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FOREWORD

The objective of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, Title I, is to provide special education programs for the
most educationally disadventaged children in school attendance arees
of greatest concentration of low~income families. Local education
agencies have developed and implemented programs on the premise
that these programs were of sufficient size, scope, and quality to
give reasonable promise of substantial progress toward overcoming
educational handicaps. To determine progress, we rely upon evaluation,
an important part of the process of education. Through evaluation,
pupils strengths and weaknesses are diagnosed, educational practices
are examined and plans are developed to more effectively meet our
cbjectives.,

This report is a summary of the progrecrs being made in the
development and implementation of programs for the educationally
di;advantaged being offered by the Wisconsin schools during the
1965-66 school year. The contents may be used to advantage by schools
participating in these progrems as well as those who are planning to
participate in the fubure. We are forwerding this report in an
effort to share ideas with you. It is my hope that every person who
is involved in the development or operation of these programs will
£ind information that can be used in an effort to fulfill his

responsibility to the educetionally disadvantaged.

L ARLRE_

William C. Kshl
Superintendent of Public Instruction
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PREFACE

This report was prepored for the USOE under legislative requirement
and follows the format prescrived by that office, While certain
gsections may not be clear to the reader due to the presumption within
the report that the reader is familiar with the formal, it is felt
that the most pertinent information is clear to the lay reader.

This report is based on 97 percent of all Title I, ¥.S.E.A., projzcts

in Wisconsin. While all projects, or 100 percent, were ultimately
evaluated, theose not meeting the deadline for filing the ANNUAL RVALUATTOR
REPORT were not included in this analysis.

Unless otherwise specified, all dats in Parts I, 11, and IIT, emanate
from 543 project evaluations completed by LEAs, following the format

specified by the SEA. 'This fimure represents 90 percent of all
projects.

Non~operational projects, or those which did make fiscal expenditures
but whieh were not able to become operatlional and actually serve
children, are evaluated as Part IV of this report.

Part 1, Identx_y;ﬂg Information, perhaps can be clarified by defining’
"dupllcated and "unduplicated” counts. Unduplicated count represents
Yactual children" while duplicated count, or total number of Title I

participants is not a "head count." mham is, one child may he

participating in a reading project and a separate health project.

In the unduplicated count, Item A. 1.2., such a child would be counted

as one. On Table II, such a child would be counted as two.

Questions regarding Items ¢ - 11 are apparent for the tables indicated.

Milwaukee's projects are evaluated in a separate section because of
the magnitude of the city's population and Title I allocation. It was
felt that inclusion of a major city within the total state report
vould add such disproportionate numbers of children, appropriations,
staff, ete., to the total report that data would be unrealistically
skewed. Further, in considering areas of questioning where no
weighting was given, (e.z., Was persomnnel a problem? Yes? No%)
Milwaukee's problems would be given equal weighting with the smallest
school district in Wisconsin. While the problem of weighting and
ranking remains in any state-wide analysis, the special treatment of

Milvaukee does- provide less distortion of the parameters than might
otherwise be the case.

The discrepancy between the tobal number of projects approved im
Wisconsin and the total number analyzed for evaluation purposes is
explained in that projects received after the deadline for reporting,
while evaluated on an individual basis, were not included in &nv “@rm&l

* rep@r@ ]

Because of the special nature of ihe state schools and institutions
funded in the program, they, too, were excluded from this report.
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Appendices are not included in the report as in most cases the LEA
has received them previocusly, or they are somevhat irrelevant to
local interests. However, all appendices are available upon
request from the Title I office.

As & technical consideration, it should be nocted that unless
otherwise specified, the computational and rounding errors are less

than one-~half of one percent. All percentages are rounded to the
nearest unit.

Major responsibility for preparation of the state report was
assuned by Ann D. Clark, Supervisor, Research and Evaluation,
Title I, Division of Instructional Services, Department of Publie
Instruction.

WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
DIVISION OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

Kouoert C. Van Raalte, Assistant Superintendent

Russell C. Mosely, Coordinator
Federal Instructional Programs

Frank N. Brown, Administrator, Title 1
Elementary and Secondary Education Act

AUBREVIATTIONS USED IN THE BODY OF THIS REPORT

ESEA - Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 196 .
Fubliec Lew 89-10.

SEA - State Education Agency. In Wisconsin, the Department of
Public Instructions Division of Imstructional Services,
Title I Office, 137 East Wilson Street, Medison, Wisconsin
' 53703

LEA - Local Educationeal Agency.
CAL, CAP - Community Action Agency, Commuity Action Program. -
The specific reference is to the programs under the direction

of the Office of Economic Opportunity.

CESA - Cooperstive Educational Service Agency. Nineteen such
regional agencies are established in Wisconsin.
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PART I: IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME: Ann D. Clark
POSITION: Supervisor, Research and Evaluation, Title I, E.S.F.A.
STATE: Wisconsin

PART II: SHORT ANSWER SECTION

Part A: Program Develorment and Description

L.

2,

3.

5e

T
8.
9.
10.

Unduplicated count of publie school children
involved in program.

Unduplicated count of non-public children
participating.

Bumber of projects ser@ing an area within an
approved CAP.

Total amount of money approved for LEAs with an
approved CAP,

How many projects providéd services for non-
publie children on the following bases:

'Dual enrolliment during regular school day.

.Other Bases.

See Table 8,, Part II, Item e.

See Table S., Part II, Item e,

'See Table 8., Part II, Item e.

See Teble S., Part II, Item e,
See Table 8., Part II, Item e.

See Pert II, Item II, Table I,

61,552

12,923

56

Not available
at this time +

None in Wisconsin
See Appendix XIV
for projects with
"Shared Time"

Refer to Table S




PART II : . : .
This table refers to the evaluation design, or how an LEA
Item 11. expected to show progress, academic or otherwise. Choices

: were previously delineated ia the original federal guidelines.

Table 1
“Evalustion . . Total
Sample  Percent % Humber
‘ .. ‘of st et - of
Bvalustion Design __Projects Total Projects }
(1) Two group experimental design
using the project group and &
conveniently available non-proaect : ‘ ' .
group as the comtrol. . .7 .. b e3R8 15
(2) One group design using a pretest'aﬁd RIS R PR e
: posttest on the gmngect:group to - R R
compare observed gains or losses N L
with expected gamus. 200 3T 220
(3) One grouvp design using pietest andlor i p e
‘§ -~ posttest scores on the project group
to compare observed performamee ~ U Ut T
1 - with loeal, state, or mational - . .. .- - TaiELT VLT
‘ groups. 12 21 123
Kb4) . One group design u31ng test dsta on
- the 'prolect group to compare observed
performance with expected performance
based upon data for past years in the '
. projeet school. 18 3 .20
hs) One group design using test data on
the project group, but no romparison :
data. 102 19 112
ks) Othe , 81 16 96 +32
f?) Unknowa 6 Tex 25

In the “Other“ category, the most frequent explanation was thet a.combination
of designs was used. For example, a cultural enrichment’ project might have
used a standardized achievement test in design. (3), hut mey héve slsc used

a locally devised questionnaire falling into design categcry (5)9 with the
result that the LEA chose the classification, "Other®, ' =

A few projects indicated sn evaluation "design" -was beyond thexr capabilities,
or that. they did not understand the categories. o

The™inknown” cebtegory represents those projects received too late to be
included in this enalysis, or which provided undecipherable answers.

The "+32" of the "Other" category refers to non-operational projects
included in = separate analysis.
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PART III:

1.

OPERATION AND SERVICES:

In a few paragraphs, indicate the Lypes of services thwt Zhe
itwte Educational Agency has provided to Local Educational
gencies.

(This question is more thoroughly answered in the report
Deseription of Program Organization and Administration, filed

“September 26, with the Division of Program Operations, John

F. Hughes, Director; Appendix I of this report.)

* Continmum of Service

The SEA in Wisconsin has provided a wide range of services to
LEAs. The most immediate service was one of consultaticn prior
to project application. This included onu~to-one conferences
with supervisors and administrators, as well as visits to schools
for consultation with total staffs. Assistance in project
application was provided by the SEA staff of supervisors whe

also gpproved projects and subsequently provided supervision,

as well as continuing special consultation. Evaluetion assistance
wag provided along the same continuum, '

Regionat Meetings

A series of regional evaluation meetings was . provided in the
Tirst year of Title I, as well as meetings on a 19 region
cooperatisie educetional agency basis. Dutailed description

of these meetings is described in Appendix I, page 8. Special
publicatione were available to the schools through the SEA.
(Appendix II ) Other general assistance was provided through the
Department of Publie Instruction, in additior to the Title I
gtaff, Appendix I, p. 7-9. . .

Tnstitutions of tigher Learning

The SEA encouraged cooperstive use of the universities and
colleges in Wisconsin; and the University of Wisconsin BExtension
Service provided gcpecial assistance, further described in
Appendix III.
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Advisory Board

The SEA has appointed an Advisory Board of representatives
from various LEA interest groups. This Board and its individual
members have been available t~ consult with both LEAs =nd SEAs.

Gee Appendix IV.)
2. DISSEMINATION:
(a) Descnibe how Local projects are disseminating data--
{1} To other Local agencies

LEAs are not currently disseminating "deta", using
the term in its precise definition, to other TEAS,
except by special request. LEAS are sharing materials
which have been found useful in in-service meetinge
and are exchanging ideas at conferences and mectings.
Several LEAs plan to publish the results of their
projects in educational journals, however, It is
planned that the articles will then be disseminated

through the SEA.
{2} To the State Agency

Data is reported to the SEA through the project application
and ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT, Appendix V.

(b) Descnibe State plans and wwangements fon disseminating
information on promising educational practices.

The SEA has disseminated 2 series of publications to

LEAs (Appendix II) and is currently preparing a publicevion
of locally devised evalustion instruments. SEA has partic-
ipated with several institutions of higher education and
federally funded projects in developing publications. The
SEA has held four regional conferences for dissemination
of information arising from the National Conference on
Education of the Disadvantaged, as well as from LEAs.

The proceedings of these conferences are also being
disseminated in mimeographed form. Also, tape recordings of
the meetings are available from the SEA.

3. EVALUATION:

la) Descrnibe assistance yowr sdate has provided to Loeal agencies
dor evaluation.

See Appendix 1, page 8, b., plus Appendix VI.

{b) List ihe names and Ltitles of all stfate personnel {nvolved in
providing evatfuation assisiance. :

See Appendix I, page 5, Ann Clark.




le}) List the names, tithes, and institutions or agencies of atll
wnﬁet% 4involved in providing evaluation asdistance

At the present time, no consultants are providing evaluation
assistance to the SEA. However, consultants were utilized

in evaluation conferences. (See Anvendices I and VI) At the
local level agencies have utilized assistance from institutions
of higher education. Approximetely 172 projects, or about

27 percent, report a direct connection with an institution

of higher education in Wisconsin. In some instances in-service
speekers have been obtained outside of the state. No contracts
have been issued to private evaluation sgencies, to the
knowledge of the SEA.

(d} Evaluation desdign.

Refer to Table 1.

F b e o et et b e o

R e

o

L



A SO

h, MAJOR PROBLEM AREAS

(a) Under éach o4 the §olRowing 'categald.u',‘ ducmifié the mafor -
problems encountered by yourn State in adminisiening the
Title .1 program: o

[1) Reviewing Proposals

While many of the concerns to be listed within these

four areas of major problems have now been solved, or
somewhat resolved, after the first year's operation of
Title I, they are listed here in order to give a total
‘pigture of the first year of operation, and perhaps to
provide information for pre-planning in other innovative
programs being considered for establishment, so that

the same difficulties might be avoided, rather than faced
as problems. o

Lack 04§ Time gon Planning

Perhaps the tritest and yet most hampering of all the
prob.iem areas within Title I was that the law was passed
with such haste that few states or schools, if any,

were ready to sccept and operationalize its potential.
Only 1 percent cof projJects in Wisconsin were able to
begin in the fall semester of the first year funds
became available. This situation must be constantly

kept in mind wiile reviewing other problem areas.

For example, s:aff lacks might not have been so glaring
if more time fo: planning hed been available. )
Similarly, pro.lems involving the ambiguity of guidelines
might have bee1 solved before reaching the field, if more
planning time ad been available.

Delay, in Grants

The delays in determination of basic SEA grant provided
further obstacles to state and loeal operation in the
early stages of Title I. The lack of policy from

the USOE as to procedures prior to allocation of :
funds provided more confusion at all levels. Further :
delays accrued when it became necessary for the ’
StA administrator to review each project to be
approved. (Again; lack of staff and previously re=-
ferred to problems is relevant here.) As is
discussed in the Section, Part IV: NON~OPERATTONAL
PROJECTS, some LEAs viewed these delays as the
reasop their projects &id not become overationsal.

R e &
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Lack of Stagf

The lack of staff, and/or lack of trained staff, at
both the state and federal levels seemed to be a major

- obatacle to early operation. There was no "degree"

available for administering federal programs for the
disadvanteged. Few people were identified as
knowledgeable in the area. As a result, very little
leadership wes evailable at either state or federal
levels. Snap Judgments were made of necessity, but

the quickness of Jjudgment was not necessarily the
problem-~yather snap judgments based or almost total
inexperience led to serious complications at the local
level. Few persons in federal and state administrative
positions chose or were able to make clear-cut decisions
as to policy affecting programs or guidelines for
operative aspects within programs.

. Guidelines

The lack of guidelines prior to the avnilability of
funds, and the lack of clear-cut guidelines -sre twp of
the most criticized areas within the Title I program.
Where areas of ambiguity existed in the guidelines,
problems immediately arose. Where state policies
differed from federal policies, conflicts arose.

While this is not to imply thet any program ever is
without difficulty in this sphere, it is felt that
guidelines must of necessity be "field-tested" and
developed prior to adoption for operation programs.

CLerical Vetail

The amount of professional time necessarily devoted
%0 details such as checking of budget figures,
completion of all forms, ete., was a frustrating
obstacle in the period of early operation. Supervisors
charged to reviev programe found themselves forced to
check fiscal matters, advise on evaluation procedures,
and even suggest routes for hiring personnel. While
this problem was viewed as hampering at the time,

it vas necessarily handled in order to facilitate
operational projects. It did serve as s learning
experience, enabling the professional staff to know
more exactly what its secretarial, clerical, and
accounting nesds would be for Fiscal Year 1067.

¢ elanl
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Regional Office

The uncertainty of the SEA and the USOE as to the role
of the regional office in line/staff organization,
provision of service to the SEA, decision-making, o
and similar activities has posed an aree of questioning,

if not a problem of major concern.

Communiecalion

It is felt that there is e lack of adequate two-way
communication between federal, state, and local agencies
on the application forms, nolicies, and procedures. The
information on the forms is not adequate, we believe,

for providing the reslity of project operation.

Realizing that it may not be practical to revise the
forms each year, it does seem reasonable to recommend
that a constant review of the project application forms
be made especially during the early years of the program.
Such a review and recommendation have been made by Title I
personnel in Wisconsin. This study was made with the
best interests of the program in mind and with a hope

of favorable consideration by the USOE.

] ke ke na e
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Operation and Service
Relations to Other State Agencies

The SEA has meintained extremely good working
relationships with the O0ffice of Economic Opportunity
as noted in a scparste section titled "Coordination of
Title I and Comunity Action Programs.”" This can be

“attributed in large measure to the cooperative efforts

at the administrative ievel.

A vorking relstionship has been maintained in Wiscomsin
for mauy years between the Wisconsin Welfare Department
and the Department of Public Instruction at various
levels and in connection with various activities., This
cooperation has increased as a result of the involvement
of the Division of Mental Hygiene in P.L. 89-313.

The Governor's Comnittee on Coordination of Federal

Aid Administration maintains an interest in all

Federal aid programs opereting in Wisconsin. It secks

to inform other agencies and is in a position to inform
the public through its compilation and limited publication
of description of the various programs that can and are
receiving federal funds.

Wisconsin has a very active Board of Public Health. Some
of the health services being funded under E.S.E.A.,

Title I have caused some concern on the part of the Board
in view of their great 1nterest ln the health problens

of the state. '

State Depaitmental and
0§4ice Procedure Precedents

Lack of staff has become & foregone conclusion in any
statement of problems relative to Title I. Stenographic
staff is particularly a problem, in that the need for
such assistance in this particular federal program is
much higher than in most state programs, due to the
additional burden of loecal and federal agencies to
report to, as well as constant communiecation with
interested agencies within the department, the more
involved applieation procedures, higher volume of
mail, ete. A survey of secrebarial time involved in
the processing of one project spplication, that is,
checking to see that 2ll the pages are in, checking
computation, cheecking for signatures, etec., involves
an average of one hour per project. This is time spent
before any professional staff sees the project. If
correspondence is necessary, for example, the average
hour may be expanded to include receipt of the
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correspondence, a duplication of the checking process,
and, hopefully, filing and referral to the supervisor
at that point. The ratio of secretaries to supervisors
could be considered to be as high as 1 3/h4 to 1. 1t is
anticipated, however, that much of this problem can be
resolved with the establishment of a 1 to 1 ratioc.

This problem is being given careful consideration and
corrective action is anticipated.

Similarly, the need for conferences with several
representatives from individual school districts in
the Title I office with supervisors requires some
restricted, at least, even if not entirely private and
separate, office space.

While private or semi-private offices may be desirable
for improved efficiency, it is recognized that Title 1
personnel are part of the Department of Public
Instruction and are subject to the policies and pro-
cedures governing the department, With the policies
and procedures of the department being reviewed
constantly, it is anticipated that everything possible
will be done to improve the efficiency of this program.

Another departmental policy has been to place the main
basis for evaluation of on-going programs primarily

on field visits and supervisory reports as a means of
communicating with local educational agencies. These
reports have also been utilized administratively to
maintsin a working knowledge of the supervisors' areas
of emphasis and visitations, Although there is a desire
to have the department operate as a unit, there is a
recognition that differences do exist among programs and
that variations in administration may be necessary

for most effective operation.

Title I has evaluation of program content and effectiveness
"built-in." Much of the information included in the
project description filed with the application and the
annual evaluation requirement constitute & substantial
part of the total evaluation procedure. While this process
varies somewhat in degree from that of what might be

called "regular" supervision, there is gimilarity. 1n both
instances, data presented in written form as well as field
observations, conferences, ete., are part of the tobal
evaluation precess. The degree of difference is bweing
explored. Changes, if any are to be made, will depend on
the results of a study which will be coneluded after

. observation under normal operating conditions. One major

aspect of a normal operation involves that of informing

the LEA of its basic grant prior to the beginning of

a fiscal year. If LEAs have an opportunity to plan projects
and the SEA has the opportunity to spprove them prior to the
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start of a school year, such a plan will have
implications for the evaluation of the present
operation of SEA, Title I staff. In view of the

fact that a number of factors, as stated in this report,
have hindered the opuration to date, it is difficult
after such a short period of operaticn to determine
what effect precedents for SEA operation will have upon
the functions to be performed by the Title I staff

The SEA Assistant Superintendent who heads up the

Division of Instructional Services which includes Title I
is kept informed relative to the operation of this program.
This interest and close cooperation is maintained

not only for the purpose of keeping informed but with

the idea of making changes which will improve the operation
of the program.

Baseline fon Adnindsirative Cosits

While administrative costs during the first year of
Title I operation were adequate for operation of the
program at an appropriate level, no guarantees or minimums
for state administrative costs were incorporated into
legislation. As a result, Wisconsin finds itself in the
position of facing reduced allocations, but being
committed to the existing staff, and considers the
existing staff minimal for continuing operation. This
probler will be more thoroughly covered in the 19v6-67
evaluation report, but is one which should be considered
immediately.

Inpact

Few state departments or local school districts were

in a position to c@n@eptualize the magnitude and impact

of the Title I program and its role in the school. Few
agencies were able to radically change programs or
existing organizational procedures. TFew apencies were

in a position to realize the opportunities for

ubilizing Title I as. g model of federal-state cc@rdinatlgn
within an educational department. TFew agencies were

eble to coordinate fiscal functions, data processing
procedures, and peneral supervisory functions, let alone
visualize radical reorganization possible under the
flexible administrative structure of Title I. Perhaps

the major problem of the impact of Title 1 is that in many
cases its impact has been to enforce stereotypes, and

it hes succeeded in only a minority of cases of enforcing
true innovation in educational agencies,

(3
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Financial

The finsncial problems involving Title I projects can
be placed in three categories:

a. The tendeney to request more meney than needed for

the quarter. {In all fairness, however, the inability

of companies to fill orders was partly responsible
for LEAs not spending as much during a given periocd
as anticipatad.)

b. Placing of proposed expenditures in the proper line
items. (For example, there was much confusion
regarding supplies, instructional msterials, and
equipment. )

¢. Generally inadequete record keepiag included:
& misunderstanding of procedures for ligquidating,
confusing vasic grant with approved amount of
preject, desire to transfer money from one project
%o another without proper consent, fallure to
keep reports in proper sequence, and lack of
understanding relative to making corrections.

While the above problems have been a nuisance, they are
not a3 gerious as one might expeect. Through constant
review of the reporting procedures and a much closer
observation of 2ll sccounting procedures, many of

the above problems begen to diseppesr near the end of
Fiscal Year 1965-566,

It should be pointed out thet delays of one kind or
another alse have & marked influence on the accounting
procedures. Some LEAs fear there might not be enough
money to go aroundy thus, they try to get as many
dollars as they can when meking quarterly requests.
There are cthers who, during the rush, misunderstoad
the procedures and did not request any fands, thinking
that all purchasses, services, ete., should be completed
before payment would be epproved.

=
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(3} Evaluation

The task of collecting data on the many divergent

aspects of Title I, on a state~wide and ultimately
nation-wide basis is, of course, behemoth in itself.
Choice of date to be collected, format for colleetion,
methods of providing consultative services and evaluation
assistance, deta processing procedures, and many other
decisions having to be made on "snap" basis have
provided & series of problems.

Guidelines

More specifically, the lack of guidelines and formats
for evaluation prior to the end of the school year
was considered a primary problem. Because of the
unavoidable lag between USOE's issuance of guidelines
and the SEA's implementation of appropriate instruments
for collection, LEAs were necessarily handicapped.

Further, the USOE's funding of activities such as the
contract to the National Training Laboratory of NEA

for & manual on evaluation 1o be available in summer

of 1966, and not having distributed such & manual in
spite of national publicity that suech would be available,
is questioned at the state and loecal level, and certainly
becomes & problem. (If the draft of the recent guide

to evaluaticn is the result of the NEA work, credit
should be given to that group.)

Personnel

The lack of personnel trained to evaluate provides
another obstacle at federal, state, and loeal levels.

An evaluation specialist (if such a person exists)

must have a knowledge of educational measurement,
experimental design, statistical procedures, develop=:
mental psychology, the nature of the disadvantaged
child, a familiarity with date processing procedures,
the ability to relate to untrained personnel responsible
for evaluation in the field, and a femiliarity with
buresucratié procedures, and personnel involved in

such bureaucracies. Few guidelines are available to
such persons, even if they existed. Measurement
specialists, a8 well as independent compenies, were
poorly eguipped to handle the multitudinous needs of
evaluation of Title I. As a result, inadeguste
measurenent devices were rampent during the first

year, standardized tests were used in many inappropriate
circumstances, little “hard" data was collected, and
misuse of evaluative informetion was not infreguent.

ts”
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Comparnability. of DATA

A major problem in evaluation has been that of the
incomparability of projects and resultaht evaluative
data. Individual projects, even when emphasizing a
gimilar program--reading, for example--were divergent
in objectives, emphesis, implementation, type of
teachers, time, duration, type of children served,
eriteria for inclusion, and many other variables.

. While diversity is certainly a positive element
within Title I programs, certain standerds for test
administration, certification of teachers, minimal
program criteria, etc., are needed before meaningful
comparisons can be made. While such provisions are
being implemented during the current operational year,
for purposes of the first year, attempts to reconcile
comparability gaps were not a mejor effort.

Standandazed Tcata

Fregquently, the standardlzed test is considered as
being a base of comparability of Title I projects
because of the assumptions inherent in the standard-
izatiorn oprocess. However, many of those same
assumptions make the base inappropriate for all phases

. of @1tle I.

While it is beyond the scope of this item to discuss
cultural bias, inadequacies of existing normative

data, etc., the point to be made is that projects

such as the NEED ASSESSMENT, INSTRUMENT COMPILATION

AND DEVELOPMENT OF  RELEVANT NORMS TO FACILITATE LOCAL
EVALUATION OF TITLE I PROGRAMS, PrOPOSAL OF THE
INSTRUCTIONAL RESEARCH LABORATORY, UNIVERSITY OF
WISCONSIN, concentrating on re~-norming of existing

- devices, developing new instruments, and studying the
measurement problems within Title I schools should be
 given serious consideration at the USOE level; and the
USOE may appropriately provide leadership for and impetus
" to those individuals concerned with educational measurement
%o meet, or initiate, programs at least to investigate
"evaluation needs for the diseadvantaged.

A e e e e A e s
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”Other pr@blems which could be listed here appear

elsevhere in more detail: relationships with non-

' public schools {see Part I, Item 9}, development

of appropriatec cbjectives (@ee Part III, Item 8),

- recognizing the needs of disadvantaged children

(see Part III, Ttem 8), and misconceptions as fo

‘the -s¢ope of 1eglslat10n (see Part I Ttem 5}

. A probienm perhgps not a&eqnately ﬂiscussed in another

section is the lack of trained or appropriatexy oriented

’ ‘personnel at all levels in the LEA. Professiodnal steff,

such as reading specialists, teachers trained with
disadvanteged children, psychologists, sociel workers,
etc., 18 a .perennisl problem in any program. However,

.. Title T added new- dﬂmenuzons to staff 1nadeqnae1es.

u : \‘ Administrators, although not in short supply, were

frequently not attuned to the need for change and

-innovation in Title I.. Many were unduly concerned by

the aspect of reporting evaluative data as specific
ag’ thmb required under Title I. - There was a shortage

 of administrative personnel able and/or willing to

ecquire. the meny skills necessary for flexible and

“”efrective administratxon ‘of Title I--skill in-

evaluating the heeds of & group of -children now
recognized as & national pf@hlem, skill in writing
projects acceptable to federal and state officials,
skill in relating to the rest of their staff the
importance of Title I scbivities, skill in evaluating
programs where speeialized evaluation staff was not
available, skill in fiscal accounting, skill in
reading "between the guidelines®, and numerous
undefinsble assets for effective local administration
of Title I.

L7
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Vo RELATION OF TITLE I TO OTHER TITLES
How ane funds fon Title 1 being used in connection with:
{a} Title V

Title V funds have been used by the state agency to strengthen
its leedership capacity. In this respect, the SEA has funded
new positions in the areas ot pre=-school, soci.al work, research,
and finance, which improve the ability to promote the intent
and purposes of Title:l apart from the direct application
funding procedure. The SEA is funding positions in the finance
section which may assist audit procedures under Title I.
Research and innovation Title I personnel are occasionally
involved in consulting with administrative staff for the

Title I projects. -Use of Title V funds in data processing

has enabled utilizetion of this resource for processing as it
relates to Title I finance, evaluation and e;pptl.:i.cat:lnnmo

According to the Deputy State Superintendent ct‘ Public
. Instruction, such use of Title V funds points out the successes
" in cooperation. Perhaps the only problem area concerns the
lack of enough money to develop supporting vpersonnel for all
areas. It is apparent that with the vast needs of the
Wisconsin State Department of Education, the funds under
Title V are inadequate to develop thu sgency -totally in any
one or several fields--consequently, in Wisconsin, Title V money
is primarily focused into areas in vhich the Department is void
of any technical assistance and leadership, and not having
adequate funds readily availeble from other sources. Therefore,
. ugse of Title V funds to agsist in Title I activities hes
' bt2en somewhat minimal.

ERIC___°

JAruitoxt provided by ERic
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7. INTER-RELATIONSHIP OF TITLE I WITH OTHER TITLES OF E.S.E.A.

. How ane funds gon Title 1 being used in econnection with:

{a)

Titke 11

There are 15 projects that list a relationship to Title II,
E.5.BE.A. It is known, however, that while the relationship
is not specified in a number of other projects, Title II
funds are serving as part of the support te the iwprovement
of opportunities to the educationslly disadvantaged. In
a few cases, Title II funds have heen directed to special
centers created as Title I projects.

Frequently, in meeting a broad need for materials to serve
the general pupil and teacher population, Title II funds
have served children involved specifically in Title I
projects.

An example of such coordination is the establishment of a
meterials center at Keshine through a Title I project and the -
allocation of an additional $5,000 for materials for that

specific school, from Title II fundz. This is a part of the
Shawano Public Schools. The success of this particular
project cannot be ascertained at this date, since completion
of the building and of delivery of materials has been slow.

According to the administrator of Title II, E.S.E.A., such

an example represents the type of successes achieved in the
coordination of Titles I and II. While no major problems

seem to have presented themselves during this year's operation,
consideration should be given to the provision that Title I
funds can be used for instructional materials, and that

Title II funds mey well be more urgently needed to serve the
needs of groups not ineluded in any other category or

gpecial aid group, e.g., the gifted.

tg



How ane Title 1 funds being wsed with T.itles IIT and IV?

(d)

Titles 111 and TV

Funds under Title 2L HSEA, are allocated and funded
directly to a local dchool district or intermediste egencies
by the federal govérnwment. Whatever cross-over of funds
between Title I and Title III does occur is through the
federdl-local comtract and procedures. From time to time
the SEA is ‘involved in the development of projects with LEAs
in which we suggest the proper flowing of funds if, in fact,
the program under Title III is directed to educatlonally
disadvantaged children.

mitle IV funds, of course, are a2lso a direect federal allotment

to local agencies for research purposes. Only the U. 8.

Office of Education would have any ability tc control the

application of Title IV funds to the educationally

disadventeged population or Title I.

Most of the grants under Title IIT in Wiscongin have been of
the planning and development variety rather thah operational
grants. The ability of the local school district to mount
effective Title III proposals depends, in large part, upon the
kind of technical essistance that the ztate agency can give
to such districts. The direct field help thet is offered by
the U. 8. Office of Education ocutside of guidelines and

Title III does not provide for much face-to-fece assidtance.

The utilization of Title IV by school districts is minimal

at this time. The sophisticated procedures for writing
proposals te the U. S. Office of Bducation under Title IV

are beyond the research and capacity of local school districts

_in many cases. As a result, we find institutiocns of higher

learning writing most of the proposels end receiving them
rather than local school districts,
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{b) Reconmendations fon change

There 1s difficulty in allocating and flowing funds from
different titles which have different sources of contral
and procedures in order to maximize the effect on the -
disadventaged populati@@o The USOE to local school
districet relationsh;,ps in Titles IX and IV do not enablie
the state to meximize the kind of relationships i.t might
if they came through the state.

As each ste.te. contemplates the use of its Title V funds,
personnel from the U. S. Office are quick to point out that
these funds cen be used for every purpose of the other
Titles of the Act. The amounts of money available under
Title V certainly do not lend themselves to developing

the supporting personnel for all the other titles that
ofﬁcials in the U. S. Office would recommend.

Title V is the most flexible of ell the Titles under the Elementary
and Secondary Educetion Act and provides increased money to state
educational agencies to enhance their leadership petential.
Without question, it is a,ccompa.:.ned by & mininmum of regulationd
leaving the state to determine which of its programs it needs

to develop. It is elso apparent that the vast needs of the

staete department of education and the sources of funds under
Title V are inadequate to develop the agency totally in any one
or several fields. Our own Title V money is flowing primerily
into arees in which the department is void of any technical
essistance and leadership rather than the.fleshing out of

the administrative cepacities of Title I or Title III.

ERIC .
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6. COORDINATION OF TITLE I AND COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAMS ~ .-

(a)

(e)

Nunber of projects in the Local educational agencies ihat
. d0ve an area whene there is an approved Camnurwty Action
Program, : .

There are approximetely 56 projects in LEAs that serve an

area in which there is an approved Community Action Program.

What action has been taken at the state Level Lo insure

-+ “goondination and cooperation beiween -Title .l applicants and
“Community Action Agencies at the Local Level, . {include

rebationship with State Technical Assisiance Agency. )

‘?The SEA has worked closely with the Director of the office

of Economic Opportunity, as well as local directors.of
CAAs and CAPs. Appendix. [ , II, b., describes the
specific procedures under the working relat:onship. The

‘Joint memorandum referred to as Appendix III is included
'as Appendix VII.

" In addition, CAA regional representatives arefinéiuded on the

Title I mailing list for conferences and other special

- activities. In the recent series of conferences, four
_directors were invited to participate as discussion leaders.
(See AppendixVI, Conference Agendae.) A list of Conmunity

Action Agencies is included as Appendix VIIIL,

'Cooperation of the local CAA egency was rated by Pitle I

LEAs 8s:
Very cooperative 68%#
Fairly cooperative 20%
Disinterested 128

Not Cooperative less than 1%
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In interpreting the responses to remking cooperation, it is
suggestive that much more emphasis on cooperation and mutual
understanding is needed.

Compliance with the "Statement by Community Action Agency” has-
been the first suceess in securing CAA-LEA cooperation. In
Wisconsin, success has been moderate in the sense that the CAP
agencies have only been in operation approximetely one year, and .
many school districts were relatively unaware of the existence
andfor function prior to the Title T compliance section. However,
great zuccess hes been gained in the sense of making the CAA and -
LEA mutually aware of the possibilities for coordination and
reinforcement with their mubual programs. Several CAA directors -
have sought out Title I directors to explain their position of
reinforcement and cooperation, rather than the misperceived, in
meny cases, role of "spproval” or "disspprovel.” Similerly,
echool adninistrators ar board members

have in some cases heen in the CAP Boards of Directors.

{(4) According to the State Director of CAAs, there are no
immediate recommendations for revising legislstion concerning
CAP ~ Title I.

Undoubtedly the two scts will be used in a
rainforeing manner in fiscal year 1967 than
in the previous year, Since there are pre-
school ¢hild development projects under
Title I of the education asct, ag well as
Title 11 of the Economic Opportunity Act
this kind of interrelationship or inter-
aetion is becoming intensified. There are
some instances vhere it is possible that
Title I, library services, and vocational
eids moy be provided as sdjuncts to the
anti~poverty prolects being developed by

o th@ CaPs.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 205 (a) (1)

(a)

{6}

In onden of prevalence, descrnibe Lhe Lypes of projeets that
were not approvable when §inst submitted.

In onder of prevafence, deseribe the common misconceptions
of Locakl educalional agencies conzerning Title 1.

It is difficult to separate "types of projects which were not
approvable” from "misconceptions about Title I" as, obviously, the
misconceptions led to certain imappropriete project applications.
When the misconcepticns were corrected, projects were modified
accordingly by LEAs. ' '

However...

(b)

(b)

(b)

The primary misconception was: Title I provided general
aid to education and the disadvantaged children, as an
afterthought, could be incluvded in the improved general
activities. -

{a) Projects to fund in-service activities for the entire
school staff came under this category. Physical
education activities, such as buying baseball
equipment, building = swimming pool, expanding play-~
ground equipment, etc., were some of the unapproved
projects which werz resultant from this miecconception.

Another genersl misconception was that the Pikle I funds
could be used extensively to support mon-public programs.

The continuum of misunderstanding was broad in this category.
Non-public schools could have their own Title I projects—-
Title I equipment could be based in the non-public schoole-
non=public children could be transported with Title I fundge-
and similar ideas vere prevalent in the early stages of the
act. '

(a) Projects were received from non-public schools
independently of the public schools in the ares, many
complaints were voiced when LEAs necessarily limited
non-publie control of equipment and perscnnel funded
under Title I, erroneous news medis reporting compounded

- misinformation, and existing state laws, wiclear in
some aspects of the relationship of the public and
non=public schools provided more confusion.

A third misconception was relative to the extent of eqﬁiﬁmeat
purchased undcr Title I. Some few schools viewed the act as

‘& chance to buy equipment for the total ochool, fund

vocational shops, provide office equipment for general
staff, etec. Others viewed the act as a chance to try new

PR |
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(b)

(b)

equipment,. but failed to field test, compare, or otherwise
Yshop-around” for what might be appropriste for the individual
LEA needs.

A e e s—

(a) Projects which exemplified an over-dependence on
equipment, equipment inappropriate to project objectives,
proportions of funds speant on eguipment inconsistert with
the total approprietion, and eguipment which ceme under
general aid to educstion (such as pleysround eguipment,
ete.) were returned for consultstion end modification.

The requirement for eveluation was generally misinterpreted by
most agencies. Much comcern was exhibited that a "bad" project=-
or one which did not show an incresse in test scores--wounld
pesult in a loss of funds. Others felt that standardized

tests constituted the totality of evaluation. Still cothers
viewed evaluation zs & part of the "federal control" being
foisted upon locel schools.

(a) Projects which were considered to be inadequate in the
area of evaluation were those which relied on only ome
measure (standardized or otherwise) to evaluate a
program. Others were those which gaeve ambiguous or
mesningless eliches, such as "teacher evaluation®.

Inadequate objectives provided encther erea of misconception.
Some LEAs failed to reach & concrete and communicable level
in discussing educationzl cbjectives. As a result, it was
not clear how implementation and evaluation fitted into many
of the project goals.

(a) Projects with inadequate objectives but with basically
acceptable plans for implementetion end evaluation were
re-written by LEAs with consultation end guidance from
SEA supervisors, and a series of publications on the
writing of educational objectives was issued.

Other misconceptions, and resultant unapprovable aspects of
projects included: inclusion of too meny children; projects
based on school rather then pupil needs; lack of in-gervice
training; inadequate detail or over-generalization in
describving implementation; failure to congider the establishment
of "target schools"; and a definition of disadvantagement or
deprivation which was inconsistent with the specifications and
spirit of the act.
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COMEREHENSIVE ANALYSIS

8
e

C,

- d.

The most widely used methods for establishing project areas

.were school surveys--this is consistent across SMSA classifications.

While it is true that AFDC dats can be effectively used in
most metropolitan areas, certain. concerns for confidentiality,
agency control, etc., limit their use in many areas. School
surveys cover a continuum of gophistication from conferences
with the school secretary to e population census of the entire
school district, as in Richland Center, Project No. 49.

In discussing needs for the first year of fiscal operation, one
finds that the categories of activities funded provide the
most evidence of need. (Note that Wisconsin amended the
1966-67 application form to include a gection on analysis of

- needs within the scope of the schocl and the disadvantaged

child.) The table entitled "Project Classification", Item .
presents a list of the most prevelent activities funded, based
on the LEA's interpretation of its most pressing needs,

given the limits of funding and available personnel and
facilities, ‘ '

This figure is consistent with Table II, per pupil costs by
SMSA classification.

éeé Table fbr‘item ¢. following.

o e e w— e
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Project Classification - . of Tbte;_L
’ Includes developmental reading, remedial reading,
reading centers, ete. Note: Remedial reading
per se constitutes less " than 25% of thig ca@egory. : 56.9%
{Health and Physicel Education |
Ineludes hezlth detection and education, special
equipment, ete. 2.3
1Ccultural : L : :
1 - Inecludes mmsmeg art, field trips, and.lectures S 3.1
‘ §ngort1ve Services: : ‘
“Includes guidance and counseling of students and
parents, servicez of socisal workers and psychologists,
- vocaxional training. - : 4.6
‘Library e
Includes lxbrarians and aides, special eqn1pment etc. 1.1
Handicggge& Childrem n
Includes mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed,-
physically handicapped, and gifted underachievers,
special learning dissbilities, speech correction, and
langusge therapy. 3.6
Personnel Improvement
Includes in-service training, curriculum develcpment,
gbaff increases , ete. 5
Social Studies
Incliudes history, geography, etec. 3 |
Vocationzl
Includes counseling, job placement, work-study,
vorkehops, dropput projects, ete. _ 2.0
%Pre;gch@@l.
Includes Dgy Care, Headstart, etec. 2.0
hh&hematlcs
Includes remedial classes, ete. Aol
Teaching Metheod
Includes small groups, team teaching, lay aides,
speciel equipment, ete. 2.2
! Miscellencous |
Tncludes identification and disgnosis, for example. 2.2
Combination of Twe op More Categories 16.5
Other “of
N 1

PR ST
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(2] The gfollowing present +Lhe principal problems encountered by
Local officials in implementing projects.

Percent¥®
Problen of Total

Fquipment 31%

Of the respondents within this category, 68
percent reported.late arrival as the specific
problem. About 10 percent reported that
equipment was cancelled, and still another
10 percent reported that more time should be
spent on selection of materials and eguipment,
- and that the project needs were not clearly
known before ordering. : .

Evaluation - 20%

The major specific arsa in this category was:
tests for appropriate measurement were not
aveilable, 32 percent responding. Much
dissatisfaction was reported in the use of

only academically related tests. Teachers

have requested help in measuring, self-image,
motivation, etc. Another response was that the
time allotted for the project before evaluation
was too short. In many projects implementation
of © summer program was the only alternative
during the first fiscal year of Title I. About
25 percent of respondente felt that the time the
project ren was too short for a fair evaluation.

Personnel 10%

In this aves one sgpecilic problem was clearew
qualified personnel were not available. Of the
respondents, 90 percent reported lack of qualified
personnel.

Facilities 10%

About -66 percent of the respondents reported
that physicel space was insuffiscient. Aboutb
25 percent reported remodeling needs.

Sl




: o Percent®
Problenm ' : of Total

State Department 9%

Deleys in receiving finsl approval
" hindered some projects. Others reported that
delays were so great that projects could not be
initiated at all. Others reported that projects
were forced to start late. Other considerations
included: (less than 1 percent) too much paper
work, and inconsistencies in rsquirements for
reporting.

" Community Relstions ‘ .- (Y 4
Design L%

Other S _ . '23%

Other problem areas included include:

"Need more emphasis on primery grades ",

"lack o records (baseline data)", "Insufficient
background and knowledge for writing projects”,
“Interference with sunimer programs by church,
school, maintenance, farm work, ete.”
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Title 1 Exonplany Paofects {1965-66)
Platteville

Summer program - 303 students (100 High School, 203 Elementary)
23 instiuctional staff members

Phases included:

l. Pre-kindergarten progran

2. Programed reading instruction with consultants
3. Psychological and psychometric services

h, BSociological services (social worker)

6. Conservation area - field trips

7. Teacher workshop (in-service)

8. Speeialists in art and physical education

Evaluations:

1. Mefropolitan Reading Readiness—

2. Gates Reading Inventory ‘ﬁaa)Screeaing
3. Frostig Developmental Test of Visual Perceptiod’

ik, stenford Achievement - Elementary——.

5. 8.C.A.T. - Secondary mm%““"i;;gg%}Achievement
6 /

° S.TlEcPt had secand&ry’“’
T. I.T.E.D. - Elementary and Secondary~"

8. Questionnaires
9. Teacher records, etc.
10. Consultant reports

A program designed to meet the needs of the "whole® quild, from early
developmental stages (pre-kindergarten) to secondary level. Use of team
teaching, programmed learning, and small group instruction--supported

by unique teaching techniques and audio-visual materials prepared for

by teacher in-service meetings prior to, and during,the operation of
the program. Supportive services designed to alleviate socisl and
physical problems of disadvantaged children were: health services,
social worker services (home visits inecluded), psychometric and
psychological services. These would seem appropriate for emphasizing
the preventive” aspect of teaching disadvanteged children.

Lastly, enrichment aress weve provided through field trips, and the
gervices of a physical education instructor and an art instructor.
All were judiciously woven into the program.
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Tidle T Exemplany Profects {continued)

SEarta

Alleviation of Educational Deprivatiom through Diagnosis and Remediation
of Educationally. Psychologically, and Physically Handicapping
Conditions,

This project is designed to conduct a thorough academic, psychological,
physiological and sociological cevaluation of underachieving children
and to initiate procedures designed to alleviate the causes for
underachievemnent.

This project is Phase I of a two phase program. The primary effort in
this phase is directed toward screening, testing, physical examination,
parental and child interviewing, home evaluation, initiating counseling
and/or casework sessions with both the child and parents and the
development of the academic program which will be initiated in phase II.
Phase 11 will be a continuation ¢of phase I plus the provision of
specialized academic programs to meet the needs of these hijdren,

A serious and concerted effort is being made to discover, analyze, and
alleviate some of the basic psychological, emotional, and physical
causes that prevent children from succeeding in school. A very

complete and comprehensive staff of people was assembled and put tc

work in a clinical situatvion during the summer. The staff consisted

of a part-~time physician, a part-time dentist, a part-time psychistrist,
a speech therapist, two psychologists, a nurse, five social workers,

av educational materials consultant, a director, and several secretaries.

Very comprehensive studies were made of the project children and
complete dossiers were developed. The conduct of the staffings held
on each student studied was the heart of the diagnosis. The diagnostic
summary was mz2de and specific recommendations for remediation were
developed.

. The work with the homes and parents by the social workers helped

greatly with the dlagnosis and also provided immediate help in
improved attitudes and cooperation.

The work of the educational materials consultant in bringing materials
into the homes and facilitating their use seem very effective.

Al of this took place during the summer and was the first phase of the
project. The remediation phase, with a reduced but similar staff,
will take place during this school year.

The project budget was $42,095 and involved 1k2 students grades K-12.
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Title 1 Exemplany Projects |Continued)

Juneau Project 532 $36,050. 56

"An enrichment experience aimed at the potential drepout"

As a part of increasing motivation in students in this primerily

rural ares, one particular phase of this project was the acquisition
of livestock by the Agricultural Department to be given to the care

of the student during the period of the project. The rationale for
the project was based on several aspects of environment, expectations
of the children, parental occupations, etc., vhich cannot be readily
sumnarized here, but the ultimate conclusion was that these children
seldom leave the area permanently, and a large majority will go into
farming. Students were given the total responsibility (with assistance
from instructional personnel) for providing shelter, mainteining
appropriate feeding schedules, breeding, etc. One student converted an
abandoned chicken house into farrowing quarters for a gilt. Another
converted a similarly abandoned faerm house into the quarters for

his animal. Many persoral experiences and successful aspects of the
project cannot be dealt with ih this minimal discussion, but nositive
gains were analyzed more thoroughly by subjective evaluation fu the
ARNUAL EVALUATION REPORT.

Neenah Project 591 . $39,641,

“Development of a resource center for social studies to encourage and
assist educationally deprived senior high school students.

Because of the dislike of many of the students identified in this
project to do school reports, research-type activities, ete., a
flexible research center was set up using the most up-to-date
equipment, such as microfilm, readers, audio-visual equipment, a
contemporary megazine library, machine copiers, and carrels. Students
could come freely to the center in small groups or individually to
choose their area of interest, especially focused on contemporary
problems., The kinds of papers emanating from these activities involved
the role of the Negro in contemporary society, an interest in the
plight of the migrant, etc. A copy of an original theme resulting
from this center is attached as Appendix XV. ‘
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Titie T Exemplary Projects (Contimued)
Marshfield

The Marshfield ocutdoor education program funded under Title I is for
educationally disadvantaged fifth grade pupils. Educational experiences
include activities imvolving a study of nature, health and sanitation
practices, and the development of skills related to outdoor
recreational activities, such as archery, boat safety, ete.

The program has been successfful because of the staff and its leadership.
They have empathy for these children and gear learning experierices
“cominsly )

Colfax

A tutorial and small group developmental reading program for children.
Intensive work with a teacher for 25 to L0 minutes per dey. This

was followed by a library service provided for the homes of the project
students. Twenty to thirty high-interest library books sent to the
bome from the school at regularly scheduled periods. S

Pre-school~-Teacher visits the homes of project children, develops

a unit, bringing educational materiels {filmstrips, bocks [teacher
reads]). Once per week children meet at school for a visit to some
local resource-~this ie followed up by the tescher as she makes her -
home viait.

Fond du Lar (Swmmer Pro,ject!

The Pond du Lac swmer project wes geared to youngsters from five to

eleven years of age and was developmental in naturc. The academic

program was supported by health, recreation, nutritional, and experiential
- activities. The most unique phase of the program vas the experiential,

in that the audio-visual department was utilized to reinforce each

sctivity, providing tapes, pictures, and movies, prior to and during

sach of the planned experiences, thus providing the teachers with

previev and review plamning and reinforcing materiale and information.

\ERIC.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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{g) Projects Least Likely to Achieve Objectives and/on be Effective
Inadequate 0bjectives

As hes been discussed previously in this report, inadequate

or ambiguous objectives have frequently resulted in less
effective projects than those which have clearly delineated
educationally sppropricte and behaviorally-oriented objectives,
vhich lead, in most cases, to more effective projects.

Totality of Approach

However., more importantly, it seems that those projects
vhich coneentrate on only one aspeet, or symptom,of
educational disadvantagement are those which have had the
most limited effectiveness. That is, a project which
identifies underachievers via a reading criterion often
presumes that the ability to read better will insure school
success. Factors relative to the home enviromment, health,
extra-curricular activities, community facilities, relation-
ships-to other school personnel, etc., when net taken into
consideration, seem to limit the focus of the project
unnecessarily and result in limited success or positive
change in the individual child's status in academic achievement.

"Mone of the Sant..."

Further, those projects which concentrate on an “extra

dose" of the same methods, materials, and approaches that the
child has not been responding to in the regular schocl program
‘geem to have limited success. For example, to place an
educationally handicapped child in & remedial reading program
held in the same school, with the seme teacher, and relatively
similayr materials and procedures, seems to do little other
than increase his resistance to/or lack of interest in

-+ gchiool - progress. : -

Tnadequate Assessment

From the evaluastive point of view, those projects which have
‘not included more then just stendardized testing, while
“perhaps being very suceessful with children, can expect to

show little success "on paper™, so to speak. That is,

considering the many limitations of stendardized testing,

it is very appropriate to all Title I projeets to inelude %

a variety of locally devised assessment echniques. A tentative 3

checklist might be as follows: |
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(k)

Are the standerdized tests chosen appropriate to the
project objectiives?

Are students given an opportunity to assess their own
feelings about the program, their teachers, and
activities?

Are parent's opiniéna and attitudes being assessed as
e part of the program? :

Are non-Title I perscnnel given an opportunity to
sssess the program as it affects the school and their
individual relationships to students in the special
programs?

Are teacher ettitudes being assessed during the program?

Are objective observations (by persons not involved in
the school or Title I) being obtained?

And, are pre-and post- measures being utilized in all of
these categories, as well as intermittent measures,

time gamples, and similsr continuous and consistent
assessments

Enthusiasm

Perhaps the most important eriteris for success in a progranm,
as well as the most intangible and immeasurable, is that of
the enthusiasm of the -personnel involved. Where administrative
and instructional staff sre ambitious, enthusiastic, and
willing to "try anything™ programs seem to be very successfuil.
Where attitudes of resistance, reectionism, and negativism

are seen, progrems seem to reflect an aura of stegnation, or
at least mediocrity.

The programs which are most likely to be successful seem to
be those that are positively juxtaposed te the items in (g).

A clear consideration of basic needs of the children; an
organized approach to objectives, implementation, evaluation,
and follow-up; a consideration of a total (but not "watered-
down") approach; and inclusion of those elements affecting

a child's life outside of the econfimes of the ‘school seems to
constitute, if one can generalize so broadly, an effectiv
program. :
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sm?éze methods LEAs are using to develop on increase
8 .

Improvement of the Work Situation gon Teachers 29%

In sbout 25 percent of the responses, lay aides were hired
es & part of the project. Twenty-five percent reported
class loads were reduced in size. Forty-eight percent
reported special equipment was purchased t¢ aid the teacher.

In-Servdce 22%

About 50 percent of the projects within this category included
in-gervice training as a phase of activities. About 30
percent utilized in-service progrems cutside of the project,
end in other schoeol distriets.

Salanies 20%

Primarily the increasse of salaries due to increased duties.
Only one project reported special rates for project staff.

Speedal Recruiiment 17%

A small number of LEAs reported contact with institutions of
higher learning. It is interesting to note here that while
the lack of qualified personnel was reported by respondents
as a major probiem, cnly a small number reported involvement
in recruitment activities. '

Advance Education 7%

Primerily in the form of tuition aids. While personnel is
cne of the major probiems in the area, little emphasis is
being placed on programs of active recruitment.

Othen 3%

It should be noted that while the sbove projections are based

on a gignificent semple, the date may indicate trends but are
not neeessarily generalizcble to a majority of school districts
in Wisecnsin, due to the verious nature of such distriets.
Further, use of projects counting a2c "one® and egual to any
other does not provide appropriate weighting. For example,
lack of gualified personnel may indieate six vacancies in an
urban community, as contrasted to one half-time person in &
smaller rural area.
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It is interesting to note that while persecnnel was listed as

a problem in 110 projects, and waspartially. responsible for

the failure of 32 projects to become operational, less than 20
percent of project schools are aiding personnel in obtaining advanced
education.

The following table presents the most popular activities for
increasing and developing staff.

Improvement of Work Situation 418 projects

In-service 329 projects
Increased Salaries 286 projects
Recruitment 2k3 projects

Support for Advanced Education 103 projects
Other 51 projects.

[ AP
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ANALYSIS OF EFFECTIVE ACTIVITIES AND METHODS

In order to provide the most flexible format for LEA reporting of
effective activities, no structured categories or alternative
responses were established, but an example for each grade level
was given. It was felt that this question:would allow project
participants to report the subjective date which, according to some
LEAs, had been de-emphasized in Title I evaluations. However, in
the main, response to this item tended to center on equipment
rether than actuael activities. The inference may be made that

the activities emanating from, or connected with, the use of
equipment and materials are intended to be the focus of effectiveness
rather than the ecquisition in itself. Perheps a guotation from
an actual project evaluation will best exemplify this point. For
a specific project, equipment and books were listed under effective
activities., This statement followed.

Because of our previous lack of audio-visual equipment,
these children were unfemiliar with such instructional
aids; therefore, they enjoyed and responded to the new
stimuli,

Boys, in particular, were fascinated with new machines.
One <ecen-sge boy, usuelly mischievous and somevhat a
problem, was surprised when he played back a tape
recording of his own reading. This resulted in his
mother being invited to the class to hear him read his
pert in & little play. No big geins were made by

him on tests, but teachers felt that his attitude
toward schoolwork had changed.

Another child told the teacher that this was the first

time he hed ever had & book he really liked. A gain,
& change which could npt.be measured by any test!

79
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(a) For each school level listed below, cite the five project
activities vwhich you Judge to have been most effective.
+(Within the general category, specific designations are

ranked in order of prevalence.)

i Percentage of

(1) EBarly Years—- | Popularity Based on
' : , 10% Rendom Sample
Special Fauipment and Materials 590%

- General Statement--ise of
"Special Equipment" (26% within
Category)
Peabody Languege Development Kit
Programmed Rending Material (SRA)
‘Readers Digest Skill Builders, and
, Similar Workbooks
Recordings (Especially for Rhythm,
Games, ete,) ‘
- Filmstrips
Overhead Projectors
Games, (Especislly Word, Reading.
Gemes)
Round Robin Series
Experience with Chart Stories
New Books
Use of Mirrors

... Home -Relationships ' X 12%
Parent-Teacher Conferences o
Bringing Materials from Home
Parent~-Student~Teacher Conferences
Parent-Teacher-Nurse Conferences

Health and Nutrition - 3%
Eating in Social CGroup
Butter and Ice Cream Making
"Pasting Parties"

Supportive Sgrvices 10%
Counseling
Teacher Aides
Cooperation with Publie Library.
Diegnostic Testing
Health Screening (Eyve, Far, Dental)
Speech Correction
Observation of Children
Heving Speeialists

Other Speecisl Activities and Technigues 174
Correlation of Programs (Reading with
Writing)
Field Trips (60% Within Category)
Art Activities
Summer Sehool
Smell Group Work
Oral Reading and Library Hour

A St



Dromatization of Stories

Construetion of a Farm

Studying Safety en a Bus

Puppet Shows

Use of Role Playing as Diagnostic Tool
Psycho-Motor Activities

{2} Middle Years

SoecaaliEsuxgment,an@ Materials
' Equipment Generally (27% within Category)
Programmed Reading Material (SRA)
Use of Recordings
Hi=-Interest, Low Vocabulary Books
Mogazines and Newspaper
Reading and Word Gemes
Filmstrips
Cyclo=-Teacher Math
Bookmobile
Color Squeres
Resders Digest Skill Builders
Travelogue '

Home Relationships
Parent~Teacher Conferences
ngking with Parents
Perents on Field Trips
Parents Attending Children's

Therapy Sessionsg

Student-Perent Conferences

" Parent=Teacher-Nurse Conferences

Supportive Services

Speclal Speakers

Teacher Aides

Counseling

In=-Service

Remedial Reading Teachers Working with
Classroom Teachers

Nurse Presenting Units of Bacteria and
Unsanitary Conditions

Testing

fiealth Serzening

" Special Activities and Technigues
Field Trips (667 within Category)
Seale Models
Art Activities
Summer School

' Farm Project

, Free Reading Peried

: Puppet Shows

e =~ = e -

63%

10%

7%

20%

e — e a



i
|
?
;

£t e—————— o o

e e e TN A EEY o O

Librery

Drametic Expression

Making Soasp

Mingling with Peer Group
Thought=Questions on Personal Issuesg

{3) Teen Years

Special Equipnent and Materials
Equipment Genmerally (29% within Category)
Progremmed Reeding Materisls (SRA)
Use of Recordings
‘Low Vocabulary, Hi=-Interest Books
Films
Readers Digest 8kill Builders
Reading Games

Home and Femily Relationships
Parent«-Teacher Conferences
Personal letter to Parents
Home Visitations
Soliciting Help of Parents in

School Activities
Parent-Teacher-Nurse Conferences

Special Activities and Techniques
Field Trips (33% within Category)
Resource Speakers
Students Keeping Daily Journal
Students of Higher Ability Tutoring Others
Use of Leisure Time
Debates
Puppet Shows
Construetion of Taeble Model Driving
Hobbies es Focus of Reading Activities

Supportive Services
Psychotherapy
Social Worker
Counseling
Individual Trsbing
Library
Speech Correction
Picnics with Parent and Student (Including
“on the spot" Conferences)

Health Services
Health Sereening
Hoving Breakfast
Follov-up on Health Problems

53%

11%

18%

13%

5%
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12. EFFECTIVE ACTIVITIES (continued)

(b) For each of the project aneas Listed discuss sinengihs,
weaknesses, ete.

As stated in Item {a) of this section, the free structure

cf the question format gave LEAs an opportunity to generalize
within any limit--no minimums op maximuns regquested. The
majority of reports did not utilize this section of the
evaluation report. Several reasons seem apparent for this:

Equipment

Within the popular category of eguipment it is obvious that
manv of the problems and successes center around the teacher's
ability to acquaint herself with operational, pPocedures, most
effective utilization with groups and individuais, dttitudes
toward the use of equipment, and mcorporation of special
tralning into in-service activities.

R g

n"
Lo

Many comments were received that equipment a.nd materials wvere
misrepresented by compenies. That is, certain claims were
made that the materials were appropriate for disadvantaged
children when, in fzet, this was s statement based on little
or no evidence. Many orders were taken which could not be
filled. Many companies "pushed" package deals en school
districts--again, with little basis for justifying
appropriateness to Title I. Companies generally took more
orders than they could conceivably fill.

Othen

The major problem categories discussed in two sections of this
report are generalizable to this section.

EKC
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10. GENERAL ANALYSIS OF TITLE I

Generalize aboul the egfgectivenesds of Title 1 in enhancing educational
opportunities, . experniences, achievement, and genenal atititfudes
Lowand education.

Reality in Education

One of the most effective aspects of Title I is its impach on the
gttitudes of school personnel toward the importance of cultursl
experiences outside of the school as an essential element in a
child’s ability to take advantage of the opportunities within

the school. Ne¢ longer can the assumption be made that beceause
equality of education exists in the minds of school personnel,
that equality of education is a reality. The community without
the school confines is no longer willing to accept educetional
clichés as programs, or accept hackneyed statements that the school
will foster democrscy and elevate "God and Mother"

If anything, Title I has served to discipline educators to assess
purposes (objectives, perhaps) in comnunicable terms. That is,
understandable to themselves, to students, to parents,and to the
community at large. Title I, in a small measure, has increased
"honesty" among schocl pecple; and, as they have begun to define
their goals and programs realistically, creative energy has been
released for effective implementation-~rather than misdirected to
fll-defined goals susceptible to chaotic implementation.

Doding Something

If nothing else, Title I has forced most schools to do something
relative to disadvantaged students. The money has been there--
the ehildren have been identified--~disadvantagement is "in", not

& blight on the community--and the community, as well as the-stale,
has encouraged creative participation in the program. In other
words, Title I cannot and could not be ignored!

Spoillighi on Shortcomingsd

Availability of money has enabled schools to admit to many
shortcomings without being threatened by such admissions. Thut is,
a8 school that did not have adequabe audio-~vigual programs could
novw admit its inadeguacies end supplement existing programs under
Pitle I. Teachers could adwit that they couldn't adequately meet

the needs of ecertain children without special assistance, and

that assistence could be provided. However, within this "spotlighting"
many schools took the most obvious or essiest way oub, without
conzidering the basic causes of the children's problems and

&
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inadequacieg, and thus focused on symptomatological approaches
which mey have been engendered by the school system itself,
rather than giving serious congideration to basie needs and
problems of the children.

Innovetion on Lhe Lack of...

It is & truism that the Title I programs were to be innovative...
adjectives, ad infinitum, and schools, we feel, seriously tried

$o be innovative. However, s reading program in a school that had
never had any specielized activities was, in fact, innovative

to their concepiualization. Mere scceptence of non-public

students into a publie school program wss innovative in some arenge-
according to bthe school's conception of innovation. However,

the lack of innovetive projects--or those which introduced a
concept or method which was new outside of the limits of the school

'jtself--vas, perhaps, o weskness in Title I. PBut the introduction

of programs new to schools themselves, and which gave recognition
to considerstions of disadvantagement may, on the other hend,
heve been the most innovebive activity of Title I.

|

! “"How Different is Diffenent?”

/
Anobher positi- 2 in an szamalysis of Title I is thet educators,
while sccepting philosophically Lue existence of educaticnally
disedventagzed children, vere forced %o pinpoint, or try to
understond, what choracteristies of these ehildrew made thewm
different frem children thabt succeeded in s-hool. Certainly,
poverty alone wes nob the ansver--inz2bility to read was not the
totel conszideration-~-health problems were not the primary
detriment to school achievement. In trying tov generalize to
8ll children affected under the Title, schools now are beginning,
hopefully, to sevicusly consider the differences in children that
have been given pedagogieal lip serviee by eduschbors for years,
and to consider vhy and how and i progrems saould be diffeyent:

Lech of Leedendhip

The inpect of Title I hes pointed oub an appellinz lack of
edueational leaders, or those leaders in edueatiom willing to
take responsibility within e program of this magaitvde. While
this point is discussed wore thoroughly under Ifem b, MATOR
PROBLEM.S. it must be reconsidered in o general enelysis of Title I,

OBl Bb B Mg ¢
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Across the country, from hard facts or soft data, test
scores, teacher impressions, parent reactions, finger-printed
and smudged notes from children, ete., the reaction to Title I
in general has been that it has, in fact, had a significaat
impact on education, and that the disadvantaged children

are being given a greater opportunity to participate in the
existing educational system. Within the first year of
operation, with the mammoth problems, hang-ups, and a
majority of people who completely "lost their cool", the fact
that Title I got off the ground, and in addition accomplished
significant gains is pretty phenomenall

“?
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8. COCPERATIVE PROJECTS BETWEEN DISTRICTS:

¥

{b)

(el

List and biiefly describe the sucecesses in developdng and

Anjplementing cooperative pro fects Hedween fwe on wone distniets.

The primary successzes in developing cooperaive projects have
been: to have achieved implementation of some cooperative
projects and to enable schools with smell gllocations to
expand services through pooling of allocaticons, or parts of
allocations, vhich might not otheruwise have been possibl-~.

The cooperative projects are characteristic of rural sreas
where disadvanteged children are robher sparsely scattered
through districts, rather than coneentrated as may be the
case in larger cities. Thus, in a cooperstive project a
psychological service might be estaeblished with an itinerant
team serving several schools imn & county area, crossing school
district lines. Also, cooperative projects have in some
instances been able to locate physically in institutions of
higher learning rather than schools per se in order to utilize
special serviees which might not be available elsewhere in
the less populous regions of the state.

List and briefly descnibe the problen aneas Lavolved in
developing and implementing cooperative projects between
Awo ox mone distnicts.

The problem areas have been in achieving the degree of cooperation
between administrators that is necessary t6 achieve implementation

of cooperative projects. Bach administrator in the project
must be assured that his school will proefit equally, end that
the services will be worth, from his poirt of view, the
increased administrative effort involved in developing
cooperative projeets. Some administrators (though very few

in number) fear cooperstion may lead o econsclidation, and the
engulfing of his distriet within a lerger district. Assurances
must be clesrly given that cooperation in Title I preojects in

no way affeccs reorgenizetion activities en o state administrative

basgis,.

List and briefly desciibe any svgs silons on hecemendaiions
404 nevising the Legislation conceuning cooprative projects
between distnicts.

Individual SFA supervisors have recommended coeperetive
projects wherever the clrecvmstances seem appropriate, and
heve espaeially cencouraged GESA representatives to toke the
initiative in helping schoels develop such projeets. Where
schools with small basie gronts heve Indicated that they
will not apply for Title I funds, a speciel effort has been
expended to explain the adventsges of cooperative projects.

ot 4 e i Aa
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At the present time, no specific recommendations for changes
in legislation are suggested. Establishment of minimal levels
for projects 4$2,500) seems to assure that with the local
initiative and SEA leadership and encouragement, cooperative
projects will continue to be an important feature of Title I
activities.

it is expected as the role of the CESA agency is more firmly
established in the school djstrict, and as that agency is
able to expand its service activities, greater attention wzll
be given to cooperative projects.

Further, as planning of projects becomes more sophisticated,
it is expected that projects will become more comprehensive
and require more specialized personnel. Considering the
nation-wide personnel shortages, many school distriects, of
necessity, will be more desirous of coéperative projects for
the sharing of highly specialized service perscnnel.

‘o /
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8. TABULAR DATA

(A} -Gioup by project objectives the five most commonty funded
Title T projects in your state.

During the firat year of Title I, the delineation of
appropriate project objectives seemed to be one of the most
difficult tasks administrators faced. This delineation was
also the one area within the prolect spplication which was
most poorly answered in a majority of cases. The reasons
f>r this are probably similer to reasons given for other
shorteominge in the first year of operetion--~inadeguate time,
lack of experience, lack of data regarding individual school
needs, and many other reasons.

It was further found that few projects--even though covering the
same general area, such as improving resding skills--enjoyed
-gonsistent or comparsble objectives. For example, three
grojects classified as having developmental or remedial

reading programs incorporated the following as their primary
objective:

"fo make better individusls and citizens.”
"To increase my vocabulary.”
"Po provide remedial instruction in communicative skills.”

The three examples are also very "poor' objectives when
considered sgainst the eriteris of necessary elements of
educational objectives.

Thas, it was felt that 1little could be accomplished by grouping
project objectives--if, in fact, this were at all possible!

The most compatible classification seems to be that of
project type, as chosen by the LEA, and presented in questions
II, 3. and 5. of thisz report.

However, in an ettempt to provide some information for this.
item, & very general grouping is prosented in Table @,

with a sample of objectives in order of prevalence. This
sample iz based on 10 percemt of all projects.

It is felt thet the fivr most commonly funded projects grouped
by objectives would not be similar %o the five most commenly
funded projects grouped by project elessification.

N
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Within each of the five categonies in {A] analyze Lhe most
common approaches used o neach these objectives,

As in Item 8. A., preceding, it is felt that it ls not possible
to answer this question on a state-wide basis. TIhe majority of
projects utilized numerous approaches to achieve project
objeetives, and these approaches are c~erlapping to several
objectives. All projects provided equ.gment and supplies

to approach stated objectives, for example. Further, presenting
a categorization of approaches was not considered econducive

to innovation and creativity in the early stages of planning
Title I Evaluation. It was felt that a concentration en
effective approaches would provide more meauingful and
obtainable (!) data. This seems to have been borne out

in the example of the use of categories for objectives in

this year's operation. Most schools have elected to check the
ecategorized objectives inaztead of developing objectives
appropriate te their respective schools. '

In initiating data processing of 1966-67 project applications,
meny “approaches” will be ultimately analyzed, such as specific
equipment utilized and use of teacher aides; but lists of
approaches, per se, will not, at this time, be considered as

s meaningful part of the evaluation.

In order to quantify approaches, at the state level, it 1o
necesgary to provide schools with schemes for checking cud/er
a clear and acceptable definition of an epproach. That is,
without a scheme or eriterion, cne school might consider

SRA programs under the "tutorial spproasch to reading”. Ancther
school might classify the trade name as an spproach withia
itgelf. Further, even a general system for elassification
becomes too broad for meaningful interpretetien. For example,
to say that ten projeets utilized in-service treining is not
the seme as defining in-service as the reproduction of a
speech cireuleted to the stalf in one project, and a three-
dey workshop im another project.

51
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SEA Effeciivencss

In attempﬁing to determine the effectiveness of SEA efforts ss
perceived by LEAs, a ranking item was inciuded in the evaluation.

Fifty-four percent of the respondents ranked State Department efforts

es very heipful, with bl perceni choosing fairly helpful, for a
combined total of 95 percent. Twelve respondents ranked the SEA as
disinterested, seven, not helpful, end seven, detrimental. In
analyzing the narrative comments of the respondents in the latter

two categories, the primery reason for the ranking was delay in

project approval. In some cgges these delays were listed as the reasong
projects - did not become operational. {(Refer to section on mon-
operational projects.)

It is interesting that of those ranking the SEA as s problem

(9 percent of total projects) in the section of "Primary Problems

in Implementation,” 36 poreent of that number ranked the SEA as

“yery helpful," with 55 perccnt ranking "fairly- helpful®, for a
canbined total of 91 percent. Only L&  perccat chose “disinterested”,
1 percent "not helpful”, and 2 percent, . "detrimental”.

[
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Initiation and Duration of Profects

Projects were coded by duration of the operation by semesters.

The following chart presents the duration of project operation. The
YOther" category represents projects not operating through a complete
"time block or errors in c@ding by the LEA.

| Pereent™ of
L Duration Total Projects
Fell Semester  less than 1 %
Spring Semester 26 %
lsdtmer 46 %
Fell éna Spring less then 1 %
Spring and Swmer . 22 %
Fall, Spring, and Sumer  less than 1 %
bther L%

The small percentage of projects commencing in the fall probably
reflects the lack of time for planning prior to the availability

of funds. Title I, uniike Title III, for example, had no provision,
in its inception, for planning grants; and the haste with which the
noney vas made avallable through legisiative action did not allow
schools adequete time for preparation of programs. While less than
i percent of programs were initieted in the beginning of the school
year, aboub 68 perecnt had begvrn by the second semester of the seme
year. The high percentage of summer school projects is in part
affected by the same factor, but is also a reflection of districts
receiving emaller allocations focusing their total effort on a "erash®
summer progran 28 the initisl phase of Title I activities.

E C
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Average Daily Attendance (ADA) is no lenger included im
Wisconsin enrollment figures. As its primary use was in
connecticn with determining state alds, and it has been
replacéd by ADM, the school districts are no longer requived
to report ADA. This is a national trend and a.large number
of states have adopted AN alone for reporting purposese

. For purposes of this report ADM on o state-wide basis will
not be included. However, incerporation of ADM for the past
- three years, and on a cont:nuing basis will be a part of the
‘ data to be presented in a more thorough roport [or the
second year of Title I operation. '

At the present time certain repwegen@ativé ganples of
changes in absenteeism and dropouts are ineluded in the
Appendices (See:Appendix 25 and 26},

-
Hr,
V

Further; . .ADM for.1966 is included on a sampling basis based
< on the multivariate stratification gystem developed cn a

factor analytic model with wealth and pepulotion as the

two controlling variables in thic sample. Samples are

representative proporticnally acposs the state, and {he

sample, according to the preliminary report on the multie

variate stratificatien system, is both reliasble and valid.

Table 5, Appendix 27 will present available data, and serve
a3 a viable benchmark (wowl) for the second yearis opsrational
reporte.

ADM by individucl seheol for 1966 is not available ot this ime.
Kowever, ADM by scheol dictricts is presented for 1065 and 1966
based on the technique previensly referred to.

Unless otherwise opecified districts did receive Title I funds.

(
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Co. Dist. CESA
32 02k5 11
14 274k 13 .
09 oLu9T 06

05 2604 09

T 0203 o7

51 5852 18

AD? by School Districts for 1966 and 1965
Choices made by sampling system described

previously.

School

Bangor

Juneau

Bloamer

Howard, Suamico

Auburndale

Union Grove U.H.S.

K-8  '9-12 Elem.  Sec. Totsl

476 216 476 216 692
801 . 384 801 384 1185
803 480 803 480 1283
1191 s:1° 997 | 705 1702
563 322 563 322 885
e- SO ese SOM 59k

1665 DATA (Continues in respective order.)

465 2oh - 65 22l 689

803 - 392 - .803 392 1195

818 ueh . 818 w6y 1282
A}

o



_ADM'by School Districts for 1966 and 1965
15 Ghéices mode by sampling system deseribed .

previously.
1966 DATA -
Co.  Dists . CESA'  School K-8 9-12 Eem Sec. Total
3L 0070 , 09  Algoms 818 - k30 518 430 848
31 281k 09  Kewaunee 817 523 817 523 1340
13 68 15  Vaunakee 505 68 505 368 673
03 0903 ob Caméron 456 19k 456 194 :ésb
32 4095 11 Onalsska 987 361 826 522 1348
4T 1666 05  Elmwood 512 225 512 225 "%§7

1965 DATA (Continues in respective order.)

407 417 Lo7 4T - 824 a
759 497 759 97 1256 %
w9 365 ko9 365 T7h |
) 172 ) 172 621




. ADM by -School. Districts for 1966 end 1965
Choices made by sempling system descnbed

previously..
Cc. Dist. CESA School | K-8 9.-=Jl2 Elem. . Séé%T Potal
26 5;86 6é‘ #1, ercer'(mon.Title 1) 163 -=- 163 o . 163
33 224 1k Gratiot 201 73 201 . 73, 27
08 5614 10  Stockbridge b9 1hb 4o bl 193 |
4> 2961 03  Iena | . 400 231 . koo 231 631
11 1736 12 Fall River : - 339 129 339 129 k€8
67 ]030 16 #15, Cenesee .. 8l —— 8k - 8h

1965 DATA {Comtinues in respective order.)
152 e i52 ——— 152
—em Th o T Th

Lo ik6 49 146 195
b 23 39k 232 626




AD!i by School Districts for 1966 and 1965
Choices made by sampling system described

previously.
Co. .nﬁet.' CESA School K K-8 9-12 Elem,. Sec. Totel
58 5264 ‘—63 - Sheweno . 2195 1226 1837 1584 3b21
Lo ‘5355 19  Shorewcod 1801 B850 1467  118h 2651
066 3668 06  Mondovi 857 428 857 428 1285
52 h851 14  Richland Center 1555 . sm 1373 983 2356
36 6370 11  West Salem ' 589 347 589 37 936
13 3675 15  Monona Grove 2h79 933 2479 936 3417

1965 DATA (Continues in respective order.)
21n 1225 1777 1589 3366
1783, 819 1553 11k7 2600

867 hily 867 b1k 1281
1549 193 1357 g5 23ha
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Because LEA reporting is nut alvays cohsistent or complete, the use

of evaluation devices including standardized testing has been difficult
to evaluote, a3 frequently form aumbers, grade levels, etc., were not
specified, The following material does present the most popular devices
within +en categories by standardized deviee,

A more sophisticated analysis of the results of these devices, fncluding
group means, medians, and qua~tile chenges may be included as a later
apgendix., At the present time, certain representative projects which
béve presented "hard” dats, under appropristely controlled conditions. -
will be .presented. Vhile this noterial is not presented on a scientific
sempling basis, it is felt that the care with which it was obtained aud
concere with experimental integrity makes it more valua.ble than much

of the state-wide material. ,

p—
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The following showz the evaluation devices used by the loecal:
educational agenciess The LEAs are listed by project number.

Achievement Batternies |
American School Achievement Tests

Ly 399
322 586

California Achievement Tests

N 245 367 -~ hl6 hi6 - 5hk9
58 337 394 425 L8k 640
66 ‘339 398 i) 53h 64T

189 357

California Basic Skills Tests ?

28
145
345

Gray~Votaw~Rogers Generel Achievement Tests

43 209
199 330
209

Towa Tésts of Basic Skills

7 120 238 333 - 429 53h
11 122 239 335 h3l 5h1
1h 12h 2h3 337 436 545
18 127 2hé 3k hh3 551
2l 130 2h7 3h9 hi6 561,
25 sl 248 350 448 5T7
31 1kl 251 356 450 595
3k i57 25h 369 155 616
35 158 259 370 L56 618
61 16k 260 372 460 625
(] 166 281 373 465 626
o7 181 286 392 bé6 6ho

889 - 188 321 393 488 646
91 196 316 394 Loo 650
101 210 317 Loo SOk 660

110 215 326 L03 507

111 226 330 419 510

113 227 331 L25 521

116 230 332

&)
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' Iowe Teetc of Educational Development

34 299
56 k52
131 hsh
210 541

Metropolitan Achievement Tests

20 160 228 343 503 554

27 163 232 347 508 585
50 165 256 360 509 616
60 166 258 370 510 618
82. 167 265 377 511 62k
90 269 ara 432 513 650

110 170 27Tk L36 523 663

111 101 276 bis 529

113 199 282 448 537

116 207 318 41T 540

133 215 328 478 5kl

139 220 335 k79 549

140 224 340 196 551

ﬁa?i@mal Achievement Tests

23

501

¥aticnal Educational Development Tests
38k

Public School Achievement Tests

62

304
Pupil Record of Educational Progress
238

2

SRA Achievement Series

56 119 205 362 hh7 565
80 121 219 364 k78 621
83 L 262 38k 536 633
85 176 309 b9 5h9 éhé

112 196 . 333 U2k 555 672

R e e e ———
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Scholastic Aptitude (Intezzigence{

American School Intelligence Test
- 228

Celifornia Short-Form Test of Mental Maturity

2L 230 264
ko 232 276
42 231 b3}
6k . 2h3 hlo

California Test of Mental Maturity

1¢d bs2

‘308 511

332 545
- 450 -

. Goodepough-Herris Drawing Test

14 283
hl 450
226 L5k
237

Hennon-Nelson Test of Mental Ability

61 166 h06
12k 181 545
146 228 616
155 299 :

Kuhlmann~-Anderson Intelligence Tests

215 188
351 517
356

Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests

2k 16k b8
120 272 L66
149 338 50

159 391 660
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SRA High School Placement Test

8 456

60 545

151 640
250

e

(STEP) Sequential Tests of Educational Progress

53 13% 156
T1 p1'y ] 176
83 146 197
90 5k - 202
128 155 21k

Stanford Achievenent' Test

5 102 228
13 11k 236
1h 115 2h2
24 151 . 246
31 152 247
51 154 248
53 161 249
67 162 278
72 163 280
84 165 281
85 168 290
86 214

Wide Range Achievement Test

96
403
238
3hb

Other
90 178 402

120 188 407
133 326 b31

226

227
230

a33 -
a5

308
311
319
326
332
336

339 -

358
372
383
389

N2
k45
uss

268
360
406
118
419

420
426
Lko
L52
456
hs9

¥
ug1
490
Lot

507
529
561

‘L6l -

k52

359
5Tl

616

k99
519

- 561

602
603
612
625
626

565
566
610
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Otis Group Intelligence Scale
650

Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Tests

228
276
342
34k

SRA Tests of Educational Ability

8 376
159 129
250 ]

Survey of Mental Maturiity: California Survey Series

181
612

SCAT (Scholastie Competence and Attitude Test)

82 406
116 €16
146 6ho
361

Peebody Picture Vocabulary Test

(. 325
102 592
283

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC)

103 276 515
16h 368 598
17h Lol £6h
238 501

Other
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Part IV:

Use of Standardized Tests in Lanmuage Arts Projects

Tavbular Data

Pest PrasKel. 2.3 W S A 7 8 9 10+ Special.
Achievement | gg 92 | 115,111 {116 ;115 ]101 {90 gsh 45 6 |
Intelligence ! ! i
L 6 T 91 10 919 1 4% 4 i 0 i
Interest 1 5 3 i =
aone i f § ‘ §
Personality . ! : i
0 : 01 olo oy 1 2j2;2¢:1 | 0 ;
Total number of projects sampled: 158
Use of Stendardized Tests in "Cultural” Frojects

2 & ! L
Achievement : ; i ] i | i
1 1 t1 fo to to 11 j1 1y j1 i s
Iatelligence ' N i 2
: 0 0_¢0 0 1 i1 ! 1 0 { O ‘
Interest i i é 3 g } ;
0. o to i1 41 11 ‘o ‘o jo to 1 o ;
Personality ! \ } : o }
! § é ] g .
0 o..to _jo jo jo ito ‘o o 1o . 0O :

Use of Standerdi st in Supnortive Services Projects .
Achievemnent 3 3 3 L 5 3 14 13 L 4 L, i 2 %
i - T g
- :
Intelligence 0 4) 0 0 E‘Q 0 0 Q 0 ¢ _r 0 ;.
- i
interess 0 ) 0: 10 g_g 0 3_9 o b1 i g 0 i
i : '
3 i
Personality o Q.0 0..i.0 Q ) Q g .9 g 0 :

A et e Y



Use of Standardized Tests in

Personnel Improve}nent Projects

Tesh Pra=i-1 2 3 b 5 6 T . 9 10 Eaec.
] :
Acaievement Il 1 1 1 110 o {1 {2 tato § 0
. i
autellizence N !
Inserest - f
- _&he'fs not| used.
Dersonality |
. Use of Standardized Tests in Vocational Projects
Test
. 1
Achicvement o 0 | O ¢ !¢ 0 | o 0 1110 ! 0
. 1 R ‘ !
Iatellizence 0 - 0 10 0 {0 0O {10 .| O 1 331 4 O
Tnterest 0 0 | o 0 |o 0.0 0 o o | o
Personslity 0 0 |0 0 {0 ; 0 |1 1 2 !l 31 0
|
]

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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" Inteilicence

_ Use of Standardized ;rests i Pre School P;odeéts
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Use of Standardized Tests inm Library Projects

ezt Pre~K-1 2 3 L, .5 . & 8, 20 snee.
Aoniovement | 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0 | 0 0.0 % 0
Tnieliiresee 0 0 | 0 0 0 0| 0 5 o fiflz | o
Tnberest { 0 0 0 0 0 0! 0 C o0 0
Personality o jo {o {o {of olol o lojo I o

Tesv , . . :
5 ’ % | T
senievemant P12 Lo A 1 i i 1 o |lo i 0
: i ~ : T
i R
Inteliicence | 1 e 11 12 j21 24321 (1 {1 | o
§ ‘ !
Interest i 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 o |0 10 40
N ; —
Personslity 4o lo [o ool elolojoi | o

©
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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1966

. TEACHER PUPIL EVALUATION GHECK LIST
Iocally Devised

QUESTION 31

. This device, constructed by the School Psychologist (see
sample attached), consists of fifty-five items. Thirty-four of
these items represent measureable accomplishments and twentyone
represent observable inabllities, The majority of the ilems wers taken
from the developmental scales of Terman, Gosell, and the Vineland,
Some of the items on the "inability" side of the check list are
described in the literature as characteristic of developmentally
handicapped children, :

The items were chosen to represent expected development of
children with a chronological age: between five and six andfor a stage
of developmental accomplishment that precludes success in the normal
grade one curriculum. Jn the first thirty-four items the child
' received a point for each +, on the remaining twenty-one items he received
a point for each 0. The largest possible number of points for any
child would be fifty-five,

This check 1list was used as one of several oriteria vo
sereen the children for the program. The child's elassroom teacher
made the evaluation after having observed the student for cne year

“in & nomal kindergarten program. The identical. check list was then -
‘given to the teachers in the summer program who, by observation

and test, made a second evalunation of the sbilities of the children
at the end of the summer program.

: The raw scores obtained by the children are treated as
observable data in the same manner as the standardized tests used
in the project to measure change.

N R v o e

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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K=1

TEACHER PUPIL EVALUATION CHECK LIST
L Locally Devised

A Comparison of Raw Score Range and Interquartilo Distribution
for Pre and Post Tests

Raw Pre Voot —  Raw
Score, Test Test, Score ‘
XA l §o Paggitle Scora 0.56 : 55 XA
5y |~Wﬁ;ﬂ,ﬁ 53
£3; T g 5,
1O 49
W7 47
L 4
I3 "3
41 oy
o 39
7 37
x 39
> 33
3L e )
20~ 29
7 -2
25— 25
23 23
21 21
19~ ~-19
7 17
15~ 15
13 13
12 11
9 ~9
- 7 7
5 )
3 3
h L
Paw Score Pron-hont,  Post-test Pou Score
Toitnl H 53 53 Totol N
Range 10873 252 Ranre
oL 26,09 32225 Qo
Hedian 13,05 5.6 VYndian
A 31,95 46,99 Q2
XA = ALL 55 tasgks or bohaviors Mean  Mean Diff. + Value
chould be eredited o - : :
“achieve expected readiness vombest 3.4 602 by, 315%.
for normal grade one Post-best 38,0
curriculume
»Significant ab the 001 level

f

. e Wl

cysen
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TEAGHER PUPIL EVALUATION CHECK LIST, ILOCALLY DEVISED-.
K-l RESULTS, 1966

The total distribution of the pre-test resulted in a
range of scores from 10 to 53. The range of scores in the poste
test shortened significantly f£rom 23 to 52 demcnstrating that
the students at the lower extreme were able to wectify several
inabilities., The test assumes a perfect score of 55 to assure
complete readiness for the normal grade one program.

Median Scores

In the pre-test fifty percent of the students achieved
33 or more of the expected tasks or behaviors as compared with the
post~test medisn of 30.8 <~ a positive change of almost six points.
It can be cbserved from the chart that the pre-test middle fifty
per cent made a significant rise in score range on the post-test with
the pre-~test median score of 33,05 becoming the post-test lower
guartile score. This certainly appears as substantial improvement.

Q=1 Scores

As noted above the improvement in the range of Qel scorass
appears the most notable,

=3 Scores

Scores in this area were not improved in the direction
of the expectancy geal, bub it may be noted that the range of
_seores in the upper quartile was significantly shortened.

In summary the lower extreme of readiness inasbilities;

as measured by this device, appears notably shortened. The
middle fifty percent of the cases show a significant inprovement

toward the expectancy goal.

ER&C

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TEACHER PUPIL EVALUATION CHECK LIST §
Summer Pre-primary Program - 1966 f

Lecally Devised

RAW SCORE
THTERVALS CF
5255
49.91
46.48
5345
bo.42
37=39
336
3133
28-30
2527

1921,
16.18
13-15
1012

PQ\DHP@HSP&:\NN\-\&HP =3

53
52
51
49
46
L4,
39
28
18
17
9
5
L
1l
)

V=253
FXt = _
N X

1717 = 2.4

53

yEAN = 32.4L

MEDIAN Q2

50% of 53 = 26,5
+ 18 in CF is nearost smallest
nunber
26.5 ol 18 = 805
895 & 10 = 085
85 x3 =25
2655 4+ 30.5 = 33.05

MEDIAN Q% = 33,05

PRE-TEST
XL FXS
53 53
50 . 50
L7 ol
by 132
Ly - 82
38 190
35 385
.32 o320
29 29
. 26 . 208
23 92
20 20
17 51
2 0
11 11 |
1717 ,

o’
75% of 53 = 39.75
39 in CF is nearest smallest

numbex
39475 « 39 = J75
o?5 & 5 =15
015 X 3 = .1&5
‘ 0“‘5 + 3605 = 36095
QB = '260 25
Qt

254 of 53 = 13.25
© 9 in CF is nearest smallest
' riomber :

13.25 « 9 = 4,25

""'025 $ 8= 053 '

+33 X 3 = L59

1059 + 2‘*05 = 26.09

Qt = 26.09



TEACHER PUPIL EVAIUATION CHECK LIST
Summer Pre~Primary Program - 1966
u* Test

Formula = X D= 3 = 6.3

N 53 |
VInR.(Ep? V7962 - QW?  =Y5857.2
N .

27

N(N-1) 33 \53-1

-\‘/2'."1'3""" = 146 = 6.Eo = 4,315

Lo

e = 4,315 significant at +001 level




TEACHER PUPIL EVALUATION CHECK LIST
Summer Pre-primory Program - 1966

iocally Devised nEe Test
STUDENT PRE-TEST Post~TEST D nZ
2o 51 43 =8 - 6k
30 2"6 . 3&’ "3«.2 1%
by hé L8 2 -
5e . 45 43 -2 &
be : ks ) w10 100
Ve T 4y : L2 -2 &
s &, 47 : 8 .16
Qe 41 37 =it 16
l@u 39 . 31 ‘8 6"4’
11, 29 30 g 81
12. 38 42 . 16
13 28 b5 7 49
14, 37 37 Y
15, 36 39 3 9
1ba 36 2&3 ? &9
17 36 7 10 100
18, 36 37 1 1
19 36 i1, 5 25
20, 35 L7 12 14k
2la 35 39 0 0
224 35 39 b 16
23e 34 3L -3 9
2L, 3% 38 4 16
25 34 37 3 9
26, 33 31 ) L2
27 53 hé 13 169
28 33 52 19 361
29, 33 L3 15 225
300 33 29 wlh 16
310 32 25’0 8 6}'4’
32 31 by 16 256
33 N L 16 256
| 3y 31 57 & 36
’ 35 31 38 7 k9
3G 30 37 4 49
i 3Pe 27 L 17 289
! 384 o 27+ 35 ° 8 &b
' 3a 27 by 17 289




f

b

"t* Test

STUDENT PRE.TESY POST.TEST D ool
b1, 26 23 -3 9
b2, 26 ™ 19 363,
43, ' 26 b 18 32k
iy, 25 32 .7 49
b5, 2h 26 2 b
L4, 23 47 2l . 576

. &8, . 2 48 26 676
50, 18 . W 16 256
51, 16 26 10 . 100
52, ' 16 r 21 iy




TEACHER PUPTL EVALUATION CHECK LIST
Sunmer Pre<Primary Program - 1966

FOST-TEST
RAVW SCORE
TNTERVALS F CF X . XS
51=53 1 53 52 52
1850 4 52 Ly 96
L) 9 b8 46 i1
524l 8 39 83 Wdy
30411 5 a1 - 40 ' 200
3638 9 26 . 37 333
33-35 5 17 34 170
- 30-32 6 12 , 3. - 186
2729 2 6 ‘ 28 56
2426 3 g ' . 25 . 75
2123 1 ' 22 22
N =93
Q3
1;?" =~ - 75% of 53 = 3.75
: 39 in CF i3 nearest smallest
number
2048 = 38,6 39475 - 39 = 75
53 75 3 9 = 83
.83 b 4 3 = 2&‘4‘9
2 2.‘-&9 + Mo5 = )4‘6099
-MEGTAN Q .
508 of 53 = 26.5 Q3 = 46.99
26 in CF is nearast smallest
number ' 1 .
2605 - 26 ::05 Q
B2 5=l - 25% of 53 = 13.25
2l X 3= .3 12 in Cf is nearest smallest
03 + 38.5 = 38.8 numbexr
' 13.25 « 12 = 1,25
MEDIAN Q2 = 78.8 1,25 & 5 = .25
n——— : 025 X 3 = J75

275 + 32,5 = 33.25
ot = 33.25
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METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST
Form A - 1965
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Torm A - 1965
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FROSTIC TEST OF VISUAL TRCEPTION
(1963 Standardization CA 4.8)

K=l

A Comparison of Interquartile Distribution
{Perceptual Quotients)

XA = Expected
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“xA
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124 24,
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Q3
S
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- 100
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- 110.
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. Moan
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ILLINOIS TEST OF PSYCHOLTIGUISTIC ABILITIES
« CA 2.8 « 1961
-  Lan~uage Age Range and Interguartile Distribution
Compared to Actual Ghronolancal Age Range and Interquartile Da.stribution
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Table 2. Change Scores

Due to unanticipated inconsistencies, inaccuracies, and incompieteness

in LEA reporting, as well as difficulties in the area of incomparability
of date, gaps in analysis at the local level, and lack of staff previously
expected to provide assistance in this section of reporting, this important
area will not be reported until :# later date.

Appendix XVI presents an example of the better reporting from the LEA
level which will serve as a basis for completion of this section.

Table 4. Dropouts

According to the Division of Data Collection there is not at the present
time a policy for reporting dropouts, nor will a policy be established

in the immediate future. No statewide data is currently available, dbut
several studies have been done in the past which will provide zome basis
for comparison when a more utilitarian study of dropouts is incorporated
in to the evaluation report for the current year. The reader is referred

to, THE DROPOUT N WISCONSIN, 1963, A Report to the Governor's Committee

on Children and Youth.

Teble 6. Continuing Education .

Statewide collection of information on education beyond high school is

not practiced at this time. No information will be available for the
current evaluation report, but baseline data will be collected in the
current cperational year, and established as a more complete section of the
second year's evaluation. Certain schools have indicated an interest in

~ establishing moGel procedures for data collection in this area.

(e.g. Pittsville.)

While the information requested on 1he latter two tables is important

in viewing Title I longitudinal effects, it is felt that the acquisition
of such data at this point is only to proride a basis for comparisons

and could not be considered meaningful or significant at this time, unless
y project, or majority of projects, are directed at the upper age levels.
In Wisconsin projects have been directed toward the lower age levels in

a preventative effort, and it is felt that the effects of such programs
will not be apparent within the next few years, that is, relative to
dropouts and changes in continuing educational choices.
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PART IV: NON-OPERATIONAL PROJECTS

Thirty-two projects in the state, for which funds were expendad,
were non-operational for varicus reasons. Each LEA filed a statement
with the SEA ss to the reason the project did not become opeprational.
The two primary reasons were: lack of personnel to staff projects,
and delays in receiving final approval. Project activity in most

of these cases consisted of the purchase of equipment for use in
commencement or expansion of the project at a later date.

These 32 projects have not been included in the analysis of the 547
Title I projects, as indicated in the Preface.

Planned Evaluation Design

fumber of
Evaluation Design Projects

i (1) Two group experimental design using
; the project group and a conveniently
available non-project group as the
control. 1

i(2) One group design using a pretest and

; posttest on the project group to

i compare observed gains or losses with

: expected gains. 1

'(3) One group design using pretest and/or

posttest scores on the project group to

compare observed performance with local,

State, or national groups. 0

(L) One group design using test data on the

! project group to compare observed

performance with expected performance

based upon dats for past years in the

project school. 2

(5) One group design using test data on
E the project group, but no comparison
data. 8

K6} Other 1

ey o ——

Total 13 respondents}
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Majon Prnoblem Aneas

The following table shows the problem areas listed by the LEAs.
Percentages are bdsed on the total problem areas coded (40)--not
the number of LEAs reporting.

Problem Area ‘ Percent ¥
Personnel ‘ 30%
[State Department 23
Equipment 18
Facilities 13
Evaluation 8
Design 3
%ommunity Relations (1
Dther 8

 State Depantment Efforts.

All projects were asked to evaluate the help given to LEAs by “he
State Department. Of the 24 respondents, 11 (46%) found the SEA

"very helpful", while 10 (4l1%) rated the efforts as "fairly helpful",
for & combined total of 87 percent. Two LEAs (8%) found the SEA
"disinterested”, and one agency considered the SEA to be "detrimental®.

A certain inconsistency is apparent here, in that while 87 percent of
respondents ‘ranked the SEA in a "helpful" category, in the preceeding
problem ranking the State Department efforts were ranked by 23 percent
as a significant problen.

pation to Tustitutions of Highen Leanning

Eight non-operational projects (25%) were assisted by institution
of higher learning. This compares to 27 percent in operational
projects.



Non-Public Schools

Thirty-eight percent of the projects involved participation with
non-public schools. The following table shows their estimate of
non-public school cooperation.

Number of Percent®

Rating LEAS of Total
Very Cooperative 8 67%
Fairly cooperative 3 25
Disinterested 1 3

One LEA found difficulty in dealing with non~public schools because

of misconceptions regarding the scope of legislation on the part

of these schools. Negative attitudes in the non-public schools was
cited as a problem area in one report, while one LEA reported that

it mede no effort to involve non-public schools. The "Other" category
was coded by two LEAs in describing their relationship with non-public
schools.

Confenence Parnticipation

Twenty-three, or T2 percent of the non-operational projects,
coded attendance at one or more evaluation conferences, 6 at
Whitewater, 9 at Eau Claire, and 8§ at Menasha. This compares

to a conference attendence of 72 percent in operational projects.
The folliowing table shows the estimate of the conferences.

N Number of Percent#
Rating LEAs of Total

Very helpful 5 34%

IFairly helpful 1k 67

Interesting but no help 1 5

Full and no help : 1 5
This compares with the following ranking by attendees having operational
projects. -

Very helpful 243

Fairliy helpful 6h%

Interesting but no help 11%

Dull and no help 1%



C.A.A. Relationship
Four non-operational projects were situated in areas in which a
Community Action Agency was located. The C.A.A. was ranked as
"very cooperative” by 3 LEAs and "fairly cooperative" by 1 agency.
Other Titles and Cooperative Projects
Two non=-operational projects were related to projects under another
title of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Four projects
were cooperative projects between districts.
Premises
Of the #5 LFAs that coded the location of their project, 24 coded

"public school premises”, and 1 coded "Other".

Time and Dwration

Eight LEAs answered the question pertaining to the time during which

their projeet took place. Six projects were held during the
regular school day, 1 after school, and 1 during the summer.

Children are not actually involved during these times, except in some

cases of screening or preliminary diagnosis, but rather staff time
is represented.

The following table shows the duration of project operations, based
on responses by 27 LEAs.

Percents

Duration of Total
Fpring and Summer 26%
Summer Only- 22
Fall and Spring 15
Spring Semester 11
Fall, Spring, and Summer b
Summer and Fall 0
Fall Semester 0
Other 22

i
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; Pensonnel

Twelve persons were employed in the 6 projects reporting more than
half-time personnel. In the T projects reporting less than half-time
staff, 25 persons were involved.

Incneasding Siagg

]

4 Percent ¥
! Metlod of Total
gSupport for Advance Education 16% |
gIn-service Treining 22
; pecial Recruitment 16
Eala.ries 16
%Jork Situation Improved 31
'Other 3
»
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9. . NON-PUBLIC SCHOQL PARTICIPATION:

S

(a).

it resgectivexy .in the, dlstrlct.; Appgn@ix X1y,

¥ e
atr

LR 4

What steps have been on ane. beding iaken 2o enéo’iw.age
&thatwe of the Kmal mmmm m cdnzac,ung non-
. public. 4choq2 o£&¢ R o

Ay k\,:! ! g A% FYRS B o&Z , Jk : A\Z

" A series of bulle‘tina a.nd memorandwng has peen issued from

the SEA clarifying the réiationship of ‘the ron-public schools
to Title I programs@ {Appendices XI, XII) - :

) i gﬂdition, rqpresantamzvas @f the nodupublic schools are
i

neluded on the Title I Advxs@ry Board.h (Aypendix”IV)

Ap@endix XIII describes the participation of non-public

‘¢children and campares participation of pnblic ‘and non-

.- public : chaldren in teumg of number of children enrolled
gows a ‘sample

Jof projects. 1nva1vxng sh&red tlme .,&

-
PR T T f‘f}

QAEiﬂfxﬁSixwgercenq of gll gxojgcta iqva;vgd nopqpub;;c schools
- insin-their prajects, .. Sghools: invqlving nop-pybi ¢.schools were

,;uwthenyagk?g QQ.R”#%Eﬁﬁe ;he‘ugppera$;qq 9{ the sqgg?is.

TNRERTes O0F SVISgie%

(b}

. The folloying. gﬁafﬁyéiéwg the ratiﬁégiby‘fitle I sehools of
non-public cooperatzcn.

T Ty

2
~ - . e M "
oo n . LR LRI P C R S Yooy Nty 5 s wu oz A b ey
. e ey . o 1 PN RO

) Dégree of - . " Perécentagel
Coqperatlon Ranking
Very Cccperatlve oot B3%
Pairly Cooperative o128
Disinterested C 05%
’bt‘Cocperative . 0

What successes have b@@n expek¢enced Ain deuelap&ng and .
&mp&mnentamg pubﬁ&c and non-public caopauat&ve projects?

This hxgh degree of cooperation is perhaps the greatest
success in this aspect of the program. Some. projects included
letters praising Title I--non-public cooperation, and specific
activities vhich hed not previously been available to the non-
public children (e.g¢., speech therapy). In some instances
non-public schnols furnished their own transportation (e.g.,
buszes, car pools). Several schools reported the development
of a communicative interchange for the first time. Still
others reported formstion of nermanent eommittees to consider
joint pr@blemw and plannzng.

LI
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(e)

{d)

" What problems have been expenienced in developing and

Amplementing public and non-public school cooperative projects?

" The evalustion also provided a spectrum of problems encountered

by public schools relative to the non-public school. Table Z
following lists the major problems from a sample of ten
percent of projects responding to this item--not totai of
projects. Under the major problem headings, specifie
comments are suumarized. All categories, major and sub-, are
presented in order of prevalence.

List and briedly describe any suggestions on necommendations
fon nevising the Legislation concenning public and non-public
school participation.

In considering the relationship of the public and non-public

' schools in Wisconsin, state laws, rather than federsl laws,

seem more influential. While the most specific but minor
legislative recommendation, based on LEA response, seems

to be a2 need for bussing provisions--either through state or
federal funds--~th® number of schools reporting this as a
problem is less than 1k percent, considering the total number
of schools cooperating with non-public schools. Certainly,
such a consideration cannot be undertaken without careful
study regarding its effect--fiscally, relative to segregation,
and to the general constitutional framework and intent of

the act.

P e,
B T
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TABLE Z.
PROBLEM AREAS RELATIVE TO NON - PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Per Cent of Total

Respondents
Category In This Category
Location and Transportation - : W%
General problems: (Schools too far apart,
too mueh time taken for travel, etec.)
State law prohibiting public transportation -
of non-public children frequently cited.
Previously crowded conditions
Scheduling and Time Conflicts ' 19%

General

Other activities conflicted: (Bible Schools,ete.)

Misconceptions _ 1%

General misconceptioné o p lack of knowledge
Presumption of general aid

Desire for service on nen-public premises
Opposition to acceptance of any federal aid
Separation.of Church and State

Desire for equipment for use in non-public
school.

Negative Attitudes on the part of Non-Public Schools 13 %
Felt no help was needed
Refusal to participate

Participation contrary to church policy
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PROBLEM AREAS (Continued)

Per Cent of Totsal

Respondents
Category In This Category
Matching Public School Needs to Non-Public Needs 8¢

What percentage of non-public should participate?
(In some cases, too many nom-public,
relative to allocation,desired to
participate. }

* Inadequate screening criteria

* Public school objectives and needs differed
significantly

# Non-public pupils lacked adeguate background,
(e.z., no "Modern Math"})

Failure of non-public teachers to be
available for in-~service, follow-up, etc.

No disadvantaged in non-public school
{statement by only one project)

¥ TBqual Ranking
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TABLE 8

NO. OF PERCERT* OF zoalmmeHmmwmmwcw
TIME AND LOCATION OP PARTICIPATION PROJECTS! TOTAL PROJECTS CHILDREN
rs public grounds only: 517 95%

During regular school day 162 3,076
Before school 0 o
After school 8 1
Weekends 0 0
Summer 273 6,559
Regular school day and summer 0 e
Regular school day and after school 10 165
Regular school day and weekends 2 50
Other a2 725

Total 10,586

One summer project operated on non-public school premises only. Eighteen projects operated

on both public and non-public school premises--nine summer and nine during the regular day.

Seven projects operated on other than public and non-public premises--two during the regular
day, and five during the summer.

lpotal represents duplicated count.
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. : . SERVICES TO HANDICAPPED CHILDREN: A REPORT
1 OF TITLE I, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT

_ ACTIVITIES IN WISCONSIN, - 2 1935-1933

Title I of the Eléx;ﬁentary and Secondary Education Act of 1§65 is' '
the m'ajor thrust of the national effort to "bring better education to‘
millions of d':'l'se.e.ivant'aged' youth who need it moot. " The Congress has-made
available more than $i b':ﬂ'.'li,on for 1965-66, the first year of this title.

For the :p'uz;pose of this program, the term "educationally disadvanteged
chilaren" meax'x.‘s those children in a particular scliool aistrict vho have

n t‘hé gréo;be'st need for spoo:i.al' educaticnal aééiét‘anc‘e in order that their ;

level of educationsl attainmert may be raised to ¥nbt appropriate for -
childrén of their age. The té¥m includes childven who are handicapped -
“and chfldren 'E’whos'e'. need for ‘such’ special educationsl assistance 15 the
result of poverty or cultural or lmgu:mstzc isolation from ‘the ‘community
a.t large. : |

Bee a'.'use of the grea.o interest in 'l';he handicapped ¢hild . and’ Services
to thm ch:.ld under Title I, the following section of the Annual Evalua.tion
Report has bBeen made a.vailable pr:.or to completion ‘of the total report; of

Title I activities in the State of Wisconsin.. - - - Lt

@gcial Section- HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
Following the United Sta.tes Off:me of Educai:ion fomat of placing -
asterisks 'beside questions to indica.te special efforts regarding handicapped

BCAS Tt LU

eh:.ldren, the SEA evaluation showed no pro:] ects amending an@wers in this

mannezf.; It vas felt that 'hhe design of the questions was weak, ana. also

T This report is part of a total Annusl Bveluation Report of Title I, E.S.E.A.,

vhich will be available in Januery, 1967, and will be d:.ssem:.na,tea to all
school districts in Wisconsin.

EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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that in projects not emphasizing handicapped children, little attention

s given to the populatlon in the Evaluation Report (not necessarily

e

& reflect1on ‘of program actzvzties) Thus, the ccmpl@%@ plcture of services
to handlcapped under Tmtle I, E.S.B.A., is not ava1lable for the 1965-66
Evaluat1on Report. Accoralng to reporte of superv1sory VlSltS and speclal
consultatlon, handzcapped children were served prxmarzly as a part of

larger act1v1ty categorles--commnnlcamlon skills and field trips, for o
example--and,may not necessarll& be reported 1n the evaluatlon formet.

Further, unless projects involve alds fram the Bureau for Hanﬁlcapped Children,
Departmen£ of Publlc Instructz.on3 the general attltude on the part of

LEAs has been that it is not necessary to 1dent1ﬁy handicapped chmldren

sepaxately, for evaluation report1ng4purppses. (Agein, this statement does

not necessarlly reflect on progr act1v1tles.)

An estxmated 108h children ‘were served in handacapped proJects, and

g, .
“L\

appramumately 132 teachers were hired in these projects, with the
general category const1tut1ng 8 Title I expenditure of $158,3h7

(Staxe A1ds, local, and other funds are not included in thxs flgure.)

Lumltaxlons of the da%a presented here may be clarlfied'by the
follow1ng examples. |

In some projects including speech therapy, the project was not
classified under the handicapped category; but rather was placéd:under the
category of languaie. ' A'more definitive technique for identifyine” such
project activities will be incorporated in the coming year's evaluéﬁion;
but information on this yesr's handicapnéd sctivities may not readily serve
as’'e basis for ‘generalization.

In another example, ome of the Madison projects included & “erisis®

' teacher for the emotionally disturbed. However, this is only one activity



within the larger project focus, end is not included in the analysis of
the handieaﬁped category.

An analysis of Title I pi*o.jeets emphasizing activities f‘or the

handicapped yielded the following data. Handicapped projects representc

3.6 per cent of total projects in w1sconsin. The table presents data oﬁ:

the percentage of total handicapped pro,jects, the percentage of all children,
the percentege of i‘unds, full-, part—time, and total staff, by type of
handicap within the total category of projects cerving handicapped

children.

PLACE TABLE
ABOUT HERE

As pfesented in the table, Speech Correction represents the 1argesi;
project category, (50%), but the largest number of children, (44%), vas, gserved’
under Special Learning Disabilities, (SLD), as compared to 35% in Speech
Similarly, the largest coﬁmitment of funds was alsc in the SLD category--
37% as compered to 17% in Speech.

Da:ta. on the ratio of pupils to staff is presented by type of handicap.
The lerger ratio seen in the category of speech is probably a.ccounted for in
the .character of the progran. Speech therapists typically serve 1a.rger
numbers of children for a shorter period of time than may be served in a
program for the mentally retarded, for example, which nay regn:lre a cla.ss-
room teacher, in addition to supportive personnel, possibly including the

speech therapist.

PLACE TABLE
ABOUT HERE

EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. SERVICES TO THE mbEUHnbmmww \
. UNDER eﬁaﬁw I, ELEMENTARY AND mmnoau»m& muaﬂhﬂﬂoz.bne

CxRmTAG. e 1x A 2

Per Cent#* of - ‘ Per Cent Per Cent

Per Cent¥* Children of of
- of Total Served in m.mu Cent* More Than Less Than
Category of Handicapped Handicspped of . Half Time Half Time Total
mg&am.m Projects Projects Funds Staff. Staff sStaff
Smbamu.w% o : : .
wmwmmmmm. L 15% W% 19% 15% . 2% . 9%
@.oewosmﬁ_.w o s
- Disturbed 0 -0 0 0 . .0 0
wgmwom.w ‘ .
Handicaps - 5 , T 16 . 3 31. 15
Special Learning | . . ) |
~ Disabilities 20 Ly 37 k2 b1 b1
wwmmow . ‘ . : .
_Correction - . 50 35 , 17 AT 26 . T 20
wmumﬂmmm ‘ e
. Therapy . 5 2 | 1 3 . 0 2
jawwaon ) A . - LT
Underachievers 0 - 0 "0 : c -0 0
her v 5 8 .9 - 20 0 1
TOTAL : P 568 . - L% .

* Percentages may not equal 100 Gue to rounding errors.
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PUPIL-STAFF RATIO.
(Staff is defined as Total Staff, both Full~ and Part-Time)

This table is not to be generalized to pupil-~teacher ratios,
as staff in many cases includes administrative personnel.

Categories of Handicap Ratio
Mentally Retarded bl
Physical Handicaps 3=-1
Special Learning Disabilities Q=1
Speech Correction 14-1
Language Therapy 8-1
Other 1C=1,

.
ERIC™™

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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CONFERENCES

During the 1965-66 operational year, three Invitational
Evaluation Clinics were held. The following peragraphs present
participation and critical ranking.

The most well-attended conference was that which was held
at Eau Claire, with 47% of totel attendees indicating attendance
at that conference. Twenty~eight per cent of positive respondents
attended at Whitewater, and 2% at Menasha. For a ¢otal of
71.45% of projects indiceting ettendsnce at conferences.

Of those attendees, 24¥ ranked the conferences in total
as "very helpful" 647 renked "fairly helpful”, 11% ranked
"interesting, but no help", and 1% ranked "dull and no helyp”.



Respondents were asked to code the mujor problems relative to lack of participation under three headings.

The WOPwozmmw table presents the results:

Attrition . _ . Absenteeism Drop-outs
Health Problems . | 8% . Health Problems 33% Health Problems 6%
Lack of Parental Interest 32% . Lack of Parental Interest 227 Lack of Pasrental Interest 35%
Lack of Student Interest 32% . Lack of Student Interest 227 Lack of Student Interest 39%
Transportation - “ 5%- ° Transportation 3% Transportation 1%

Other . .. 23% . Other 19% Other 18%
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"~ GOOPERATIVE ‘PROJECTS -

The following list provides a sample of cooperative projects in order that
LEAs contemplating the development of cooperative projects, or wishing to discuss
mutual concerns relative to existing ccoperative projects will have a partial
listing. Consult the EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS DIVISION, Data Processing

Codes 66-6T, or wttdched listing of IEAs by project number, for school district names.

;. County Number District Number - Project Number
58 .. 5740 185
33 © 22u0 B 220
30 - 6545 ' 368
22 . 2k99 | 481
64 2885 | 561
51 - 491k = 637
06 .- 2163 292
61 6006 mar
67 3528 L. ST

10 &

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



PROJECTS DIRECTLY RELATED TO ANOTHER TITLE

County Number District Number Project Number Other Title

B

ok ko2 275 7 CNpEa 7
et L see v 33 ';;'#i””?f[

22 R 609 263 h

25 2646 50 “"Fitle II

a7 C 5705 562

29 1673 15

29 1673 65

36 ‘ 5866 216

36 : 5866 - 215

1o 5026 22l

L3 - 5733 165

48 . 4165 354

53 o422 ‘ 660

59 5271 203

61 1600 1lis _‘ NDEA

61 6426 150

64 2051 8

6L 1540 98

67 4312 504

70 4179 17

Blank indicates Title
# Not specified by LEA




PROJECTs RELATED TO TITLE II, ESEA

Library books and materials, Tit;g,II, ESEA
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The following table appeared in the Project Description
of the application which attempted to émphasize the absentee~
ism problem of educationally disadvantaged students in the
District.

Per Cent Deprived Students of Total Enrollment
Absent 10 per cent (or more) of year
(18 or 180 days)

Attendance Center 196465 : 1965-66 1966-67
H., 8, (9-12) 6% - 67% 40%
Elem. (K-8) 62 _ ‘ 5T . 50
. Elem. (K-8) T2 82 67
. Elem. (K-8) 67T : T2 62

The same students were used in study over the past three
years. The effect of the Home Counseling Project and perhaps
the Reading Project seemed to defer absenteeism amongst the
disadvantaged with the most chronic absentee problems. In
each school the percentage of the disadvantaged who had missed
school ten per cent or more had decreased by from five to seventeen
per cent.




RECORDED DATE OF DISCIPLINARY CASES INCURRED DURING
THE MONTHS OF FEBRUARY, MARCH, APRIL, MAY (1966)

¢ February March April May
Wealk 3 3 4 11 2 3 4 { 2 3 4 ) 2 3 4
Title I;§23 & 0 i 0 0 | 2 i 0 ! 4 0 !
Rest of ;i
Students! 8 1 5 j 1 1 310 lodl2 vt lut2i 0 3] 2
¥
Total i,ss nmoprtjsefofoys|3siz2|1r)3|s| 3|3
Collected deta in Table 1l indicates a highly significant correlation

between the initiation of the Title | program at Portage and the marked deciine
| in disciplinary cases both for the Title | students and student body as a whole.
From March 17, 1966 ‘to March 31, 1966 there were no disciplinary cases in the
Tivle | group or the remaining student body for ten school days. |t might be
concluded that the entire student body has benefited with the commencement of
the Title | program at Portage Senior High School. Genera! statements from
various facuity membors implied that this had been the most peaceful spring.

they have had in The past five years,

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




AVERAGE READING RATES AND COMPREHENSION SCORES
FOR 17 STUDENTS = FOR BOTH MACHINE AND BOOK READING.

540 Machine reading

270 | / iBook reading

110 .

$00 PRy = - s 4 Percenf of Comprehens‘j@n
i

Pre=test Book | Baok i1 Book 1
Seores GCrade § Grade 9 Grade |

A Period of Six Weeks
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PVERAGE
DAILY
ABSENCES 3,

29
28
27
26
25
24
23
22
21
20

19
i8

{7
16
15
4
13

12
I

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

SUPERIMPOSITION OF THE SURVEY OF THE 1963-1964,
1964=1965, 1965-1966 PORTAGE SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL
ABSENCES.,

Sept | Oct |Nov |Dec |dJan |Feb Mar |Apr [May

T s e e e e g T e

» “
A | 1\
. §IN L \ 3% \ __11965-1966
45 O .
§ } X H 74 1 =
JE N A | | 1963-1964
! ,&f&‘\ \
33
. ~N 213 \\
7 ~
i \
! N\__|106a-1965.
j
é
J
{
"."’"’
”
~-.
DAILY
ENROLLMENT ~ AVERAGE ABSENCE PERCENT
1965 = 1966 628 73 =560
1964 - 1965 608 22 3.6%
1963 = 1964 598 26 4,59

[6F



Average
Laily
Absences

ABSENCE SURVEY

Average daily absences incurred by Title | students
‘and the remaining student body 1965 - 1966.

24 Sept _Oct  Nov _Dec Jen _Feb Yap Apc  May
t ' b i
23 | R i %
1 : i oy
22 _ b N
21 ﬁ N
| ——— i “ - <4 :
26 ! _ : : | ™\
9! | R N\
| ; i \ |
{6 ! T\
Y 1 3
17 i ‘.’Mi !
16 ! / g
15 ; lp\ | ! % é :
@ iy ' i ;
: I \ " ) :f .
i3 ¢ \7f\\ ¥ //; !
1 N ; ; 3
02 / \ \ J é,.../...? -.
i s -~ i
i ! /m \.- \‘\},.«’f" \‘ ; §
i ‘ Ty '
1] 4 N H ]
9 i / : ! ; A\ } ”‘-’\
b ' i N 3 ‘ $ /5‘ ,
g N L W I
¢ ¥ v q
7 | :} \\\/" ! 2 i Kf’
6 | ? | 'r' ! s
. ’r ; i T
5 ly } { ! |
¢ I S A R
4 ﬁ i . | }
‘ )
TITLE | PROGRAM
iN EFFECT
Key: Title | stidenis = « = = =
Remaining student body
Note: dalf day absences were recorded as an absent dave
Total Senior High Schoo! earoliment | 628
Number of students in Titie | 05

Per cent of students in Tivie | ~ 10,35%
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SCHOQL - MAY 1966
IOWA TEST it BASIC SKILLS

MEAN
CRADE 6 - liay 1966 lfiean Score in Vocabulary 5.2
September 1965 iean Score xzn Vocabulary 5.3
GAIN IN 7% MONTHS = 9 MONTHS
Iiay 1966 Mean Score in Comprehension 7.0
September 1965 IMean Score in Comprehension 5.7
GAIN IN 74 MONTHS = 1.3 YEARS
Children involved in Reading Clinic =
liay 1966 Mean Score in Vocabulary 5.3
September 1965 Mean Score in Vocabulary 4.1
GAIN IN 7% MONTHS = 1.2 YEARS
lay 1966 Mean Score in Comprehension 5e3
September 1965 Mean Score in Comprehension 4.0
GAIN IN 7% MONTHS = 1.3 YEARS
GRADE 5 - Moy 1966 Mean Score in Vocabulary 5.6
September 1965 Mean Score in Vocabulary 4.9
GAIN IN 7% MONTHS = .7 MONTHS ‘
May 1966 Mean Score in Comprehension | 5.5
September 1665 lMean Score in Comprehension 4.6
GAIN IN 74 MONTHS = 9 MONTHS
Children in Reading Clinic =
llay 1966 Mean Score in Vocabulary 5.k
" September 1965 lMean Score in Vocabulary 3.6
GAIN IN 7% MONTHS = 1.5 YEARS
i} May 1966 : Mean Score in Comprehension 5.0
| September 1965 1Mean Score in Comprehension 3.2

~

GAIN IN 7% MONTHS = 1.8 YEARS
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| L " The. general obje@t:we of the program was to provide a differentiated Lol
for e [ pragram for ehildren about to enter grade one which would eorrect ox .- i
B signiﬁcantly Aininich the developmental deficiencies thet in’ turn, were LD T
‘ S cwusing a Iack oi‘ madineas for the norme.l program of gra.de one.~ ; PR '

B LIy, The prcgram cansiatea of concen! ra,tea tra:ming ancl experiental ~‘1 s,

{ sf:imula;h:im in three ayeas: visual—motor perception, languase, ‘and’ fov LT .
L zzersonelity development. . The Metrdpolitan Readiness Test, ‘used pre an& - R
AT , \post«pregram, was expected to, reflect results in:all three arees” aesumins e A

Wl that readiness constituted, 4 composite development of a1l three concentrated - S
RN . 4TeRs.. . \signif:.can‘tly positive change in. readiness vas : reflected on SR g ‘~,
TN the results of the Metropolitan Reaamess Teet.a .; e ey

E Ee o ',!‘he 'xeacher-stu&em Evé.luatwn ‘Ratihg Scfale ;:ontained speciﬁé EESEES U
b items evaluéébiz;g personality develapmenﬁ as well &8’ general.. readineas. jf PR AP

;"_-: - j.'-; A g{g]j,fican‘bly positve - chemge was’ aclu.eved here. The' ;parent quaationnaire

& reﬂected gosi:bive change in *perspnal:.t;r developmem élsq. D N
sA e '~' The I’x?ostig ‘resﬁ @f‘&isua,l' Perceptian wa:s useé. both dia@oetieany B
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PR SO

B . "y ‘,' »! e i,'-' : . v s, e 2" f.l."f ARV o ‘“E ;
Nt '.l‘he I}.linoi@ Test @f Ps;rehalinguistw Ama.xtzes was usecl asigl . b
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T ‘been proh::bimve in. tim@ a,ncl c@st. %’ ‘ ,~=x‘ Sl ST R R SRR

T ,':‘-:‘}5" The total evalua‘bwn appesrs, 0. :.a.ndicat,e that an addztional six S e

T IR

[ weekis' of. concentrated yeadiness stimulation using. mﬁiv:.dually diagnosed Coe T
developmenta,l defma,enc es’ a3 & ‘basa.@ for a specific experience :pragram T
s " ' ¢en naké significently positive ehang@s in’the total readiness ofia’ ' i ..
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BT e utilizing e @@ncenﬁ;m‘b@d @urri@mlm might pr@du@@ differenﬁ resul‘bso LRI ,;,
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1 g" s ' becausé -of ease of @ﬁmamstratmn and its high correlation with. .
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4N the. £Wo- tesﬁs, that occured in research studigs of her own, 1ndwa‘bing ‘
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accoramg to. the distribution of Peréeptua‘l Qu@tlents .on the Frostig.
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5“55 B 'I‘he median ?erceptnal @uatient score. of‘ bh 32 was ra:;.’sed to
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‘ ’ch*tzg median expeetancy :é.,evel,o
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the pas{swtesﬁ but .not -0 the level of‘ expectaney as- compared to the. : -
standar&me.tmm samle, This fact, however, had less. sz,gmficance i

ae- ‘o reading readiness factor . than thet, of the lover guartile since.
scores above thé medmn of 100 are, md‘ieat.we @f‘ abmre average skul
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Im look:,ng at t‘he tbtal range Of scares g:.ven below the P .
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T el pre. L,;@@pqstgt@st means,; are. regartea ln 8 separate o L o ,
_ghart BeLow. indicating that the change in score achn.evement was B o ,
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29

Oshkosh’, Jt.
Crandon, Jt .
Madison, Jt.
Madison, Jt.
Racine, Jt. 1

oo 00 = £~

Wisconsin Heights, Jt, 1

New Glarus, Jt. 1
Genoa City Jt. 2
Muscoda, Jt. 7
Elroy, Jt. 9
Brodhead , Jt. 1
Westby , Jt. {
Kengsha. -
Mukwonago Jt. 3
Elroy, 'Jt. 9 '
Wausau -~
Elroy 2 Jt 9
Wausau

Albany , j+.8
Clear lLake Jt. 1
Barneveld , Jt. 15
Monrde , Jt. 1 .-
wgod:ruff J’t. 1
Bruce

Bruce .

Belmont

Wausau

Shell Leke , Jt. 1

30 Miﬁocqua Lakeland UHS

31
32

33

34

36
37
38
39
40
by
h2
h3
L
L5
46
L8
49
50
51
52

Madisof , Jt. 8
Cudahy ‘
Seneca , Jt. 1
Deerfield Jt. 1

" Thorp, Jt. 1

Cornell Jt. 2
Milwaukee ‘
Milweukee -
M:Llwaukee

Veronsa , Jt. 1
Deerfield dt. 1
Baraboo J’t@ 1.
Blair-, Jt, 1 -
Bﬁilwaukee
Middleton UHS -
Beleit, Jt’. 1

Sun Prairie, Jt.2

Richland Center, Jt. 2

Iowa-Grant, Jt. 1
Kaukauna, Jt. 2
Kaukauna, Jt. 2

o

Bloomer

Stanley

New Auburn

Gilm&n s Jt. 2
Fairchild, Jt. 1
Eleva-Strum, Jt. 1
Portage , Jt. 1

Fond du Lac, Jto 1

Dodgeville -

West Salem, Jt. 1
Le Farge, Jt. 15
Elroy , Jt. 9

Oak Creek , Jt, 1

Orfordville , Jt, bI-

Shewane , Jt. 8
Luxemburg "UHS
Pulaski', Jt. 5
Plymouth , Jt. 8
Plymouth , Jt. 8
Ladysmith , Jt; 1

Ladysmith , Jt; 1

Ladysmith ,, Jt, 1
Fredonia , Jt. 1
Oshkosh , Jt. 1
Oshkosh , Jt.l
Shiocton s Jt. 2
Potosi , Jt. 10
Westfic 2ld, Jte 1
Westfield s Jt. 1
Pittsville

Monroe , Jt. 1
Flambeawn, Jt. 1

- Platteville , JGe &4

Waterville '
Gillett; Jt. 3 ,
Bloomington , Jt. 2
Sbatek , Jts 5
Chetek , Jt. 5
Meple , Jt. 1
Galesville, Jt. 1
Highland
Germantovm , Jt. 1
Bloomer, Jt. 1
Rast Troy , Jt. 1
Buttérnut, Jt. 1
Ocon to, Jt. 1
Tony, Jt. 1
Reedsburg, Jt. 1
Superior , Jti 1

" Superiors Tt. 1
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No., School District No. Schoel Distriet

105 Superior, Jt. 1 163 McParlend, Jt. 8

106 Superior, Jt. 1 16k Wetertovm, Jt. 1

108 Neillsville, Jt. b 165 Three Lakes, Jt. 1

109 Altcona, Jt. 1 166 Greenwood, Jt. 1

110 Osseo, Jt. 1 167 Horiesn, Jt. 10

111 Mondovi, Jt. 1 168 Ithaca, Jt. 1

112 Gilmenton UHS 169 Burlington, Jt. 1

113 Cadots, Jb. T 170 Waterford, Jt. 1

114 Colby 171 Plum City, Jt. 3

115 Colby 172 Delsvan, Jt. 1

116 Coleman, J%. 1 173 Delavan, Jt. 1

117 Milton, Jt. 1 174  Browm Deer, Jt. 1

119 Stoughton, Jt. 3 175 ZIola, Jb. 1

120 Bangor, Jt. 2 176 Mosinee, Jt. 1

121 Holmen 17T Bayfield, J4%. 1

122 Vernon and Big Bend, Jt. 1 178 Bayfield, Jt. 1

123 Proirie du Chein, Jt. 1 179 Stevens Point, Jt. 1

124 Port Wing, Jt. 1 180 Stevens Point, Jt. 1

125 Neenah 181 Tond du Lae, Jt. 1

126 Pembine, Jt. 1 182 Miltom, J9%. 1

127 Menomonie 183 Elcho, J5. 1

128 Menomonie 18 Tigerton, Jt. 2

129 Menomwonie ~ 31685 Tigerton, et al, Jb. 2

130 Barson, Jt. 1 186 Poynette, Jt. 10

131 Rerron, Jt. 1 187 Areadia, Jt. 1

132 borron, Jt. 1 188 Oralsgke, Jt. 1

133 Janesville, Jt. 1 18y adisca, I, 8

13k Waureka, Jt. 2 199 £hell Lake, Jt. 1

135 Mauston, Jt. 1 191 West Allis, Jt. 1

136 Mavston, Jt. 1 192 Monomonee Falls, 6. 2
37 Masuston, Jb. 1 193 DlMenomonee Falls, Jt. 1

138 Baraboo, Jt. 1 19k Menomonee Falile, Jt. 1

139 Crenton, Jt. & 195 Rice Lake, Jt. 1

140 Holcombe, Jt. 11 196 Stratford, Jt. $

1kl Loyal, Jt. 1 197 Btratferd, Jt.

122 West Salem, Jt. 1 198 Casco, Jt. 3

143 West Salen, Jt. 1 199 Oconto Falls, Jt. 2

1kl Aupgvste, Jt. 1 200 Owen, J6. L . |

15 Eleva-Strum, Jt. 1 201 Oreen Bay, Jbe 1

145 Poritagz, Jt. 1 202 QCrantsburg, Jt. 1

W7 Ferpimore 203 Sheboygan, Jt. 1

148 T.a Crosse, Jt. S 20h  Resholt, Jt. 5

19 Wisesrsla Dells, Jt. 1 205 Chippewa Falls, Jt. 1

150 Whiteusll, Jt. 5 207 Cazenovia (Weston), Jt.

151 Froderie, Jt. 3 208 Port Weshington, Jt. 1

152 Froderie, Jt. 3 209 Mellen, Jt. 1

153 Weyerheuser, Jt. 3 210 Glidden, Jt. 1

15k Oregon, Jt. 1 211 Payk Falls, Jt. 2

155 "Toonah 212 Marshali, Jt. 2

156 Neenah 213 Pepin, Jt. 1

157 Preirie Farm, Jt. 5 21h  Tikhorn

158 River Falls, Jt. 1 215 TValders, Jt. 1

159 Riypon, Jt. 1 2156 Talders, Jt. L

160 Waupsca, Jt. 1 217 Fall Creek, Jt. 1

161 Montello, Jt. 1 218 Athens, Jt. 2

162 Haztford UHS 216 Auburndale, Jt. 1

1
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“ No. School District No. School District
.\-u- 220 Gr&tiot, Jt. 1, 63 K { 272 a:oﬁnsons' Creeiig Jgt. 8
221 Cuba City, Jt. © 273 Cedar Grove, Jt. 1
222 Trempealeau, Jt. 1 27h Hillsborg, Jt. 3
223 Uhitehall, Jt. S 275 Ondossagon ..
224 8t. Francis, Jt. 6 276 Trenklin, Jt. 5
226.- Lodi, Jt. 1 277 Barneveld, Jt. 15
227 Gays Mills -, Jt. 3 278 Markesan, Jt. 3
228 Rosendale, Jt. 22 . 279 Wales, Jt. 12
229 Spencer, Jt. 1 280 Winter, Jt. 1 .
230 De Soto, Jt. 9 ' 281 Merrill, Jt. 1
231 Port Washington, Jt. 1 282 North Fond du Laec, Jt. 11
232 Marathon, Jt. 1 283 Menomonie, Jt. 1
233 Milton 284k Somerset, Jt. 1
234 : Hayward, Jt. 1 285 Marinette, Jt. 1
235 - Cochrane~Fountain City,Jt.l 286 Marinette, Jt..1
236 Lancaster, Jt. 3 287 Wisconsin School for tae
237 Luxemburg, Jt. 1 Vicually Handicapped
238 Waupun, Jt. 1 288 tisconsin School for the
239 Peshtigo, Jt. 1 Deaf
240 Plainfield, Jt. 1 290 New Lisbon, Jt. 1
241l Plainfield, Jt. 1 290 Yorkville, Jt. 2
2h2 New Holsteln, Jt. 5 291 Colfax
243 Bonduel - : 292 Gilmanton {Coop) Jt. 2
2kl Durand, Jt. 1 293 Melrose-Mindoro, Jt. 1
245 Wisconsin Rapids, Jt. 1 294 Marion, Jt. 3
246 Minocqua, Jt. 1 295 Sussex (Hamilton), Jt. 16
247 Hudson, Jt. 1 ~ 206 Sussex (Hamllton) Jt, 16
248 Hudson, Jt. 1 298 Oshkosh, Jt. 1
249 La Crosse, Jt. 5 299 Medford, Jt. 1.
240 Horicon, Jt. 10 300 Campbellsport
251 Rhinelander, Jt. 1 ‘301 Campbellsport
252 Waterford UHS. . 302 Milltowm, Jt. b
253 Boyceville, Jt. 1 303 Tomah, Jt..1
254 Spring Valley, Jt. 1 304 Tomzh, Jt. 1
255 Ladysmith, - Jt. 1 305 Tomah, Jt. 1
256 BRdgerton, Jt..8 306 Tomah, Jt. 1
2T Port Wingm Jt. 1 307 Adems-Friendship, Jt. 1
258 Colfex. : : 308 South Milwaukee
259 . Colfax - - : 309 Brillion, Jt. 2
260 Colfax : 310 Spooner
261 .Clintonville, Jt. 1 311 Shawano, Jt. 8
262. Bdgav, Jb. 6 312 Palmyra, Jt. 1
263 Bosecobel, Jt. 6 313 Goodman, Jt. 1
264 Kiel, Jt. 1 ' 31k Waunakee, Jt. b
265 Eau Claive, Jbt. 5 ' 315 Amherst, Jt. 2
266 Eau Cleire, Jt. 5 - 316 HNew London, Jt. 3
267 Columbus, Jt. 1 i 317 Slinger, Jt. 1. -
268 Wisconsin Dells, Jt. 'L 318 TIola-Scandinavia, Jt. 1
269 Superiorfs .- 319 Ellsworth, Jt. 1
270 Balem, Jt. 1 320 Watertowm, Jt. 1
271 Brussels #1 321 Delsven-Darien H. S.
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322 ‘Tripdli, Jt. 1. . 369 Port Wing, Jt. ‘1
323 Menaghe, Jt. 1 370 Phillips, Jt. 1.
324 Menasha, Jt. 1 371 Rib Lake "
325 Plymouth, Jt. 8 ‘372 Whitewater, Jt. 1
326 Jeffersom, Jt. 1 - 373 . -enticé, Jt. 3
327 'Jefferson; Jt. 1 374 Lobira, J-!;, 5
328 Mam.towoc, Jt. 1 375 Shullsburg
329 * Amery, Jt. 5 . - 376 “Birnamwood, Jt. 7
it 330 fmetry, Jt. 5 .. j 377 Coleman, Jt. 1
331 -Amery,.Jt, 5 378 Rotuschild-Schofield, Jt. 1
332" Pardesville, Jt. 1 379 'Rothschild~-Schofield, Jt. 1
333 Mgom&, Jt. 38@ ) sPooner : ‘
335 -Ossed; JE.°L . 381 South Wayne, Jt. ‘9
336 Mineral Point 382 -Washburn, J’t 1
1837 "< Skyniicnir, Jt. b .. 383 Turtle Lake . ...
+ 338 “Ondosgsagon, Jt. 1 384 - Virogua, Jt.. 1 ;‘,_.; _
339 Ondossegon, Jt. 1 385 - Oostburg .
3%0 - Howards Grove, Jt. 2 366 -Indépendence Coop, Jt. 6
341 Hortonvilie, Jt..1 387 “Mayville, Jt. 5
342 Eikhart = Lake, It. 1 388 Scott, Jt. 10
. "343..-Wabeno, Jt. 1. 389 Omro - y
AWl Qekfield, Jt, 1 . .. N .-’390--'-:Manawé. JE T LT
: 345 Spring. Gfeen, Jt. 2 391 ‘Suring, Jt.._3,. RN
"1 . 346 Wonewoe, I, 1 392 Colfex .. ..
. . 'BUT ~Dénmerk,’ J‘b. 5‘5 393 Bcswler, Ji:. 1
348 DeForest 394 " Dodgeville
349 Hemmond' (St. Crmx Cent.,),Jt.1 395 Melleh, Jk.’ .‘_1_. :
350 Drumnd, Jt. 1 : 396 - Fond di Le.c Jt. lf
351 Highland . . : 397 Westby, Jt. ‘7,,
352 Marghfield J't 1. 398 Mosinee,’ Jt. 1.
353 Marshfield, Jt. L. : Loo'* E1K'Hound; Jt. 2
354 Osceola . Lol Shorewood 1 P
355 Stoughton, . J’t 3 . Lo2 Gumbérlahd J‘h 2
356 St. Croix Falls . 403 :‘Berlin, Jt. 1
.356 -Darliditon, Jt. 12, Lok Cedar Grove, Jt. 1
358 Aimond = 405 Dousman o
359 Melmse-mndora, JE. 5 406 Prairie du Sac, Jt. 3
360 Eeu Claire, Jt. 5 (36]) 407 - Prairie au Sac, Jt.. 3
362 Medford, Jt. 1 . 408 Ontario (Norwalk) Jt. 2
363 Tcma}*za.wk9 Jt.. _ 409 Casstille, Jt. 8 ..
364 Green Bay, Jt. hio Gassvzlieg Jt. 8
365 Greed Bay, Jt, 1 . 411 . Amery, Jt. S |
366 Green Bay, e ; 412 Rogholt, Jt. 5 .
367 Westby, Tt} 413 Maple, Jb. 1 §
368 Wilmot UHS €c@@p) b1l Maple, Jt. 1 . - |
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No. School District No. School District
1415 Baraboo, Jt. 1 166 Rice lLake, Jte 1
416 lLa Crosse,dte 5 ° 4167 Rice Lake, Jte 1
417 Jales-Genesee (Coop) Jt. 5 46€ Rice Lake, Jte 1
1118 Bau Claire, Jt. 5 469 Rice Lake, Jte 1
419 Cashton, Jt. 1 470 Rice Lake, Jt. 1
420 Patch Crove,Jt. 1 471 Richland Center, Jt. 2
421 ‘Muskego Lh72 wWestboro, Jt. 1
422 Huskego 473 Salem, Jt. 2
423  3Sruce L7h  Mekoosa, Jte 1
L2}, Raymond, Jt. 1l 475 Rio, Jte 5 J
425  rummond . ' 476 Potosi, Jt. 10
426 Elkhorn - . U477 Muscoda
427 Elkhorn .. 478 Springfield (Waunakee)
428 Clinton, Jt. 10 479 Cambria
429 Crivitz, Jte 1 L0 Edgar, Jt. 6
430 Fairchild, Jt. 1 1,81 Hazel Green Coop.
431 Solon Springs 482 Howard-Suamico, Jt. 1
432 Elmwood, dJt. 6 483 Athens, Jt. 2
433 Greenfield, Jte. 6 L8ly wis. Rapids, Jt. 1
L3L Prescott, Jt. 1 4,85 ionona Grove, Jt. L
135 .Webster, . 486 Hayward #2
436 Glenwood City, Jte 1 L88 Argyle, Jt. 1
437 Plum City, Jte 3° 189 Ondossagon Public (Ashland)
438 Oconomowoc, Jt. 3 ' 490 Randall, Jt. 1
439 Bloomington, Jto 2 491 Stcughton, Jt. 3
L0 Union Grove UHS 492 Eau Claire, Jt. 5
hhl Campridge, Jt. 5 193 Orfordville, Jte L
uWh2 Antigo, Jt. 1 494 DlMenomonie
43 Clinton, Jt. 10 195 Kewaunee, Jt. 1 :
Ll Beloit, Jt. 1 496 Kewauneé, Jt. 1 f,
/ hbS .Baldwin, Jt. L L97 Abbotsford, Jt. 1 :
L6 Paris, Jt. 1 : 198 WNeillsville, Jte L i
W7 Gilman, Jt. 2 499 South Milwaukee ;
W8 Wrightstown, Jt. 1 500 Gays Mills, Jte 3
L9 Hilbert, Jt. b 501 Black River Falls, Jt. 2
14150 De Soto, Jte 9 502 Black River Falls, Jte 2
k51l Hartford UHS 503 4hitefish Bay, Jte 1
152 Maustcn, Jte 1 50l Pewaukee, Jte 1
153 Cedarburg, Jt. 1 505 Green Lake, Jt. 1
Lsh Shawano, Jt. 8 506 Owen-ifithee, Jte 1
h55 Butternut, Jt. 1 507 Stanley-Boyd, Jt. L
156 Chetek, Jt. 5 508 Spencer, Jt. 1
457 Kiel, Jt. 1 509 Granton, Jte b
458 Burlington UHS 510 liondovi, Jte 1
459 Princeton, Jt. 2 511 Brussels #2
160 Monticello, Jt. 3 512 Luck, Jbte 3
. 1162 Reedsburg, Jt. 1 513 fuck, Jbte 3
; 163, Adams-Friendship 51l Stevens Point, Jte 1
b6l Hertford, Jt. 1 515 Stevens Point, Jte 1
. 465 Belleville ' 516 Stevens Point,; Jte. 1
/ (3o
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No. Sthool Distriet™ ™ ilo. School District

517 Wavzeka, Jt. 2 . 570 daukesha
518 Germantown, Jt. 1 * 571 Casco UHS

) 519 Wautoma, Jt. 1 ¥ 572 Ashland, Jt. 1

j %20 Randolph, Jt. 6 - 573 Ashland, Jt. 1
521, Wausaukee, Jt. l 575 onroe, Jt. 1

, 52l Wild Rose, -Jt. 2 576 New Holstein, Jt. 5
525 Glenwood-Spring Valley (Coop) §77 Merton (Coep) , Jt. 9 -
526 Sun Prairie, Jt. 2 576 i De Pere, Jt. 2 -
527 Glenwood, City .- ' 579 westfield #3
528 Kewaskum, Jt. 2 ' 580 Iena, Jt. 2
529 Waupaeca, Jt. 1 : 581 lMosinee, Jt. 1
530 Alma, Jt. 1 : 583 Freceric, Jt. 3 .
531 Weyerhauser, Jt. 3 58l Union Grove, Jt. 1
532 Juneaua Jto. 11 585 Winnécomie, Jdte 1
533 Oconomowoc (iterton), Jt. L 586 De Pere, Jt. 1
63l Wittenberg, Jt. 3 . 587 Southern Golony
£35 Kimberly, Jt. 6 589 Hurley,. Jt. 1
536 A’uburndaleg J:tl. l ’ 590 Yl’]hltpe Lake’ Jto 2
537 Reedsville, Jt. 1 591 ileenah :
538 Pittsville ‘ 592 Baraboo, Jt. 1
539 Pittsville. - 593 Goodman-Anmstrong, Jte 1
5S40 Brandon, Jt.12 C 59h Washburn, Jt. 1
54l Weyauwega, Jt. & - 595 Niagara, Jt. 1
542 Wheatland, Jt. 1. 596 Boyceville #2
543 DBeforest, Jt. 10 597 Oconto, Jt. 1
SLly tiddleton; Jt. 12 598 Supérior #6
ch5s Stockbridge, Jt. 1 599 Evansville, ‘Jts 6
546 WMiddleton; Jt. 3 : 600 rilwaukee Vocational
547 Port Washington, Jte 1 €01 walworth (Coop)
548 Bear Creeky Jt. 5 - 602 New Holstein, Jt. 5
649 Prairie du Chien, Jte 1 603 Goodman-Armstrong, Jt. 1
550 T@mah Jbe 1 60l Fredonla, Jte 1
551 Tuog Rlversg Jte 1 605 Rice Lake, Jt. 1
552 d@llandale S 606 Pembine .2
953 Campbellsport #3 . 607 Pembine #3
55l Birchwood 608 Pembine #
555 Qostburg,, Jb. 1& 609 Rhinelander UHS
£56 ausau ' 610 Neenah
557 wausew - ' 611 Spooner %3
\ 558 'wausau T . . 612 Kiel, Jt. 1

59 ausau, i .- : - - . 613 Oshkosh, Jt. 1
560 Wausau g 61l Oconto, Jt. 1
561 Lake Gen@va {C@@p} : 615 Seneea, Jt. 1
562 Taylor, Jt. i . 616 Valders, Jt. 1
563 Clayton, Jt. 1 - - . 617 Portage, Jt. 1
56ly Beaver Dam . - 618 ‘mstisferd, Jte 7
565 - Ia Farge, Jt. 15 619 Durend
566 Blime River ' 620 FPreirie Farm, Jte 5
557 Sh@wan©9 Jtbe. 8 621 Mb. Horeb, Jts 6
568 Galesville, Jbt. 1 622 1leenah
569 Clear Lake, Jto 1 623 Kiel, Jb. 1
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No. School District Nos School District

‘ 62l Horieon, Jt. 10 670 ‘tladison Dept. Pub,
625 Bristol, Jt. 1 Welfare-Central Colony
626 Grafton, Jt. 1 671 Hawkins (Coop), Jte 1
628 idinong; Jt. 1 672 Pulaski, Jt. 5

631 C.E.S.A. #7
632 radison Dept. fub.
Welfare=iis. Southern
Colony
633 west Bend, Jt. 1
635 Neenah
636 CGrantsburg, Jt. 1
637 Rochester (Coop)
638 Oconto Palls, Jte 2
639 Oconto Falls, Jt. 2
640 Laona, Jt. 1
641 Tony, Jt. 1
642 Tony, Jt. 1
6L3 Tony, Jt. 1
6Ll Sussex (damilton), Jt. 16
645 TFlorence, Jt. 1
61}6 Thﬁfpg Jt. 1
647 lMondovi, Jt. 1
648 Appléton, Jt. 10
- 649 Appleton, Jt. 10
650 Pelican, Jt. 1
651 Chilton, Jbt. 1
652 Holcombe, Jbe 11
653 Fall River, Jt. 1
65l - Greendale
655 Lake Mills, Jt. 1
656 Waupaca #2
65? Sr'ar'tag Jte 1
658 Boyceville #3
659 Fort Atkinson, Jt. 6
660 Beloit-Turtle, Jt. 1
661 Cameron, Jt. 1
662 1Little Chute, Jt. 1
663 New Auburn, Jt. 11
66l iaterloo, Jt. 1
665 TViatertown, Jt. 1
6656 Mayville, Jte 5
667 Northern Colony
Chinpewa Falls
‘ 668 Madison Dept. Pub.
- : Welfare-Wis. Southern
“' " Coléuy
669 i.adison Dept. Pub.
Welfare=Wis. Southern
Colony
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