilities Test K N e
altinore 624 | 622 | 622 |Gates MacGinitie a0 4 10
alvert 104 i 104 | 104 Iowa Tests of Basic Skills | L60| 4 10
88 | 74 T4 Metropolitan Achievement Test Ll 5 10
325 | 302|302 {Gates MacGinitie ] Le0| 4 | %g
376 376 | 376 |Metropolitam Achievement Test. | 1,70 5 ‘
235 167 | 221 . |Metropolitan Achievement Test 1,60 4 10
172 | 126| 126 |Metropolitan Readiness LU I 10
223 -== | 190 |Metropolitan Achievement Test = | 1.50 | 4 +
134 134 | 134 |Metropolitan Achievement Test 1,70 5 10 -
294 wee | 293 |Metropolitan Achievement Test = | 1,70 | 5 o+
205 135 135 |Metropolitan Achievement Test 1,60 b 10
99 28 98 -|Metropolitan Achievement Test 1.70 5 10
ontgomery 416 '416 - 416 |Stanford Early School Achievement| 1,60 | - 5 10
rince George's | 1,378  [L,071 [,071 |Metropolitan Achievement Test L60 | 4 10
ueen Ame's 90 | 90| 86 |Metropolitan Reddiness Test L 10
. Mary's 239 | 237 | 237 |Stanford Barly School Achievement| 1,50 | 4 o9
omerset 108 | 95| 107 |Metropolitan Readiness L 10
‘a1bot 108 | 01| 101 |Stanford Early School Achievement| 1,60 | 3 1
lashington 242 | 117 117 |Stanford Early School Achievement | 1,50 | - 4 10 -
iconico " 169 153 | 153 |Metropolitan Achievement Test | 1,80 | = 3 10
orcester 164 59| 59 ‘| Metropolitan Achievement Test 1,98 § 10

“* Stanine scores 4, 3, and 6 represent average: performance.\g_‘ i

%k Yo grade equivalent score for post-test,
* 4 No standardized pre-test data provided, - |
+ No grade equivalent score conversion or growth rate interpretation for results from test ueed
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Table 13, Standardized Test Results for. Public School Participants
{n the Fiscal Year 1975 ESEA Title I Program

Grade 2, Reading Comprehension
- Total Number y ~ Grade | Rate of
| Humber of [ of Pupils - Test Tquivalent | Growth
Local Unit Partici= | in Sample  Administered Mean - | Per Year
| pants in S| o Lo (10 Mos, )
Propram | Pre -test| Post-tes Pre =test Post-test N
- Allegany . 15 - 155 155 | Metropolitan L, 50 | 2,30 8
Anne Arundel 780 770 | 771 Metropolitan o] LAE o220 | 10
Baltimore City. | 5,567 3,767 | 3,767 Cognitive Abilities: Test - . K3
‘Baltimore 610 610 | 610 | Gates MacGinitie - | L.60. | 2,20 | 8 ..
Calvert .. . 135 126 126 | Towa Tests of Basic Skills LS | Le |- 8
Caroline % | 18 8 Metropolitan | L0 [ 2,30 8
Carroll 366 3% | 334 | Gates MacGinitie L35 | 2,3 9
Cecil 309 | 309 309 | Metropolitan L5 | 2,30 9. "
Charles 280 247 247 | Metropolitan 160 | 2,30 8
| Dorchestaf. 85 1 71 | Stanford 1,50 | 2,00 b
Frederick' 185 129 129 | Metropolitan 150 | 2,30 9
Garrett 133 119 119 | Metropolitan L0 | 2,30 9
Harford 372 199 199 | Metropolitan L70 | 2,50 9
Howard 213 192 192 | Metropolitan L80 | 2,40 12
Kent | 79 31 | 31 | Metropolitan 1,60 | 2,60 11
Montgomery 438|438 438 | Stanford L0 | 220 | 12
Prince George's | 1,242  [1,046 | 1,046 | Metropolitan L50 | 2,10 | ™8
| Queen Anne's ) 78, 78 | Metropolitan 170 | 2,30 8
St Mary's 239 | 209 | 209 |Stamford L6 | 2,00 | 7
Somerset 92 81 | 81 | Metropolitan - 1.66 | 2,60 | 12
Talbot 102 % | % | Stanford 10 2,50 6
| Washington L)) 243 | 243 | Towa Tests of Basic Skills 1,60 | 2,20 |
icomco 165 b 41 | Metropolitan - | 1,65 | 243 9
Worcester 180 | 10 | 170 | Metropolitan L6 | a0 | 9

P ‘l*~*No grade equivalent scqreicohversionsffdr‘breefdfqugfltest?resﬁltg."w”lf
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Table 14, Standardized Test Results for Public School Participants
in the Plscal Year 1975 ESEA Title I Program:

i : Grade 3, Rea‘ding Comprehension

Total - Number | . | Grade Rate of

; Number of | of Pupils Testt | Rquivaleut Growth
local Unit Partici~ | - in Sample Administered o Mean' Per Year
2 pantg in - I | (10 Mos.)
Program | Prestest|Postetest | Pre-teet Post~test
: o Allegany 135 135 | 135 | Towa Tests of Basic Skills| 2.20 | 290 (. 8§
Aune Arundel 691 681 681 | Metropolitan L8 [ 2,60 9
s - | Baltimore City | 5,923  |4,275 | 4,215 | Towa Tests of Basic Ski1ls| o L60 *
S| Baltimore 563 526 526 | Iowa Tests of Basic Skills| 2,10 | 2,90 | 9
Calvert 136 136 | 136 | Towa Tests of Basic Skills| 190 | 2,37 | 13
8 Caroline 108 % 98 | Metropolitan 1230 291 8
Carroll 281 265 265 | Gates MacGinitie L9% | 2,64 §
| ceedl 300 300 300 | Metropolitan 10 ) 2. 7
! Charles 285 262 262 | Metropolitan. 2,10 | 2,80 8
: Dorchesjpr 140 81 81 | Iowa Tests of Basic Skills| 1.92 | 2,5 9
8 Prederick 135 | 8 | 82 | lova Tests of Basic skills| 181 | 260 | 9
- Garrett - 160 151 151 | Metropolitan 2,10 | 2,80 8
5 Harford 3% 197 197 *| Metropolitan - L 240|310 8
l | Howard - 0 | - - . Lo . -
Rent 7 | & 42 | Metropolitan 230 30| u
| Montgomery 435 435 | 435 | Stanford . 2,10 | 2,64 9
Prince George's | 1,337 885 885 | Iowa Tests of Baaic Skills L9 0,61 9 ]
Queen Amne's | 98 | % | % | Metropolitan . | 2,10 | 2,60 YA
St. Mary's 260 220 200 | Stanford =~ L0 240 8 |
Somerset 89 59 59 | Metropolitan | 230 3,231 12
Talbot 0 - e - L . ‘
Washington 213 223 213 | Towa Tests of Basic Skills| 2,00 | 2,80 9 :
| Wicomico 161 4 | 41 | Metropolitan - L0 50| 7
| orcester |10 | 18| 18| Toua Tescs of Beste Skinle| 235 | 291 | 8 |
| ‘ *No grade equivalent score conversion for pre-test results. O
E .08




Table 13, Standardized Test Results for Nonpublic School Participants
in the Fiecal Year 1975--ESEA Title T Program:

Grade 1, Reading Comprehension

Total | . Number - - Grade | Rate of
Number of |  of Pupils Test Rquivalent | -Growth
local Unit Partici= | in Sample Adninistered MHean - Per Year
' pantsdn| - | B | (10 Yos.)
Program |Pre-test| Post«test ‘|Pre-test] Posttest| -
Allegany T 13 13| Metropolitan AL B R R S (1)
Aone Arundel | 18 | 18 | 18 | Metropolitan B I B 10
Baltimore City ) i I Sl w
Baltimore 80 38 38 | Gates MacGinitie 9 LT |10 | oo
Calvert 9 - o B " Y IR I T
Caroline 0 - - . ) R
Carroll 1 - - - SRR L |
W | Cecil 9 9 9 | Metropolitan g1 1.8 1
Charles 22 12 12 | Metropolitan 81 1.6 10
Dorchester - 0 - - . - " )
Frederick 19 . 17 | Metropolitan A 1.8 ¥
Garrett 0 . - - " " -
Harford T - - - ) ol
Howard b - - - - " ok
Kent 0 . - N - - i
| Montgomery 0 . . o - ) i
 Prince George's 74 65 65 | Metropolitan 8 18 | 12
Queen Amne's 0" . - ) ) i
St, Mary's 39 . " . " X Ly
Somerset - 0 . " " ) " -
Talbot 2 | - - . o R
Washington - 1 . . - - T
. wrcomico_ 0 . - g : )

L o do standardized test data provided.

*Post test results supplied only in grade equivalent score.
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Table 16, Standardized Test Results for Nonpublic School Participants
in the Fiscal Vear 1975~ESEA Titie I Program:

Total

Grade 21':;R?adiﬂs:vComprehénsion o

Grade

Rate oF

. Number ST
| Number of | of Pupils Test Rquivalent | Growth
local Unit Partici- | {n Sample ~ Adninistered ~ Nean Per Year |
pants in : K (10 Yos.) |
Program |Pre-test|Post~test Pre~test| Post-test \
| Allegany 1 - . . . - ¥
Anne Arundel 34 33 1 33 | Metropolitan 24 | 3.2 1l
Baltimore City 312 . . . - - ¥
Baltimore 75 7 71 | Gates-MacGinitie LS 22 9
Calvert 1 - . . | R
Caroline 0 - . . . - -
Carroll 2 - “w ‘ - - ¥
Cect] 9 9 9 | Metropolitan 1,7 2.8 | 11
Charles 19 5 5 | Metropolitan 1.8 2.3 5
‘DOtcheiﬁer 0 - - - . . -
Frederick 12 9 9 | Metropolitan 1.6 2.1 5
Garrett 0 - . - - . .
Harford 6 . . - . - ¥
Howard . 3 - - . - - *
Kent 0 - - . - . -
Montgomery 0 - . . . - .
Prince George's 83 80 80 | Metropolitan L8 | 28 10
Queen Anne's 0 - AN . i .
St. Mary's 28 29 29 | ‘Stanford 1.8 2.3 8
‘Somerset | 0 - - . - - ‘
Talbot 0 |- - . - - kL
Washington 2 - - - . - a
| Wemico {0 | - - - - - -

" m;mh L

T l{f ‘Mo standardized test date provided,




Table 17, Standendized Test Results for Nonpublic School Participants
‘in the Fiscal Year 1975<ESEA Title I Program:

Grade 3, Reading Comprehension

Total - |  Number . \ ‘ Grade Rate of
- Mumber of |  of Pupils’ . Test Rquivalent | Growth
Local Unit Partici= |  in Sample - ~ Administered - Mean- Per Year
pants in ‘ S e S (10 Mos.)
Program | Pre~testPost-test Pre~tegtPost-Lest ;
Allegany 14 8 " 8 | Iowa Tests of Basic Skills| 2.6 | 3.2 T
Anne Arundel 27 A 27 | Metropolitan | 3.2 | 34 3
Baltimore City 284 - - .- SR R SR 20
Baltimore 70 57 57 | Gates-NacGinitie 2.2 0l 6
Calvert 10 - - - . - ¥
~Caroline 0 . - - - . -

| Carroll 0 . oo - - -

"W Cecll 12 12 12 | Metropolitan 2.3 3.1 8
Charles 2 1 7 | Metropolitan 2.5 3.3 10
Dorchestpy- 0 - - - - . -
Frederick 21 - - - - - %
Garrett 0 . . - - - -
Harford 3 . - - . - *

| Howard 0 - - . - .

| Rent 0 . : : - - -

' Montgomery 0 - - - . - -
Prince George's | 74 64 64 | Metropolitan 2.3 | 2.9 g
Queen Amne's 0 | - - . - - -

St, Mary's 23 23 23 | Stanford 21 LS 7
Somerset 0 - - - - - -
Talbot 0 - - - - - .
Washington 7 5 | - 5| lova Tests of Basic Skills| 3.1 3.6 b -

Hicomico | 0 - - - DR -

ol Worcester .. | ... 00| .= -

0 ed test data provided, S
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