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CORMNRECTICUT EVALUATION O TITLL T OF THR
ELEMENTRY ARD SECOWDARY ACT FOR FISCAL YE R 1970

As Required by the U.8, Office of Fducation
Proegrar Information Falletin #235

1. Zitle T Progrem S4hotiatics. Begle statlistics for fiscal year 1970
rolated to tha cperatieon of Title I, T3LA, in the State of Conmscticut
ware as follows:

A. Connecticut hae 169 local school districis.

B. The muhber of local educational agenclies participating was J
154 with 19X acheol year components end 109 summer lengih
cemponentd.,  Fifteen LEA's did not participate im Title I
ESEA progrsmi, '

C. During ¥ 21370, there were 140 Title I ESEA program components
for which eveluations were accompilshed waing standsrdiced
test instruments,

D. in undurliceted number of puplls participsting im Title I
program compcnents was 27,061 eirolied in public schools
and L, L&/, enwelled din nonepublie schools,

5,

2. SEA Visitotiors te 88. The Coprwecticut Stete Depurimest of Educatliom

continued to develop 1is Title I programs on thes urendse that the eatire )
Divisicn of Instructional Services shouwld provide the consulbative

by loesl schocl districts. Each nartleipating scheel

services nueded

district is assipned & major liason consultant wiwo acts as the primary
agent of the State Dopartment of Education. Twenty-six mejor ccnsultants
ars presently assigned to school districtz with Titls I programs. In-
cluded in the twersiy-six zre the four comsultants assigned on a full-time
basis to the Title I «ffort in Connectlicut. The percentage of communihies
being assisted with'iucreasad servicea from the Buraau'of Conpenaat.ory

and Community Educatioral Services incrsased significantlyr. As the nsed

arises, each msjcr conaultant uwses other professional perscne in the

Qo -13
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Division when thair specisl expertise is needed. It is estimated
thege twenty-9ix major comenlianis have msde a minimm of 580 visits
to lecal schooi districts for the purpose of offering consultative help.
Some staflf memborsg visited frequently, others visited only occaaionally.
In addition to staff visite, evaluvators froem the largest Conmscticut
towns met three bines durdng the year., Title I coordinators from the
seven larzsst Lowre net twice.

In terms of freguency, the types of visitas mede by the consuitants
of the Comnecticul Stete Department of Education wers ag follows:

1. Vieits to cvssrve operatimg programny 38%
2. Rescintion of fiscal problaems Ly

-~

3. RedeXinition of pwogram diresctions

2. bared on past evaluations 18
. based on Federel pulcelines 25
L. BEstablishing new progroms 9
5, Not defines é

3. Changes in SEi's Procedmres. Durdng the past five years, the State

Department of Educatier has teken meny steps to improve tihis quality
of Title I programs, It hag constantly kept the lines of communication
cpen betwesen LA he:
A. Improve the wncerstanding of the importance of bshaviorally oriented
objectives with geal limdtations to give batter directions to program
lzplementationg '

B. Assist in the develcpment of & high level of professionzl competency
in program Lorscunes

C. Assist im the improvoment of evaluatior. designs through workshops

D. Dissemincte infermation cn the bewt program and evaluation designs
operating withir ithe State at the prosent time

A1l of thess efforta are reflected finslly in the present effectivs,
on-going integrated, quality educationsl programs, that are nc ionzer
models. A few ¢f these programs sre:

PROJECT CONCERN - A regional integrated educztionsl program
which will have a 50% incresse in FY 1971.

1
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MOTHERS READINESE - £n dnmner city preschool program
cperated by peracns in targst neighborhcode.

HAMDEN-NEY HAVEN COOPERATIVE EDUCATICINAL CENTIR -~ Provides
programs of Freachocl, Follow Thiowgh, Vocational
Ecucation and Indspendant Ssudy.

NONPURLIC LEARNING CERYERS - Inmer city reading and mathematics
conters jolutly funded by Title I and State Act fo
Lizadvantayed Children in FHavtlord.

CONNECTICUT FOLLOW THROUGH - A continued upward expansion of
pre-kindergarten through the primary grades in Cennecticutts
largest cilties. :

ERIDGEFCLT READING CLINICS - Elementary reading clinice providing
intensive individual and small group help for target childean.

CLAUDE CHESTER EDUCATIONAL CEFTER¥~ The fifth year of operation
of & total achocl re-stpructured educationsl effert.

In additior to the continuned improvement of the Comnnscticut Titls I
affort as noted by these feow exumples of a large number of programs, the
State Department is constently working with school districis to analyze
and revise thair prograus on the basis of thelr evaluation results. At
this point, the evaluation of progrems hag becows the primary way in which
to develop more effective resulte for Title I effcris. DBeceuss cof ramarous
requests for the development of a longitudinal assessment design related
to behavioral chenges in children that could ba measured with standardized
instruments, the State Dspartment of Education pursved this direction.

The several criteria estzblished for this design were:
1. Inexpansive
2. Standardized inatruments
3. Bass of adwministeration
4, Measures cons large important arsa
5. Fairly long rangs (five years)
The final design of several articulated instruments is; Evalunting

Progress of Children ln Foliow Through Programs.®#* Increasingly, this

design is becoming an important element of many Copnecticul compensatory
education programs. Tals plan attempts to assist in the eveivation of
the development of children's languags skills. It establishoz a

¥ Attachment A *% Attachment B



procedure for a five year period that will give soms indication of
how wsll children ere doing in the development of language skills.
Language was chosaen becauze it is one of the common cognitive goals
toward which all Follow Thrcugh programs sihould strive. The plan
in no way was presented as ths only oxr complete evaluation for
anmual assessment.
As in previous years, the SEA has maintained a high level durdng
FY 1970 of dissemination of information to Conmeccticut schocl distvicts
concerning compensatory education programs with the follosing meorandat
"Pitls I, ESEA Application Proceduress"
"Priorities in &vaiuahing Title I and SADC Programs"
"FY 1270 Title I Application Forms Including Comparability
Requiremsnt" _
"Evaluating Progress of Children in Poldow Thiough Programs”

Copiec of these memoranda have besn included as Abtachments in this

raport.




L. Effact Upan Educational Achiaswnent

Al. Achisvememt:
Two differant sources provide up-to-date psriineat information
about reading achievemant of Ccunocticnt Title I children.
The main source of informetien about resding achievement
and schnol readinegs of Title I children was obtained from
Titls I evaluation reports from local school districta sub-
mitted for FY 1970 to the Cennecticut State Department of

Bducatlon. The second seurce is a Threg Yeer Swrmacy of

Hartiord Project Concern¥ released in Novemwber 1970. This

study is includad ag an attachment.
Theae sources provide the fellowing findings:

1. Standardized reading tests resulls for 7,774 children
who received Title I program ewrvices chowed a yreading 4
rate of gain pur yesr of 1.0 years hased o national
normative data, These findings sre fram 97 progrons
involving 69 local scnool districts, Filly-six percomt
of thess children are from Cormechicubh:s larrsst tdtles,

2. Standardimed arithwmotic test results for 1,557 children
whe received Title I program services showed arn arithmetlc
rate of gain per yoar of 1.0 years based on nationzl
normative data. These findings represant ths resuits
of 21 progrzms Involving 16 local school disiricts.

3. Stencardized readiness test results for 990 children
in proschool and primary readiness programs indicate
normal or bstter than normal progress in li of Z1
Title 7 progrems for which test results were reported,
Five of ths seven programs not indicating normil progress
Ware sunmer DIrCgrams.

s#Attachment C




Lo A study of reading grade placement level of 290 Project

Concern children from Hartford is inmcluded in Attvachments.
Thess rasults indicate that as a group, Concern children
ozere Fighor in reading level than Hartford inner city
children up tiwough the {iIth grade; the earlier a

child starts in the Projoct and the longer he remains in
the program, the closer he will come to the grade mzan,
and the higher the grade a Project Concern child enters
tae suburban school, the further below grade level he
will be in reading.

The zbove results have been judged exemplary gains
for dimadvantaged children whose school parfomance has
not generally equaled national ﬁornm of stﬁndardizad tests.
They also indicate that Title I commensatory programs are

an effective force in improving the school perfomance of

disadvantagsd children in Conmacticut.




A2. School Yesar Atterndance, Grade Promotion, and School Dropout Rates

Begides test 2ezvits, thrss other measures of effsctivensas
are reporied for Title I children. Schocl year attendance
statistics are raeported for thrse consecutive years, grads
premotion practices for fiva years, and school dropout rates
for these children and youth for thires yeare.

Prior to 154768, the Office of Education required that

attendancs and dropout statistics be collected for all children

in Title T schools bims obscurdng for the first two ysasra of

this legislation the results for children served directly by
Titlell programs. Hemcs, the attendance and dropout statlstics
are available for only thras years instead of the flve years
that could have basn svallable at this time.

In dsciding to collect theds three statisiics for Title I
children,; ths State Dapartment of Education was egqually inter-
ested in ebtaining some indication of what statistics night
have been if ithese children had not receivsd the services of
Title I programs over vthess ysars. The Department s Bursesu
of Research =2nd Statiatice had the best comparison information
that could serve this purpoaé. School year attendancs for all
the public school children of the state was collected annually
from each school mystem up through schicol year 19468-69. drade
promotion and school dropoul statistdcs wers cellected armually
for the ysara from 1964~67 through 1968-569. This source, therefcre,
providad two comparisons for Title I children's attendance, grade
promotion, and schoul dropout statistics: (1) a "statewide all

public schocl childrsn® comparison, and (2) a comparison made

np of "public school children of the same grade levels and in
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the same towng whers Title I childrsn are served". It should
be pointed out thovgh, thot Title X childron ars included in
each of the two ccmparison greup statistics.

Tha following paragraphc and the graph on page 9 then,
indicate the sttendance, grads rrosstlen, and school dropout
statistics for Title I children and also for two camparlison
groups.,

Sengol Year Abtendsnce Results

L. The percentaga of school year attendance of Title I
children wao 89.628 in 1969-70 {F=24,400),. In 1967-48,
the rate was 87.758 (N=356,300), and in 1968-49, it was
£9.78% (N=29,000}, Atbtendance figuree are based on 583
of all Title ¥ children in 1967-48, 71% of 2l Title I
ehildren in 1968-4%, and foy 708 of all Title I children
in 296870,

2. In towns having Title I programs, scheol year attendance
for public school childrsn of the same grads level aa
Titls I chnlidrsn was 91.41% in 1267-58 (N=373,({0), and
03.58% in 1968-5% (M=342,000). HNHo data are svailable
for other ysars.

3. The peprcantaza of school yaar stievdence for all Cornace
tiont publie school children cver (he lasl nine years
has besn a zomewhat stable, slighily doclining estatistic
ranging {rem 93.10%8 in 1961-62 (H=498,000} to $2.:7% in

C1963-£9 {(H=631,000).

For the second consscutive year, Title I children attended
school for almest 50 percent of all school days. Before these
two years, Title ) children attended schacl approximately 88
percent of ths tima. This two percent gain is viewed as

improved school attendance for Title I children when compared

to the somewhat stable, slighitly declining attendance pattern
of all Conmacticut public school children over the pericd from
1961 to 196%. When the attemdance of public school children

of the gams grade level asg Title I chilcren are examined (1967-1959)
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the pattern is almost the saws a2 for the "all Comnecticut public

school childran" camparison, The important point is thet the
percentage of atisndance for Title I chilidyaen increased one
year snd hold the increase for a second conascutive year over
a pericd when the state's puliiic scheol atitendarncse rate was
declining elightly.

Irproved attendance in omd of itself is not too mesndingful.

However, when scheol yesr sitendence of vunils is found teo be

the hishest pasitive correlaty of schogl achisvewent (.65} in

large city schools of Connectizut (Univaersiity of Cormecticut-
State Depertmert of Education Study. 1970}, the statistic
becomes ore of the two most impertsnt meawres of Title I
program success in terms of changes in Title I children. In
addition to ite corrslation with school achiavemant, schodl
vear attendance may alse ke the best indication of the hard-
to-measura objective ... children's attifuﬁ@s.

Grade Promction Reswlte

1. Grade promotion statistics for Title I children (N=34,000
in 1662-70) spans a five year msried. Tha parcsntags of
chiifren nromoted cach year changed from §2.53% in 1265-£8
to G2.80% in 1966-67, to 93.80% in 195748, to 93:67% im
1868-6%, to 93.11% in 196G-70. Ths 1969-7C grads promotion
figure iz baesd on 82 percent of all Title I childrem.

2. In wowns having Title I programs, grade promotion retes
for public school children of the same gradse level as
Title I ehildren wore 6.45% in 1967-68 {1=313,000), and
06.77T% in 1968-69 (N=345,000). Ko data are aveilable for
cther years,

3. The grade promction retes for all Comnschicut public school
children were 96,2$% in 1966-67 (H==545,000) and 96,308 in
196763 {N=570,000}.

Title ¥ childrem wore promcted at an incrsasing rate for the

first three years of the legilelation and then the trerd changed.
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In the last two years, promciion rates feor Title 1 children
have deocreased slightly bixt discermibliy.

Whaother children are promoted to the next grade leval at
tha end of a school year s22ens to heve iititle relevance 1o
childrents achievemsat as msacured by tests or to children's
attendarce durdng the sciool year., A study of large-city
school achievement in Commecticut {(University of Commecticut-
State Derartment of Education, 1970) showed a cerralation factor
of .1& between promotion rates snd school achisvemsnt, and a
correlatinog factor of .09 betwsen promotion rates and school
year attandance. For thls reason, ths slightly decreasing
grade mromotlon rates greo nct contradicitory te the substantial
gains mede on stenderdized teste opr to the izproved achool
school year atitondance of childien raported in the praceding
sections of this report,

Schosl Dropout Besulis

1. Scheol drepout statistice for Title I yeuth in grades
7 through 12 was 2.07% in 1549-70 (E=5204). In 1767-563,
the rate was 3.56%8 {8=7321), and in 194869, it waz
Lo 408 (B=343 } Scﬁ“al drojoct fignres are based on
81% of all grade T-12 Title I wouth in 1657-68, 572
in 1963-6%, and 5% in €ﬁ60u73.

5&5‘1

2. Grade 7 through 12 Title I youth made up 15% of ail
Titie I recipients in 1967-68, i9% in 1968»69, and
_)," 3..‘? lc;6(""'£ ')

3. .n tewns having Title I programns for youth in grades
7 throvgh 12, the dropovy rete for all public scheol
,urkdrua in thece gwaae lovels wam 2.843 in 1947-48
(N=l20 0G0} and 3.71% in 1968-49 (Nt8d,7oL) Ho data
re available for other yaars,

4. Ths rats of school drOpovtm for 7outh from Connecticut
mgh schools was 4.10B in 1966=67 (K=150,000), and
2,97% in 1967-68 (N=155,00C). No data are available
for other yearsa.
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In interpreting dropout rates for grads 7 through 12
Title I ycuth, it should ba kept in mind that this statliatic
deals with less than a fifth of all Title I recipionts fer
any given school year.

Tae 1969-70 Titie I youth dropout rate was the lowesh
level of schocl dropovis for the three yesr porind rsportsd.
However, thera is an inconsistency in that the statistic goes
from & lew level to a higher level and then returns to "a lowest
leval reported! ever the thres yosr pericd., Also; the grarh on
page 9 shows conilict between cumperiscon greup data. lence,
a discernible trend cammnot bé repoerted for this mescure et this

poind.

\
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B. Characteristics of Title I Programs Most Eifectlive in Improving
Lducational Achievement

Although it is very difficult to grossly change the school
performance of disadvantaged children who are below grade lasvel in
achievement, twenty-two programs hava been danignated which hove
ralevance to this point. A1l of thsse programs had children whe wére
a year or mors beshind grade level at pretesting and yet made achisvem nt
gains equal to or surpassing nationsl rnorms. Twelve other programs cane
close to meeting these criteria. These figures represent a sigulflcany
increase not ¢nly in programs shouing excapitional gain but In the nember
of children ssrwed by thenm.

Eimstees of the avove twenty-two programs, serving 2,E45 children
had a mean reading rate of gain per year of 1.15 years based or naticmal
normative data. Cf these nunker of children, 1,90& were from Cemnectlents?
three largest cities. In addition these readlag scores were froan a
program population of 5 ,O.!m'who were served but only 2,86E paired pre
znd post tests were availavle. |

The per pupil cost of these efforts for 5,0kh children was §289,C00.

Thers wers three effective arithmotic programs offering sperific
instruction in this discipline to 417 children. There was a botal ¢l
147 paired pre and post teats availlsble for assessment; “These prograas
hal children ons or mdre years below grade in atdithmetic and the mesn
arithmetic rate of gain per year was 1.3 besed cn naticrzl normative daga,.

The important characteristics of the effective programs revolvad
around the concentration of services and was demonstrated in three or
wore of the following means by each of ths effective programs:

Iimited number of children
High staff ratio
Funds placed in ona schocl

Nerrow grade span of services
One or more hours of serviea per child per day



Per Pupll Expenditure
Title 1 programs seiected as effective in improving educational

achievement during FY 1970 averaged a per pupril expenditure for programs

of $28%2.00. This is a reduction from the $305.00 per pupil cost

in FY 1949, The State average per pupil expenditure for all Title I
programs in Comnecticut for FY 1970 was $§218.00. The average per
pupil expenditure for FY 1969 waa $206.00.

The moat objective standard available for determining effective
Title I educationzl programs was the standardized test gains by
children in the programs. The cosis of programs was based on the
combined federal and state funds made avallable for compensatory
programs in each towm.

When programs resulite for the effective reading programs are
ranked according to the mesn rerding rote of gain por ysar,# the
better readins gains were made by childran in ths higher per pupil
cost progrars. (Sixty percent of effective programs in the upper
half woxe alsc in the upper half in per pupil costs.)

5. Effect of Tiile I on SEA and LEA's

Thres operating principles, two of which were implemented
during FY 1969, the third the latter part of FY 1970, were
enhancing Connect's Title I program efforts for the disadvantaged.

1. The per-pupll expenditure for Titls I programs must be

a miniyam of $30C. To do this, school districts must

identify target groups of children and provide massive
efforts to lmprove their success in school.

2. Deprived children in non-public achools must be provided
Title I services similar to those given thelir couvnter-
parts in the public schools. The success of this rolicy

*Attachment D
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is reflected in the significant increass in the muber
of non-public chilidren =served durdng FY 1970.

3. During ¥¥ 1970, all agplicant LEA's were requested to
damaﬁabrate CONPALR T LGy =7 v ehaving that with respect
To ihs use of State and local funus tme ratios of peplls
%o teachers, pupils to othsr non-profegsicnals are no
higher for the Title I areas thsn for the non-Title I
areag. Ais0, 1n terms of the varlety, scope and degree
of participation, the special services provided with
State and local funds in the Title I areag should be
comparable to thoss in nen-Title I areas.

Title I activities in the Stete Department of Educatlion have been
increasingly directed toward the program development responsibilities
of the Department rether then remaining sirictly administrative.

Another important aspect of Title I activiiies related to the
efforts of the Departweni in program developument ls reflectad in two
areas: LEA's are making mors and betitsr longitudinal assessments of
the resmlis of their efforts for disadvanmtsgad youth and their planning
is on longer range goals with better year to pear srticvlation of
program efforts.

The concapt of parsnt ;nvolvement &s edvisory groups contianued
to evolve this past year. The incresse in some areas has been due in part
to expansion of Head Start advisory groups where there are articulated
programs with Follow Through.

This past year alsc witnessed incrgazsed awareness and participation
of the non-public schools in the proklems of inmer city childrem and youth.
Through Title I funds the parochial and independent schools in Connecticut
are becoming more deeply involved in the education of urban pupils.

This effort appears to be gathering momentum as witnessed by the

gignificant increases in the numbers of non-public children served over

the past three years.
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Funds Provided by the State for the Di: dvantaszed

During Fiscal Year 1970, the State of Connecticut provided $7,996,€00
to incresse the educational opportunities of deprived children and youth.
Through "An Act Concerning State Ald for Disadvantaged Chlldren," Connecticut
has almost doubled the resources availeble in-'the State {or this pervasive
work and in so doing joins a vaery small group of states in the Nation
who have recognized the importance of the Title I effort by making a
significant committment of Stete funds.

Through the provisions of Connecticut's own "State Act for Disadvantaged
Children," every school district received an entitlerxsnt which is slightly
less than their Title I allocation. These funds are used to increase the
effectiveness of programs of compensatory educstion and to serve more of
our deprived children.

The 1957 Connecticut Legislature passed legiaslation making it menda-
tory to provide speclal education programs and facilities for exceptional
children ("daviates either intellectuaily, physically, socially, or
emotionally so markedly from normally expected growth and develcpment
patterns that he is or will be unable to progress effectively in a ragular
school. program and needs a special class, instruction or special services").
This Act established a reimbursement formula of two-thirds of the amount
by which speclal education costs exceed the per-pupil cost of educating
all pupils in the school district; _

During 1969-70, $10,972,986 was expended by communities in providing
programs and services under this State legisletion. A conservative estimate
establishzs that $3,000,000 of this emount went into additional special
services for disadvantaged children and youth. Adding this to-other Stats

and Federal funds wouldindicate an amount not less than $20,000,000 for
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supplementary and special educational services to the disadvantaged
children and youth of Connectlecut.

Summary of Grant Amovnts Provicded br ths Stste of Connecticut

Dept., of Corm, Affeirs  Spenial Education Disadvantaged Children

196566 $3,447,381
196667 £3,913,605 $5,820,427
136768 5,037,610 6,155,638
1968-65 $200,000 7,247, 17k 6,913,295
1965-70 10,972,966 7,996,800

Title X Services to Children Enrclled in Non-Public Schools

In terms of the non~public schools, the Title I office works closely
wizh diocesan district administrators who have baen assigined full-time
to this area of compeusatory education related to Federal and State grant
program. This committee reflacts expanded arsas of cooperation and par-
ticipation and the assigned SEA consultant is in daily communieation with
the non-public effort. Continued cooperation with a commitiee formed in
1969, which includes repressntatives of the three Catholic dloceses of
Connecticut has improved ths quality of the programs and promoted a
merked ineresss in the anumbers of chiidren zervad, This committee meeta
freguently with officials from the large cities and the Stste Department
of Education to clarify issues and identify problems related to Title I.
A psoitive outcome of this joint effort has boen a yearly average increass
of 16% for the past thres years of the number of youth being served. During
FY 1970 the increase of the number of youth served was 29%. Nots Attach-
ment E,

Teacher/Teacher Alde Training

During FY 1970, sixty local educztion agencies provided teacher/

teacher aide in-service training programs to more than elght hundrsd

participants,
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The programs generally were of a few weeks duration rather than
several months or a school semester, Any long-term training of teacher
aides is carried on in the colleges and universities with almost every
institution providing training from 2 few covrses to organizod one and
two year assoclate programs,

The general patiern of training programs developed by LEA's indicates
the training of the staff would be accomplished in two steps. The first
would be in the form of in-service training through regular meetings of
the project's staff and teachers with the program director.

The second phase of the in—service training program would involve
work with selected speclialists in the broad areas of communication and
numbers, with in-depth breskdowns in‘reading, langueges, spelling,
mathematics and the spacific learning characteristics and difficulities of
the disadvantaged popuiation widich is their immediate concern.

The programs have provided training for aides in remedial techniques
with emphasis in reading and mﬁthamaticﬁ, training in the arsa of spescial
education, the psychology of young children and adolescenfs, administering
tests under the teacher!s direction, clerical and record-keeping skills,
operating audio visual equipment and increasing their own knowledge in the
basic skill areas.

The main direction of the training programs for aides would indicate
the majority of them would be used as instructional aides in classrooms.
There is an indication in the present planning of workshop content of a
shift in direction from the improvement of participant skills in handling
cognitive content to an increased concern for the affective areas - those
areas that gulde and motivate children to develop positive behavior

patterns towards academic learning., There is an increased interest on the




part of teachers for a better understanding of the particular children

in their classes —- their values, attitudes, self-image, development of
learning petterns and the relevancy of their teaching methods and acadeulc
materials 2g they relate to thesoe clhifidron.

The Bridgeport in-service program for teachers and aldes is a good
exanple of the dirsction the large and medium size Connecticut communities
are moving. They involve staff in training during the schcol year and
during the sum®er., The school year program is built generally arcund
meetings on ralsased time snd after shecool bagis wiith project leaders,
consultant and special teachers. They attaupt to rasolve operational
Problems and also clarify content and work responsibilities of the staff.
The Bridgpport aides participated in sessions totaling twenty to thirty
hours. In addition there is a continual on-the-job effort by classroom
teachers, principal, special ares congultants and project coordinators to
up-grade staff competency.

Twice during the school year, there is an evaluation of the work of
the aide by the teacher, principal; coordinator and the consultants with
the aide herself participating in the final assessment.

The summer training programs sesm to be where the major esphasis is
placed and they revelve around three types of staff. In Bridgeport over
one hundred teachers new to the system attend Qorkshop sessions from threa
to five days. A team which includes four experisnced teachers, a pareni-
comminity committee and other resource people from the community sssists
in the planning and implementing of the complete workshop. The sscond
kind of workshop is carried on for the teachers of Spanish-speaking
children. This provides preparation for present staff and new staff

(both professional and paraprofessional) to amplify language services in




support of the growing needs of non-English-speaking pupils. This effort
attempts to provide adequate personnel to implement both bilingual and
effective ESL programs,

The third type of in-service prcgran provides opportuaities for present
Pre-Kindergartsn and Follow-Through staff and new staff (both professional)
to refine curriculum and instructional methods in a comprehensive 2arly

childhood &ducation program. These Follow~Through workshops run from

three to five weeks, depending on staff experience. Staff training is an
important parﬁ of the wsarly childhood effort. |
It is estimated that the cost of in-service training per staff member
noted above this past year wag approximately $200, with the funds coming
from Federal, State, and local sources with considerable in-kind contributicms.
A1) of Connecticut's large cities have programs similar %o and includ-
ing most or all of the elements deseribed above. Connecticut's secondary
and medium size cities also provide some of the traelnign services described
above with the major exception being the Spanish language workshops which
are exclusive with the larger clities.

9. Parent and Community Involvement

There has been increase in parent and commmity involvement in educa-
tional program planning on two dimensions. There has been an increase in
the larger communities in ths numbsers of groups and parents participatlng and
the medium and small communities have set up ad hoc advisory committees to

work with school personnel in planning and assessing compensatory programs.

However, these actions have not been problem free.
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The Danbury sthool system has ﬁad for several years an Advisory Council
for its Follow=Through and Head Start programs which is 3cmposed of the
following: four Follow=-Through parents, four non-Follow-lhrough parents,
one menbaer from the Danbury Community /Zction Committee, ore mewber frem
the Danbury School Department and two mombers from the Danbiny community
at large.

Effective parent participation has bsen ensured by periodic notices
by radio staticns, local newsnapers, Commmnity Action participation,
church annauﬁcemsnts, clergy and merchi1it involﬁemant, home visits by
Commmity Actlon workers and direct sciisel psrsennel contaci.

The Danmbury pregram provides more ‘than twenty activities specifically
designed for parent involvement, with a: lsast five sctivitiss designed
for parents as paid stafy memuers with Lhs recrulting of these parsnts
being from the low-income arens of the ity.

This Danbury program of sarefully olanned parent involvemsnt seexs to
offer a rationale that is consistent wiih others in the State.

The major effort in Bridgeport to increase community and parsat involve-
ment in educational program efiforts has been to draw as many commumnity
organizations and psople irto cooparsative arrangements in relation to the
planning, crganization, selection of staff, recruiting and screening aldes,
implementation and assessnent of the prozrams for disadvantaged echildren.

Strong commnnity and parent iavolwmient has helped to ensure continuing
success for the followlng programs: Nel,hborhood Youth Corps, Head Start,

Center for Interim Education, Fairfield Unmiversitiy High School Yough Program,
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Comprehensive Reading-Language Program, Follow-Through Program and the
Lincoln School Desegregation Project.

The fellowing are a few of the organizations which have made significant
contributions to the Bridgeport educailonal efforts for disad?antaged children:
YMCA, YTWCA, YMHA, CDAP, VWomen's Service Bureau, numerous Housing Development
Counclls, Neighborhood Councils, and Neighborhood AECD (CAA Agency),

Over tiae pagt several years a closy liasbn batween the commumnity and
specific scheool programs has been the key element of this affort.

Parent involvement as volunteers and study groups continue to be a
critical part of the Bridgeport Pre-Kindergerten and Follow-Through Programs.

Experience has shiown in Connecticut that the size of and the dispsrsion
of the disadvantaged population in any community has & direct bearing cn

the amount of parent involvement that can be generated within advisory

groups in educziional programs -- the larger the community, the larger thé

inadvantaged population and the easier it is to generate parent interest

in participating in advisory groups activities.
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Attachment A
FOURTH YEAR REVIEW OF READING ACHIEVEMENT
CLAUDE CHESTER SGHOCL

Groton, Conuecticut

DESICN OF STUDY ~ Ex-Post Facto
1. Populations:

A. Experimental - three, grade thres classes, Claude Chsster,

N=71 target school - with four years of compensatory
educaticn
B. Control - thiree, grade three classes, a companion, non~
N=T4 = = targst area echool; same commwrity, no disad-

vantaged children
2. Method of Assesament:

A. Imstrument: Durrell-Sulliven Achlevement Test of Reading,
Word Heazning and Paragraph Meaning

B. Test Dgbe: Moy 1970, all six classes teshed by the same examiner

C. Study Hypothesis: No significant differencs in Reading Achievemsnt
of the two groups abt the end of grads three

3. Review of Data: Ccntrol Experimental Grade Fxpesctations

P2 - Cad -
2% Time of Test

Word Meaning h.59 4,05 3.50
Para., Meaning 461 4,15 3,580
4. Findings:

There is no significant difference imn ths mean reading scores
- on the Durrsll-Sullivan Achievement Test for Reading, belwecn
the groupz from the target area school and the non~target scheol.

5. Implicationsa:
Chiidren from a target area disadvantaged school after feur
years of supplementary compensstory educational servicas
appear 1o score as high on a standardized reading test as
a group of like age and grade children in the same school
gysten frem = "mlddle class® neignborhood aschool. with no
4 disacdvantaged children.
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COMMECTIOUT STAYTS DEPARTIONT OF HDUZATION
Jivision of Instructional Services
Hartiord

Tvaluating Progress of Children in Follow Throush Programs

Toes 2
Purpose and Docigiround

The purpose of TFollow Through prosraas is to provide increased educational
opportunities for inner city children from the Headstart years up throuzh grade
three. The ermwectation is that these children will be more successful in school
and eventually in the mainstream of society as a result of a sustained integzrated
effort in the early ~rades.

There are soite conmon foals toward which all Follow Throuch programs should strive.
Cne such goal is the development of children's lensuage sliills. The purpose of
the ollowing plan is to establish a proeedure for a five year period that will
¢ive some indication of how well children are doing in developnient of language
slzills.,

The presented plen in no way is considered a coiplete evaluation erpecially for
annual essessment, The single foal chosen represents only one of more than a fev
important objectives of Follow Throucsh prozraims.

ion and Prosram 1.ecoras

v is as important to know the details abomt the population being served and the
specific intervention being carried out as it is to have consistent feedbacl: fromn
a rieasuring instrument.

The following records are a necessity:

race)

Characteristics of children in the program (age, perent occup., sex,
Accounts of children entering and leaving the five year projram
Description of the educational intervention each yeer for the 5 year
period ziving elements of the program, duration, staff, and cost

o

W+
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Instruments for liessuring Children's Language Developient

The choice of instruments can be any that validly and objectively assess languagze
development. The choice should involve the use of instruments already bein; used
in the towvn if and when possible so that local noriis become available and testing
costs are kept reasonable. The following are three instruments that can be used
to span the five year period:

1. The Peabody Picture Voczhulary Test is considered a verbal neasure of
receptive lanzuaze.

2. The lietropolitan Resdiness Test cives a Totel lleadiness score based on
the areas of word meanins, listening, matching, and alphabet.
52 (&3} N34

3. The lietropoliten Achievement Test (Prim I, Prim IT, & Jlem: [eading

A
it A 2

Subtest) ieasures the student's ability to handle readins content,

RIC
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> stings Schedule and Assessment Proceduses

Year 1: Test in fall of Pre K with PPVT —-—- deterriine the nean rav score for croup;
convert to percentile using the appropriate norm table.

Test in spring of Pre K with PPVT —-~ debermine the nean raw score for
group; convert to percentile using the appropriate noiul table.

INTERPIET the difference between the two percentile scores for the

e e e g R v ®

. - W

*Note bhelow

Year 2: Test in sprinz of K with 1iRT ——~ determine the nean total readiness score
for group; convert to percentile using the appropriate norm table.

INTERFIET the difference between the percentile score for the

L A A T A N A B N R

spring of Year 1 and the percentile score for the spiin: of Year

2 for the group and compare to national and local (if available)
noxm expectations.

Year 3: Test in spring of grade 1 with LAT (Primary I: DReading) --- determine the
mean raw score for group; convert to a standard score using the test
manual conversion table; and convert the derived standard score to a
percentile using the test manual norms.

INTARPAEY the difference between the percentile socre for the

spring of Year 2 snd the percentile score for the sprins of

Year 3 for the group and compare to national and local (if
available) nomi expectations.

Year L: Test in sprinz of grade 2 with IIAT (Primary II: Deading) --- determine the
mean raw score for group; convert to a standard score using the test manual
conversion table; and convert the derived standaid score to a percentile
usinz the test manual nomss.

INTERPIGT the difference between the percentile score for the
sopring of Year 3 and percentile score for the spring of Yean L for
‘the sroup and compare to national and local (if esvaillable;

norm expectations.

Yeorr 5¢ Test in spring of grade 3 with LAT (Zlementary: Reading) ——- deterrmine the
mean raw scoire for group; convert to a stendard score using the test
rmanual conversion table; and convert the derived standard score to a
percentile using the test manual norms.

INTERPRUIT, the difference between the npercentile score for the
......... & and the percentile score for the spring of
Year 5 for the zroup end compare to national and local (if
available) norii expectations.

P R B A S gl g

.

3 Test in f2ll with PPVT children who have not had the PPVY in Pre . or who
are entering program for the first tine.

ERIC 28
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inmually and at the end of a five -ear period, one could ascertain uhether the
Follow hroush childien were sebting a languege develomment pattern of fallin(
behind, equaling, o exceeding the lanzuaze development of the typically normal
‘merican child and/or all other children of the sane aze level in towmn as can be
rleasured by tesis.

Other Considerations

Since Tollow Throush prosrams bring children together with baclizrounds represen-
tative ol the city wide populetion as a whole, the Follow Throush evaluation
plan should include some yeer to vear feedbacl: on the progress of the most
seriously disadvantaged children in the program. Therefore, a system of
identif¥ing disadventagement should be designated at the outset so that this
segment of the prosram population can be repoited on.

A serious limitetion of any {ive vear longitudinal study is the hish student
mobility rate that is sometimes found in parts of larse cities. It is possible
thot the nost seriously disadvantazed children in a Follow Thiough projram could
completely turnover in the five reor period of the prosram. Hence, the evaluation
plan should be providing information on not less than 100 children in Year 1 and
Year 2. The 100 children mar well be in five to seven Centers scattered throuzhout
the city. Therefore, the evaluation plan should provide year to year feedbacl: for
each Center so that the staff in each Center have the opportunity to lmow how well
the children in their programs are prosressing.

Source ror liaterials
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test: American Guidance Service, Inc.
3433 Ualnut Street
Philadelphia 4, Pa.

iretropolitan Readiness Test: Harcouit, Drace. and World, Inc.
Test Department
757 Third Ave.
Vew York, M.Y. 10017

i-evropolitan fchievement Tests: Harcourt, Brace and torld, Inc.
Test Department
757 Third dve,
Newr Yorlz, N.Y. 10017

(9/1,/69)
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A THREE YEAR SUMMARY
OoF

HARTFORD PROJECT CONCERN

(A PROGRAM OF URBAN-SUBURBAN COOPERATION)

Thomas Crane
' Bureau of Compensatory and Community Ecducational Services
' Connecticut State Department of Education
Hertford, Connecticut

October 1970
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A THREL YEAR SUMMARY
OF
HARTFORD PROJECT CONCERN
(A Program of Urban-Suburban Cooperation)

Introduction

Now in its fourth year of operation, Project Concern is no longer
considered to be an experiment in the Hartford area but rather an operating
educational program in participating school systems. Although the evidence
is clear that the children participating in the Hartford Project Concern
as well as those in the New Haven area are making significant educational
gains, it is important to carry on a continuous evaluation of the program
so that new insights into the process be gained. With this thought in
mind, the Connecticut State Department of Education completed this three-
year summary evaluation of Project Concern recognizing a limited objective
and wishing only to add to the knowledge already secured from previous

studies of the program.

Study Objectives

Aviare of the importance of reading gains in the evaluation of any
educational program, it was decided to concentrate on this area of the
program and provide as thorough analysis as possible of this specific
component of school achievement. This concentration on reading gains
should in no way detract from the important social benefits derived by
Project Concern pupils. These social benefits were thoroughly measured
during the experimental phase of the project and were reported in a document
entitled, "A Report on The Effectiveness of Suburban School Placement For
Inner-City Youth', prepared by Dr. Thomas Mahan in 1968. Therefore, the

specific objective of this study was to determine the relationship of

reading levels of Project Concern children with their grade placements in

suburban schools.
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This objective or problem attempted to answer the following questions:

1. What was the reading achievement of Project Concern children as
measured by standardized tests when compared to the normal
reading expectancy of all children measured by these instruments?

2, What was the effect of early or late grade placement on the read-
ing achievement of Project Concern children as measured by stan-
dardized tests?

3. What effect did the number of participating years have on the
reading achievement of Project Concern children as measured by
standardized test results?

L. What was the relationships of the reading achievement of Project
Concern children as measured by standardized test results with the
achievement of similar children in the validated schools which
formerly enrolled these Project Concern children?

Limitations of the Study

Using a random procedure in selecting Project Concern children and
analyzing the children participating in Project Concern, there is no
questionthat the children are representative of the student bodies of
the schools from which they come. Therefore, a control group was not
deemed to be necessary and the relationships of this study are drawn
on two bases: 1) relationship to standardized test norms and 2) relationship
to the student bodies of the validated or low-income schools in Hartford.

Of the target population of 752 Project Concern children attending
public and non-public schools in suburban school districts outside the
city of Hartford, it was found that 406 children had no useable test results.

This situation occurred because of one of the following reasons:

1. Too short a time in the Project town . . . « « « « « . . 182
2. The communities did no testing in the primery grades . . 185
3. Students absent during test administration . . . . . . . 12
L. Administration of partial tests . . .. . . . . . .. . . 10
5. Consiuered to be unable to take test and
provide valid SCOresS . « & « v o o o ¢ o o o o o o 0 o o 17
406
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Current year results of standardized reading achievement tests
were Tound Tor 346 children. The following is a breakdown of the stan-
dardized tests used in the participating suburban school districts and

provided the test scores for this study:

Towa Test Basic Skills 178 children

Wide Range Achievement Test 27 children

Ifetropolitan Achievement Test 70 children

Stanford Achievement Test 25 children

Science Research Associates Achievement 23 children

Gates IHacGinitie 23 children
Grade 1 through & total 346

In view of the test scores available, it was decided to 1limit the
analysis of reading scores in this evaluation to Grades one through five.
Littie test information was available for kindergarten children and of the
total, only fifty-six (56) Project Concern children in grades six, seven,
and eight had suitable test results. Therefore, this analysis is limited
to the test results achieved by two hundred ninety (290) Project Concern
children in grades one through five. This represents 48 percent of the

Project Concern children enrolled in these grades.

Methodology

Restricting the analysis to grades one through five, the grade
placement score was used in all cases as an element which all six tests
had in common. This represents the average achievement of children of
a designated chronological age in the national norm sample. Each year
or unit of the grade placement scale is subdivided into decimal parts
corresponding to ten months of the normal school year. A grade placement
score of 5.2 indicates it is the average achievement of students in the
month of November in the fifth grade. A score of 4.0 represents the average

achievement of a child in the fourth grade in the month of September.

Q '2’3
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A reading grade placement score was calculated for cach child
| ‘ using the difference in grade placement level for the class and the

child's most recent reading achievement test administered as a part
of the town's testing program. No special testing was done as a part
of this review. Only results obtained from town testing programs
were used in which Project Concern children were tested at the same
time and under the same conditions as suburban children.

Chart A presents test information on 290 children with the
following grade distributions and groups them by grade and the
number of year's participation in Project Concern.

Grade One - 42 Grade Three ~ 56 Grade Five - 61
Grade Two - 71 Grade Four - 60
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CHART A

ONE, TWO, OR THREL YEARS

READING GRADE PLACEMENT LEVELS OF 290 PROJECT CONCERN CHILDREN IN SUBURBAN TOWNS

PRESENT YEARS NUMBER OF SUM OF DIFFERENCE MEAN DI+FERENCE END OF YEAR
GRRADE IN CHILDREN IN GRADE PLACEMENT IN GRADE MEAN GRADE
PROJECT SCORE PLACEMENT SCORE PLACEMENT
SCQRL:
One Cne 36 + 5.5 + .15 2.15
Two 3 - .2 - .07 1.93
Three 3 + 1.0 + .33 2.33
Totals: L2 + 6.3 Means: + .15 2.15
Two One 38 -19.2 - .5 2.5
" Two 16 - 4.8 - .3 2.7
Three 17 - 1.1 - .06 2.94
Totals: 71 -25.1 Means: - .35 2.65
Three One 29 -20.1 - .69 3.31
Two 10 - 3.9 - .39 3.61
Three 17 -6.1 - .36 3.64
Totals: 56 -30.1 Means: = .53 347
Four One L0 L1 ~1.1 3.9
Two b - 8.0 -2.0 3.0
Three 16 ~-15.5 - .97 4.03
Totals: 60 -67.6 Means: -1.12 3.88
Five One 28 ~41.9 ~1.5 L.5
Two 10 ~10.1 ~-1.0 5.0
Three 23 -12.9 - .55 5.45
Totals: 61 -64.9 Means: ~-1.04 L .96




CHART A-1

READING GRADE PLACEMENT LEVELS BY GRADES

PRESENT NUMBER OF SUM OF DIFFERENCE MEAN DIFFERENCE

GRADE CHILDREN IN GRADE PLACEMENT IN (RADE PLACEMENT
SCORE SCORE - END OF YEAR

One L2 + 6.3 + .15

Two 71 -25.1 - .35

Three 56 -30.1 - .53

Four 60 -67.6 ~1.12

Pive 61 ~61,.9 -1.0k

Project Concern children in grade one are one and one half months ahead
of grade level; grade two children are three and one half months below gréde
level; grade three children are five and one third months below grade level;
grade four children are one year and one month below grade level; and grade
five children are one year below grade level. It should be noted that each
grade includes children in the Project from one through three years with the
majority in their first year in the suburban community.

These results indicate that as a group, Project Concern children score
higher in reading level than Hartford immer city children up through the fifth
grade. The most recent reading achievement test information on Hartford inner
city children in the fourth grade indicates they are as a group, one year and
two months below grade (1.23). They also indicate the earlier a child starts
in the Project and the longer he remains in the program, the closer he will
come to the grade mean. They also show that the higher the grade a Project
Concern child enters the suburban school, the further below grade level he

will be in reading.
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CHART A-2
MEAN DIFFERENCE IN GRADE PLACEHENT SCORES BY YEARS IN THE PROJECT
GRADE ‘
YEARS IN TOTALS | MIAN
PROJECT ONE TWO THREE | FOUR FIVE DIFF.
One Number 36 38 29 40 28 171
| Sum of Difference |+5.5 -19,2 ] -20.1] ~44.1}1 =41.9 -119.8
Mean Difference +.15 - .5 - 69! «1.1] - 1.5 -.70
Two Number 3 16 10 L 10 L3
Sum of Difference |- .2 4.8 | =3.9 -8.0 -10.1 -27.0
Mean Difference - .07} ~.31]~.3] -2.0 | -1.0 ~-.63
Three Number 3 17 17 16 23 76
Sum of Difference |+1.0 ~1.1 | -6.1 | -15.5 | -12.9 -34.6
| Mean Difference + .33 | - .06~ .36 |- 971 = .55 ~.45

| Project Concern children, one year in the program in grades one through
five are seven months below grade on the average; those children two years
in the program are a little over six months below grade on the average and
those children in the program three years in grades one through five are

four and one half months below grade.
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CHAET B

A COMPARISON OF GRADE FOUR SCORES

POPULATION.

A. Meen population grade
levuel- placement.

B. Mean, Concern children
three years in Project
town.

C. Mean, 1969, inner city
schools in validated
iloadvantage:l areas.

(By Grade Equivalents)

POSITION GRADE LEVEL
0
“‘-1-1-5
,’
"'1.23

# Project Concern children
-.5 at the start in suburbaa
town afier two years in inner
clity disadvantaged school.

.’
A- 1+-80

B. 4.35

ol

C' 3-57
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Conclusions and Recommendations

It seems important at this point of the report to repeat that the study
was accomplished to secure evidence related to Project Concern and not to
fulfill the requirements of a research design showing clear "cause and effect"
relationships which were provided when the project was in its experimental
stage. (See "A Report on the Effectiveness of Suburban School Placement for
Irmer-City Youth' published in 1968). Further, the study is limited in its
scope and is not intended to be exhaustive in énalyzing all factors operating
in the project. This report is intended to provide new evidence dealing with
the effectiveness of this educational program and should be used in concert
with data secured from other evaluation efforts.

The evidence secured from this study seems to indicate the following:

1. Project Concern is bringing the children close to the reading
levels of the overall population as this factor is measured by
standardized test results. For children at the earliest grade
levels, they are as a group at grade level or above. Further,
the reading deficits of enrolling children are being reduced by
the project. (Information provided by Chart B shows that Project
Concern children in the fourth grade read a year ahead of their
counterparts in validated inner-city schools. This same chart
shows that by the fourth grade, Project Concern children, are
as a group within a half a year of reading at grade level.)

2. Project Concern is most effective for children at the kindergarten
and first grade level before reading deficits have occurred.(Chart A
shows. that Project Concern children in the early grades who have not
experienced the isolated education of inner-city schools are approxi-
mately at grade level in reading or above.)

3. Project Concern reading success is related to the number of years
children are in the project. There is a positive relationship
between the number of years in the project and the reduction of
reading deficits of the group.(An analysis of reading deficits

See Chart A , when they are related to the number of years children
participate in Project Concern indicate a constant pattern of growth
toward reading at grade level as they accumulate more years of parti-
cipation in this inter-community effort. With the exception of two
instances with small numbers of children involved, Chart A shows that
at each grade level reading achievement improves in relation to
seniority of the children in the project.)

L. Project Concern children achieve more in reading than similar
children remaining in the validated schools of Hartford.
(See Chart B and Conclusion #1, above).
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EFFECTIVE READING PROGRAMS

TOWN

Stonington
Norwalk
Enfield
Bristol
Putnam
Colchester
Putnam
Plymouth
Hartford
Fairfield
Bristol
Bridgeport
Gyreenwich
Bridgeport
Winchester
Winchester
Norwalk
Middletown

New Haven

PRGM. NO.

103-"7
192
17-B

116-IP
28=1

116-FG

C 1111

64=P
51-7
17-G
761
575
15=24

1621

103-7
83«1

93~9

TOTAL  TOTAL
SERVED TESTS
112 86
333 55
131 122
33 33
61 61
93 70
45 L2
78 70
863 605
L5 25
67 30
387 387
193 5
1175 676
91 52
- 20
- 23
580 216
757 238
5,00 2,865

PER PUPIL
CO3TS

$ 568
365
LS

275
193
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Attachment D

READING RATE
OF GAL:Y/YEAR

1.95
1.43
1.36
1.31
1.20
1.28
1.20
1.20
1.19

1,18




PARTICIPATION OF CHIUOREN ENROLLER TN NONPURLIC SCHCOLS, 1969-70

Town

Ansonia
Beticl
Branford
Bridgeport
Bristol

Brookfield
Danbury
Derby
E.Hartford
"nfield

Fairfield
Greemvich
Griswold
Groton
Ramden

Hart ford
Hart ford
Killingly
Manchester
Manchester

Meriden
Middletouwn
Monroe

'ew Britain
Mew Canaan

New Hartford
New Haven
New Haven
Hewlngton
teaw London

Mew Milford
Norwalk
Norwich
Norwich,
Pert.land

Putnam
Putnam
Stomlord

Children
Served

f,..J

-]
monER e e
(R RN D=3 =B

0
o

~3

N
a2
E S 38 43 (V]

16
806
520

243

[l

W O~
NNV O 0

14
20
T

Cetegory of Intervention

Tutorial, Reading
Remedial,Basic Skillls-
Reeding Acsiatance
Remedial Reading Clinics
Remedial Reading

Remedial Feading
Languages Arta Centers
Remedial Basics
Pra-3cheol Feadineas
Remadial Reading

Remedlal Regding, Mathematics
e ﬂL'§ {enters

Remedisl, Small Groups
Rewmsdial, Beaie Skills
Haterials Center

Lsarning Centers

Learning Centers

Remedlial Hesading

namdeal Reading, Mathematics
smedial Peading, Mathsmatics

¥~1

Basic Skills Help
Pemerdisl Basice
Remedlisl Bgelcs
Tutorial

Remwedial Reading

Basic Heading, Mathematics
Hasie Reading, Mathematics
Basic Skills

Beading Help

Rewmedisl Reading
Drop=Out. Prevention

adividual Inmsgirnction, Basics

Durstion
of Prgrm.

8.Y.
.Y,
.Y
8.y,
8.Y.

sum.,
8 o'y‘o
SQ:rn
[Z

e g e

S.¥.

3.5.
S.Y.
8.5 .
SeY.
BeF e

8.7,
sum,
S.¥.
8.¥.

alh,.

§.7.
s&y.
S.Y.

s Uy .
swn.

e.v.
Sy
sSum.
sum,
s.y.

8.y.
3’?'

bupplemewddry Regding, Mathematics 9.y.

Supplementsry Read., Math.
Tutorial, Head. Math,

Femedial Reading
Remedial Ruading
Renedlal Reading

8.Y.
S.¥.

8.y.
aume,

G
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PARTICIPATION COF CuWILDREN EXRCI.LED IN NOU-PUBIIC 3THOOLE, 1969-70

Town

Stonington
Stratford
Suffield
Thomaston
Thempsoan

Toerring.on |

Vernon
Waterbury
W. Hartford
W.Haven

Wilton
Winchaster
Windham

TOTALS:

Crildren
Served Category of Intervention

5 Remedial Clinic

1 Vecational Counasling
4 Diagnostic Clinic

8 Remedial Read.,Math.
8 Tutorial, Reading

1 Pre-School Readinsss
L8 Reading, Mathematics Remedial
100 Basic Skills
L5 Remedial Reading
L7 Keeding Canter

1 Remedial Reading
1 Remedial Reading
5 Feading Ceonter

55 Programs
L, Lhk Children Servad
43 Programs of School Yesr Dursticn

12 Programs of Summer or Less Than a School Year

)
)

Duration
of Prgrm.

8.y,
5.Y.
8.y,
3.y.
$.Y-

sum,
su,
3.Y.
S.Y.
SlyQ

sum.
sty’
8.7




Attachment F F-1
TITLE I CHILDREN STANDARDIZED READING TEST RESULTS, 1969-70

1A Results from the Largest Core Cities and Secondary Tnwns

“Proj No.of Gr Pgm Type Exptd
No Youth Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest OScore Pre Post Gain  Gain
A-15-1 96 3 SY Gates MacG. Voc., Comp. GE 1.7 2.1 .4 7
225 L SY GE 1.8 2.6 .8 7
276 5 SY GE 2.6 3.3 7 7
39 9 SY GE 3.8 4.9 1.1 7
23 10 SY GE L.2 5.2 1.0 7
9 11 37 GE L.3 5.7 1.4 T
8 12 sy GE 5.5 7.0 1. .7
No. of children: 676 Rate of gain/year: 1.1 ]
B-57-6 14 7 SY SAT reading GE 5.2 5.9 .7 .6
7 8 SY GE 6.6 6.4, ~.2 .6
No. of children: 21 Rate of gain/year: .67
B-57-7 6 7 SY SAT Para.Meaning GE 5.1 6.1 1.0 1.0
7 8 SY - GE 6.1 7.1 1.0 1.0
No. of children: 13 Rate of gain/year: 1.0
A-95-1 9 2~ SY Gates MacG. Voc.,Comp. GH 1.8 2.2 y .9
11 2-L SY GE 2.1 2.4 .3 .9
18 5-6 SY GE 2.9 3.5 .6 .9
28 7-8 SY GE L.3 5.1 .8 .9
No. of children: 66 Rate of gain/year: .68
A-103-7 8 2 SY Gates MacG.Word Para.Sent.GE 1.0 1.7 T 1.0 y
English 2 3 SY GE 1.2 2.4 1.2 1.0
Speaking 5 | 4 SY GE 1.3 2.8 1.5 1.0
6 5 SY GE .8 3.3 2.5 1.0
7 6 SY GE 1.2 3.4 2.4 1.0
7 7 SY Voc. ,Comp. GE 2.3 3.5 1.2 1.0
5 8 SY GE 2.5 L.6 2.1 1.0
5 9 SY GE L.0 4.8 .8 1.0
7 10 SY GE 5.1 6.1 1.0 1.0
2 11 SY GE 5.7 5.3 -4 1.0
1 12 SY GE 5.9 8.0 2.1 1.0
No. of children: 55 Rate of gain/year: 1.43
A-103.7 5 2 .SY Gates MacG. Word Para SentGE 1.0 1.4 A 1.0
Spanish 2 3 sY GE 1.2 2.4 1.2 1.0
Speaking 2 5 SY GE 1.1 3.5 2.4 1.0
2 6 SY . GE 1.3 4.0 2.7 1.0
17 sy GE 2.5 3.3 .8 1.0
2 8 SY GE 3.3 7.1 3.8 1.0
L 9 SY GE 4.2 3.7 =.5 1.0
4 10 SY GE 5.5 6.6 1.1 1.0
1 11 sY GE 6.9 5.4 -1.5 1.0
No. of children: 23 Rate of gain/year: 1.0
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F-2
14 Results from Largest Cities, continued
“Proj  Wo.of Gr Pgm T T TType Exptd
No —— Youth Lev Dur Test Instrument Subtest Score Pre _Post Galn Gain
A-135-24 88 2 SY HAT:Vd. Know, Comp. GE 1.6 2.4 .8 1.0
73 3 SY GE 2,0 2.9 .9 1.0
51 L SY GE 2.6 3.5 .9 1.0
53 5 SY Gt 3.0 3.9 .9 1.0
15 6 SY GE 3.4 4.2 .8 1.0
No. of children: 280 Rate of gain/year: .86
A-135-2B 17 1 SY MAT: %Wd. EKnow. Comp. GE ~1.0 1.4 o4 7
18 2 SY G ~1.0 1.7 . .7
No. of children: 35 Rate of gain/year: .80
A-151-5 31 7 SY Gates MacG.: Comp. GE 5.0 7.0 2.0 1.0
No. of children: 31 Rate of gain/year: 2.0
TOTALS Children: 1,200 Rate of gain/year: 1.02
4B Results from Rural and Urban Towns iithin Core City Areas
-14-1 30 2 SY Durr-Sull: Read.Ach. GE 2.0 2.6 6 .8
31 3 8Y GE 2.6 3.5 .9 .8
L7 L SY GE 3.5 4.5 1.0 .8
37 5 sY GE 4.3 5.3 1.0 .8 '
28 6 SsY GE 4.7 5.6 1.1 .G
L 7 SY Gi 6.1 7.1 1.0 .8
No. of children: 177 Rate of gain/year: 1.2
C-45-2 2 6 SY ITBS: Reading GE 4.3 4.5 2 .8
L 7 SY GE 5.7 6.1 e .8
1 8 SY G& 4.9 5.5 .6 .8
No. of children: 7 Rate of gain/year: .47
C-49-2 L7 2 SY Durrell: Total Reading GE 1.4 1.8 A .5
L6 3 SY GE 2.1 3.0 .9 .5
29 L SY GE 2.6 3.4 .8 .5
No. of children: 122 Rate of gain/year: 1.36
C-51-7 1 2 SY Gates lacG.:Survey GI% 1.3 1.6 o3 .8
5 L SY GE 2.7 3.4 7 .8
8 5 SY GE 3.8 4.8 1.0 .8
11 6 SY GE L.8 5.8 1.0 .G
No. of children: 25 Rate of gain/year: 1.18
C-110-1D 2 L SY Towa: Reading GE 3.2 3.8 b 1.0
1 5 SY GE 34 4.5 1.1 1.0
1 6 SY GE 5.7 6.5 .8 1.0
No. of children: 4 Rate of gain/year: .79
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F-3
1B Results from Rural and Urban Towns, continued
.Proj No.of  Gr Pgn Type T Exptd
_No Youth  Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Score Pre Post Gain _Gain
C-110-1E 11 2 SY HMAT: Reading GE 1.7 2.5 .8 1.0
10 3 S8Y GE 2.6 3.4 .8 1.0
No. of children: 21 Rate of gain/year: .80
C-1R6~-5 3 1-3 SY iAT: Wd. Know. Disc. GE 1.6 2.4 ) .9
3 34 SY GE 3.0 3.5 .5 .9
8 5-7 3Y GE 4.5 6.0 1.5 9
No. of children: 14 Rate of gain/year: 1.23
C-146-3 51 9 SY Nelson GE 7.5 8.0 .5 A
No. of children: .51 Rate of gain/year: 1.25
TOTALS Children: 421 Rate of gain/year: 1.19
1C Results from Rural and Urban Towns Qutside the Core City Areas
D-27-2 18 5 SY Gates MacG.:Read.Survey GE 3.6 4.8 1.2 .9
15 6 SY GE 3.9 4.9 1.0 .9
8 7 SY GE 4.7 6.0 1.3 .9
6 g SY GE 4.1 5.3 1.2 .9
No. of children: 47 Rate of gain/year: 1.28
D-74-6 11 9 SY MET:Read & Wd. Knowl. GE 7.0 7.3 3 .9
10 10 sY ‘ GE 7.8 6.9 =.9 .9
No. of children: 21 Rate of gain/year: -.27
D-116-1 L 2 SY MAT: Reading GE 2.3 2.7 ey 5
5 3 SY GE 3.1 3.4 3 .5
5 L, SY GE 3.5 4.1 .6 5
No. of children: 14 Rate of gain/year: .87
D-148-A 7 2% SY Gates MacG.: Voc.,Comp. GE 1.7 2.3 b 1.0
22 2 S5Y GE 1.8 2.5 .7 1.0
5 3% SY GE 2.1 2.8 .7 1.C
11 3 SY GE 2.1 2.6 .5 1.0
3 L SY GE 2.7 3.3~ .6 1.0
19 4L SY GE 3.5 3.9 A 1.0
3 5% 8Y GE 3.1 3.8 .7 1.0
8 5 S8Y GE 4.1 5.7 .6 1.0
3 6% SY GE 2.9 3.4 .5 1.0
¥ESL No. of children: 81 Rate of gain/year: .57




1C Results from Rural Towns Cutside Core City Areas, continued

Proj No.of Gr Pgm : Type Exptd
_No _ Youth _Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Score Pre Post Gain _Gain
D-162~P 1 6 SY WRAT: Reading GE 3.8 5.7 1.9 1.0

> 3 SY GE 3.9 4.7 .8 1.0
5 2 SY GE 2.9 3.8 .9 1.0
No. of children: 11 Rate of gain/year: .95
D-4R-24 19 7-9 SY ITBS: Lang. Skills GE 4.7 L.9 0.2 0.8
No. of children: 19 Rate of gain/year: 0.25
TOTALS Children: 193 Rate of gain/year: .67
1D Results from the Smallest Rural Towns Outside Core City Areas
E~-127-1 L L, SY Iowa: Read. & Vocab. GE 2.8 L.1 1.3 .8
1 5 8Y GE 3.3 4.5 1.2 .8
L 6 SY GE 4.1 6.4 2.3 .8
3 7 SY GE 4.5 6.8 2.3 .8
3 g8 SY GE 5.2 6.3 1.1 .8
No. of children: 15 Rate of gain/year: 2.1
E-154-2 22 7 SY Calif. Reading GE 6.8 7.9 1.1 .9
28 g ©SY GE 7.1 8.5 1.4 .9
1 11 sy GE 8.5 8.5 0 .8
1 9 5Y GE 4.0 4.0 0 .8
No. of children: 52 Rate of gain/year: 1.2
TOTALS Children: 67 Rate of gain/year: 1.42
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TITLE I AND SADC CHILDREN STANDARDIZED READING TEST RESULTS, 1969-70
Results of Jointly Funded Programs

1A Results from the Largest Core Cities and Secondary Towns

Proj No.of  Gr Pgm Type Exptd
No Youth _Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Score Pre Post Gain Gain

A-761P 82 2 SY Gates MacG.:Voc., Comp. GE 1.4 1.7 3 8
69 3 SY G 1.7 2.1 .4 g
62 4L SY GE 2.5 3.2 7 8
69 5 SY GE 3.1 3.8 T 8
55 6 sY GE 3.9 5.4 1.5 8
2L 7 SY GE 4.1 6.8 2.7 g
26 8 SY GE 5.1 7.2 2.1 ]

No. of children: 387 Rate of gain/year: 1.12
B-57~5 2l 3 SY Gates MacG.:Read & Voc. GE 2.8 4.0 1.2 1.0
16 4,5 SY SAT: Read & Voc. GE 2.5 3.5 1.0 1.0
14 6 SY GE 3.7 4.8 1. 1.0

No. of children: 54 Rate of gain/year: 1.1
A-64LP 99 2 SY Gates MacG: GE 1.4 2.6 1.2 1.0
15 3 8Y GE 2.2 2.9 .7 1.0
119 L SY GE 2.8 4.0 1.2 1.0
72 5 SY GE L.2 5,0 .8 1.0
146 6 SY GE 4.6 6.2 1.6 1.0
6 7 3Y SAT: Reading GE 4.1 5.9 1.8 1.0
9 8 sY GE 6.4 9.5 3.4 4.0
9 8 8Y GE 3.8 4.9 1.1 1.0
18 9 SY Nelson Denny GE 10.0 11.4 1.4 1.0
6 10 SY Gk 10.8 11.2 A 1.0
6 11 Sy GE 11.1 12.0 .9 1.0

No. of children: 605 Rate of gain/year: 1.19
A-80-5-I 3 3 SY Gates MacG.: Reading GE 1.1 2.5 1.4 1.0
L L SY GE 2.1 2.8 S 1.0
1 5 SY GE 1.4 3.9 2.5 1.0
7 4,5 SY GE 3.2 3.4 2 1.0

- No. of children: 15 Rate of gain/year: .73
A-80-5-IV 25 2 SY Gates HacG.: Reading GE 1.3 2.1 .8 1.0
11 L SY GE 1.8 3.2 1.4 1.0

No. of children: 36 Rate of gain/year: 1.0
A-80-5..IV 18 2 SY Gates MacG.: Reading GE 1.4 1.4 0 1.0
10 3 SY GE 1.7 2.4 .7 1.0
21 L SY Gk 2.0 3.2 1.2 1.0

No. of children: 49 Rate of gain/year: .65
A-80-5-V 175 9 SY Gates MacG.: Reading GE 6.2 9.0 2.8 1.0

No. of children: 175 Rate of gain/year: 2.8
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1A Results from Largest Cities, continued

F-6

——— - - ————— - - ra—

Proj No.of Gr Pgm Type Exptd
No  Youth ILev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Score Pre Post Gain _ Gain
A-89-1 122 3 SY SAT: Word Para. GE 2.0 2.6 .6 1.0

123 5 S5Y GE 3.8 4.6 .8 1.0
26 6 SY GE 4.8 5.5 7 1.0
50 7 SY SAT: Para. GE 5.0 6.2 1.2 1.0
33 8 SY GE 6.1 7.3 1.2 1.0
No. of children: 354 Rate of gain/year: .82
A-89P 5 4L SY OSAT: Wd., Para GE 2.0 2.9 .9 7
13 4 S5Y GE 2.7 3.2 .5 N
3 5 SY GE 4.6 5.2 .6 .8
1 5 S5Y GE 4.6 4.7 .1 .
1 7 SY GE 3.9 4.6 1.3 Ny
No. of children: 23 Rate of gain/year: .87
A-93-27 30 1 SY MAT: Reading GE 1.7 2.3 .6 1.0
38 2 SY Gilmore Comp. GE 2.0 3.7 1.7 1.0
No. of children: 68 Rate of gain/year: 1.2
A-93-8 325 2 SY WMAT: Reading,Know. Dis. GE 1.6 2.2 .6 9
266 3 SY GE 2.1 2.8 7 .9
No. of children: 591 Rate of gain/year: .72
A-93P 2 3 sY Gaii\aes MacG: GE 2.2 2.5 .3 .5
70 L SY GE 3.2 3.7 ) .5
67 5 SY GE 3.7 4.3 6 5
59 6 SY GE 4.7 5.3 6 5
No. of children: 238 Rate of gain/year: 1.06
A-104-24 11 1 SY CAT: Reading GE 1.1 1.5 s A
40 2 SY GE 1.4 2.1 7 .7
47 3 sy GE 2.7 3.4 .7 .7
25 L SY GE 3.1 3.7 .6 7
' No. of children: 123 Rate of gain/year: .97
A-104~2B 26 1l SY CAT: Reading GE 1.2 1.6 A iy
55 2 SY GE 1.6 2.3 .7 7
52 3 SY GE 2.6 3.3 .7 .7
37 4 SY - GE 3.4 3.9 .5 7
No. of children: 170 Rate of gain/year: .94
B-155-1 25 3 SY ITBS: Reading,Voc,Comp. GE 2.4 3.5 1.1 .8
34 L SY GE 3.5 L.1 6 .8
32 5 S5Y GE 4.4 5.2 6 .8
29 6 SY GE 5.2 5.6 ya .8
39 7 SY GE 5.9 6.8 .9 .8
35 8 SY GE 6.7 7.5 .8 .8
22 9 SY GE 7.5 8.1 6 .8
No. of children: 216 Rate of gain/year: .90
TOTALS Children: 3,104 Rate of gain/year: .92

e — < e i o

- o
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1B Results from Rural and Urban Towns Within Core City Areas

Proj No.of Gr Pgnm Type Exptd
No Youth Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Score Pre Post Gain Gain
C-4=1. 5 7 SY SRA: Achievement GE L.4 5.7 1.3 1.0
8 9 SY Gates MacG.:Voc., & Comp. GE 6.8 8.1 1.3 0.8
No. of children: 13 Rate of gain/year: 1.5
C-6-1 2L 2-4 SY Durr-Sull: Reading,Ach. GE 3.6 3.9 3 .9
No. of children: 24 Rate of gain/year: .33
C~-8~1 3 2 SY CRT: Reading GE 2.0 3.5 1.5 0.8
L 3 SY GE 2.9 4.0 1.1 0.8
7 L SY GE L.O 5.5 1.5 0.8
No. of children: 14 Rate of gain/year: 1.74
C-11-3 27 3 S5Y SAT: Para. Mean. GE 3.3 4.1 .8 .8
23 L SY GE 3.8 5.6 1.8 .8
35 5 sY GE 5.8 6.1 .3 .8
No. of children: 85 Rate of gain/year: 1.1
C=23-2 10 2 SY SAT: Reading,Comp. GE 1.6 2.1 .5 7
5 3 SY GE 1.7 2.6 .9 7
L 3 SY Gates MacG.: GE 2.1 2.2 .1 v
2 L 8Y OSAT: Reading, Cemp. GE 3.0 3.4 A N
3 5 SY Gates MacG.: GE 3.9 5.3 1.4 1.0
5 6 SY SAT: Reading, Comp. GE 4.7 5.8 1.1 .7
2 8 SY G 6.2 6.1 -1 .8
2 8 SY Gates MacQG.: GE 6.6 6.9 .3 .7
No. of children: 33 Rate of gain/year: .88
C-25-1,2 14 1 SY WRAT GE 1.10 2.01 .91 .8
16 2 SY GE 2.06 2.87 81 .8
9 3 SY GE 2.88 3.75 .87 .8
6 L SY GE L.23 5.03 .80 .8
3 5 SY GE L.30 5.30 1.00 .8
2 6 SY GE L.60 5.60 1.00 .8
No. of children: 50 Rate of gain/year: 1.11
C-33-2 L 2 SY CRT: Reading GE 1.9 2.7 .8 .9
5 L SY GE 3.9 4.2 3 .9
7 5 SY GE L.6 5.3 .7 .9
8 7 SY GE 5.7 6.5 .8 .9
13 6 oY GE 5.8 6.9 1.1 .9
7 2 SY GE 2.2 3.1 .9 .9
L 3 SY GE 2.9 2.8 -.1 e
No. of children: 48 Rate of gain/year: .84
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1B Results from Rural and Urban Towns, continued

F-8

No. of children:

)
ct
(0]

Hy

Proj No.of Gr Fgm Type Exptd
_No Youth Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Score Pre Gain Gain
C-48~2 23 2 SY SAT: Reading GE 1.5 2.8 1.3 7

29 3 5Y GE 3.4 3.3 =-.1 .
27 L SY GE 4.1 4.5 4 7
28 5 S5SY GE 5.3 5.7 L .7
28 6 SY GE 6.0 6.2 2 .7
No. of children: Rate of gain/year: .58
C-58-2 22 2 SY SAT: Reading GE 1.4, 2.6 1.2 9
2L 3 5Y GE 2.4 3.5 1.1 9 )
19 L SY GE 2.8 4.0 1.2 9
14 5 SY GE 3.4 4.7 1.3 .9
No. of children: Rate of gain/year: 1.32
C-T72~1 20 2 SY CRT: Reading GE 1.9 2.4 5 8
17 3 SY GE 2.5 3.0 .5 8
13 4L SY GE 2.9 3.2 3 8
6 5 SY GE 3.4 3.6 .2 8
11 6 SY GE 4.0 4.0 .0 .0
No. of children: Rate of gain/year: .44
C=T77-2 26 1 SY MAT: Reading GE 1.3 2.0 .7 5
24 2 S5Y GE 9 2.2 1.3 .9
16 3 SY GE 2.1 3.0 .9 .9 )
23 4L SY GE 3.1 3.8 . .9
9 5 SY GE 3.1 4.8 1.7 .9
6 6 S3Y GE 2.7 5.0 2.3 .9
No. of children: Rate of gain/year: 1.32
C-137-1 2 1 S5Y Gates MacG.: Voc. GE 1.1 1.9 .8 .3
23 2 SY GE 1.4 2.0 .6 3
17 3 SY GE 2.0 2.5 .5 3
22 L4 SY GE 3.0 3.5 5 3
13 5 SY GE 4.0 4.6 .6 3
9 6 SY GE 2.5 3.4 .9 3
- No. of Children: Rate of gain/year: 1.95
C-137-1B 7 O SY CRT: Reading GE 7.6 8.8 1.2 3
No. of children: R gain/year: 4.0
C-137P 1 3 SY Gates MacG: Voc., “omp. GE 2.0 2.6 .6 3
' 2 4L SY GE 3.5 3.8 3 3
1 5 S5Y GE 3.9 4.3 v 3
1 7 SY GE 7.5 8.5 1.0 .3
R o

gain/year: 1.71



F-9
1B Results from Rural and Urban Towns, continued 52
Proj No.of Fr Pgnm Type Exptd
_No _ Youth _Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Scere Pre Post Gain _ Gain
C-139-2 27 2 SY Lee Clark: Reading GE 2.0 2.4 e A
13 3 SY : GE 2.4 2.8 o A
3 4 SY Gates MacG: Voc., Comp. GE 2.2 3.8 1.6 A
25 5 SY GE 3.4 3.0 -.4 4
18 6 SY GE 4.3 4.2 -.1 A
L 7 sy GE 4.2 5.2 1.0 A
7 8 SY GE 5.2 L.7T <=.5 A
2 9 SY GE 7.4 9.7 2.3 e
2 10 SY GE 10.9 10.0 -.9 A
1 11 SsY GE 7.4 7.3 -.1 A
No. of children: 102 Rate of gain/year: .3
C-144-1 25 2,3 5Y WRAT: Reading @& 1.3 2.8 1.5 .9
No. of children: 25 Rate of gain/year: 1.64
C-152-1 2 1 SY HMAT: Reading GE 1.3 1.7 .4 1.0
50 2 SY GE 1.7 2.7 1.0 1.0
55 3 SY GE 2.4 3.0 6 1.0
53 L SsY GE 3.2 3.6 ya 1.0
34 5 SY GE 3.3 4.0 7 1.0
16 6 SY GE 4.0 4.7 .7 1.0
No. of children: 210 Rate of gain/year: .67
C-153-A,
B,C 15 2 SY SRA:Reading,Voc.,Comp. GE 1.3 3.0 1.7 .9
13 3 SY Gates MacG:Rdg.,Wd. Para. GE 2.3 3.3 1.0 7
11 6 SY SAT:Reading,Voc.,Comp. GE 3.7 4.3 .6 .9
No. of children: 39 Rate of gain/year: 1.39
C-156-2 20 2 SY SAT: Word Para. GE 1.6 2.3 .7 1.0
36 3 SY GE 2.5 3.1 6 1.0
32 L 5Y GE 3.0 3.6 6 1.0
20 5 SY GE LA 4.8 7 1.0
13 6 S5Y GE 4.4 L.6 2 1.0
7 7 SY GE 4.9 6.0 1.1 1.0
No. of children: 128 Rate of gain/year: .62
C-164-1 4O 2 SY OSAT: Word, Para. GE 1.6 2.5 .9 .9
36 3 SY GE 2.1 3.0 .9 .9
18 L SY GE 2.9 3.6 7 .9
14 5 SY GE L.O 4.7 7 .9
No. of children: 108 Rate of gain/year: .94
C~166-A 7 9 SY Nelson-Denny GE 7.0 8.1 1.1 .9
& 10 SY GE 7.0 9.8 2.8 .9
6 11 SY GE 7.0 10.9 3.9 .9
L 12 S8Y GE 7.3 11.7 4.4 .9
No. of children: 25 Rate of gain/year: 3.2




F-10
1B Results from Rural and Urban Towns, continued
Proj No.of Gr Pgm ) Type Exptd
No Youth Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Score Pre Post Gain Gain
C~15R-1 8 2 SY DMAT: Para. Meaning GE 2.5 2.5 .0 7
10 3 SY GE 3.5 4.3 .8, T
No. of children: 18 Rate of gain/year: .64
C-~15R~3 b 2 SY CRT: Total Reading GE 1.4 2.9 1.5 7
7 3 SY GE 3.2 3.9 .7 T
3 4L SY GE 4.6 5.2 b .7
2 5 SY GE 4.5 4.9 A 7
b 6 SY GE 4.8 5.7 .9 .7
2 6 SY GE 3.1 3.4 3 .7
No. of children: 22 Rate of gain/year: 1.14
C-1/R~2 11 3 SY ITBS: Reading GE 2.6 3.4 .8 .8
9 4L SY GE 3.0 3.6 .6 .8
6 5 SY GE 4.3 4.7 A .8
No. of children: 26 Rate of-gain/year: 0.80
TOTALS Children: 1,453 Rate of gain/year: .96

- P——— ~—
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1C Results from Rural and Urban Towns Cutside the Core City Areas

D92 12 2 SY SAT: Yord Para. GE 1.3 1.7 o .9
16 3 SY GE 2.4 3.0 b .9
14 L SY GE 2.5 3.0 .5 .9
No. of children: 42 Rate of gain/year: .56
D-17-1B 11 2 SY Durrell List. Reading GE 1.1 1.8 .7 .8
9 3 SY GE 1.1 2.9 1.8 .8
10 L SY GE 2.4 3.2 .8 .8
3 5 SY GE 3.8 4.7 .9 .8
No. of children: 33 Rate of gain/year: 1.31
D-17-1C L 1 SY Durrell List. Reading GE .9 1.0 1 .8
13 2 SY GE 1.3 1.7 o .8
5 3 SY GE 2.1 2.8 .7 .8
9 L SY GE 2.4 3.1 .7 .8
No. of children: 31 Rate of gain/year: .62
D-17-1D 9 2 SY Durrell IList. Reading . GE 1.3 2.3 1.0 .8
9 3 SY ' Y GE 2.3 3.0 7 .8
7 L, SY GE 2.6 3.7 1.1 .8
7 5 SY S GE 2.6 3.1 . .8
No. of children: 32 Rate of gain/year: 1.03
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1C Results from Rural Towns Outside Core City Areas, continued
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Proj No.of Gr Pgnm Type Exptd
No Youth Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Score Pre DqsthGain Gain
D-17-1E 6 2 SY Durrell List. Reading GE 1.2 1.7 5 .8
L 3 SY GE 2.0 2.2 .2 .8
2 L SY GE 2.7 2.8 .1 .8
No, of children: 12 Rate of gain/year: .i2
D-17-1F 3 2 SY Durrell List. Reading GE 1.0 1.7 .7 7
L 3 SY GE 1.7 2.2 5 .7
1 5 5Y GE 2.0 2.2 2 A
1 6 S5Y GE 1.8 1.9 .1 A
No. of children: 9 : ate of gain/year: .75
D~17-1G 12 3 3Y Durrell List. Reading GE 1.6 2.3 .7 .8
6 L SY GE 1.5 2.5 1.0 .8
6 5 SY : GE 2.3 3.1 .8 .8
6 6 SY GE 2.6 4.1 1.5 .8
No. of children: 30 Rate of gain/year: 1.18
D-28-1 12 5 SY Iowa: Reading GE 3.5 4.5 1.0 .8
8 6 SY GE 4.8 5.1 3 .8
13 L SY GE 3.4 3.6 .2 .8
11 7 SY Gates MacG.: Voc. GE 4.1 5.1 1.0 .8
10 8 SY GE 4.9 6.2 1.3 .8
5 9 SY : GE 5.4 6.2 .8 .8
6 10 SY GE 5.8 8.2 2.4 .8 1
5 11 5Y GE 6.3 8.8 2.5 .8 /
No. of children: 70 ate of gain/year: 1.28
D-61-2 6 5 SY MAT: Reading GE 3.6 3.8 2 8
3 6 SY GE 4.7 5.7 1.0 8
5 9 SY GE 5.1 5.5 A .8
b 2 SY SAT: Para. Meaning GE 1.6 2.0 o 8
No. of children: 18 Rate of gain/year 55
D-69--A 13 1 SY Gates MacG.: GE 1.5 1.9 o b
37 2,3 8Y GE 2.0 2.7 7 6
U 2,3 SY GE 2.3 3.6 1.3 .6
8 3 SY GE 2.8 3.4 .6 b
No. of children: 72 Rate of gain/year: 1.31
D-69-B 24 1 SY Gates HMacG.: GE 1.3 1.7 A 5
20 2 SY GE 1.8 2.5 7 b
14 3 SY GE 2.9 3.3 oy A
No. of children: 58 ate of gain/year: 1.04
D-83-1 55 1 SY WRAT: Reading GE 0.5 1.8 1.3 1.0
' 61 2 S8Y GE 2.0 3.1 1.1 1.0
L8 3 SY GE 2.9 4.0 1.1 1.0
52 L SY GE 4.1 4.7 O 6 1.0
No. of children: 216 Rate of gain/year: 1.0




1C Results from Rural Towns Cutside Core City Areas, continued
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Proj No.of Gr Pgnm Type Exptd
No Youth Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Score Pre Post Gain Gein
D-92-1 & 1 SY SAT: Word,Para.Meaning GE 1.0 1.5 5 S
25 2 S5 GE 1.7 2.4 7 .7
27 3 S5Y GE 2.3 2.9 6 .7
10 L S5Y GE 3.0 4.2 1.2 .
7 5 S5Y GE 3.7 L.4 7 7
11 6 SY GE 4.2 4.9 . .7
3 7 3Y SAT: Para. Meaning GE 5.9 7.0 1.1 7
2 8 SY GE L.7 5.2 .5 .7
No. of children: 91 Rate of gain/year: 1.03
D-97-1 3 2 SY Gates McKillop: Oral Rdg. GE 2.0 3.1 1.1 .8
L 3 S5Y GE 2.2 2.7 .5 .8
L L SY GE 2.4 3.0 6 .8
5 4  SY Durrell Analysis,Oral Rdg.GE 2.6 3.5 .9 .7
4 2 SY MAT: Reading GE 1.6 2.1 .5 1.0
No. of children: 20 Rate of gain/year: .90
D-106~1 7 2 SY Gates MacG.: GE 1.4 2.1 S .8
‘ 5 3 SY ITBS: Comprehension GE 2.4 2.7 3 .8
-5 3 SY Gates MacG.: GE 2.3 2.7 L .8
11 4 SY Gilm Oral Read: Comp. GE 3.1 5.1 2.0 .8
14 5 5Y GE 3.9 6.2 2.3 .8
b 6 SY GE 3.3 6.3 3.0 .8
No. of children: 46 Rate of gain/year: 2.0
D-108-7 5 3 SY ITBS5: Reading,Arithmetic GE 2.1 3.5 1.4 .8
A L SY GE 3.0 4.6 1.6 .8
3 5 O8Y GE 3.8 5.7 1.9 .8
4L 6 8Y GE 4.9 6.7 1.8 .8
No. of children: 16 Rate of gain/year: 2.0
D-109-1 8 5 SY Nelson: Reading GE 4.4 5.0 6 9
12 4 SY 4 GE 2.9 4.2 1.3 .9
7 3 S5Y MAT:Prim. Read. GE 1.9 2.5 .6 .9
. % 2 SY | GE 1.4 2.1 .7 .9
No. of children: 43 Rate of gain/year: .91
D-111-1 21 2 SY MAT: Reading GE 1.5 2.4 .9 .9
18 3 sy GE 2.0 3.0 1.0 .9
16 4L SY GE 2.5 3.4 .9 .9
15 5 5 GE 3.3 4.9 1.6 .9
No. of children: 70 Rate of gain/year: 1.2
D-116-PG 7 6 SY SRA: Reading GE 4.4 4.8 A .5
8 7 SY GE 4.6 5.4 .8 5
8 8 SY GE 6.7 7.4 .7 5
19 9 SY Gates MacG.: GE 7.4 7.9 .5 .5
No. of children: 42 Rate of gain/year: 1.2




1C Results from Rural Towns Cutside Core City Areas, continued

No. nf children:

Proj No.of Gr Pgm Typ
No Youth Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Score Pre Post Gair
D-116-IP 20 2 SY Gates MacG.: GE 1.4 2.3
32 3 SY GE 2.0 3.0
9 L, SY GE 2.4 3.0 . .
No. of children: Rate of gain/year:
D-162-1A 6 6 SY SAT: Reading GE 3.7 4.4 T 1.0
L 5 SY GE 2.6 4.0 1.4 1.0
2 L S5Y GE 2.9 3.3 1.0
3 3 8Y GE 1.9 3.2 1.0
2 2 SY GE 1.4 2.1 1.0
Na. nf children: Rate of
D-162-1B 13 3 SY SAT: Reading GE 2.6 3.2 6 1.0
L L SY GE 2.5 3.9 1.4 1.0
9 5 SY GE 3.5 4.6 1.1 1.0
8 6 SY GE 3.7 L.9 1.2 1.0
9 7 95X GE 4.9 6.2 1.3 1.0
9 g oY GE 6.2 6.9 7 1.0
Na. of children: I
D-162-1C 2 3 SY OSAT: Reading GE 1.4 3.1 1.0
3 L SY . GE 2.3 3.0 1.0
10 5 SY Gk 3.1 4.1 1.0
5 6 SY GE 3.7 4.5 . 1.0
No. of children: Rate of gain/year
TOTALS Children: 1,101 Rate of gain/year:
1D Results from the Smallest Rural Towns Outside Core City Areas
E-13-1B 6 2 SY MET: Reading GE 0
2 3 SY GE 0
6 L SY GE 0
No. nf children:
E-13-1F 2 2 SY MET: Reading GE 7
: 1 3 SY GE 7
1 5 SY GE 7
1 6 SY GE 7
No. of children: gain/year: 1.
E~13-1L 3 3 SY Iowa: Voc. & Comp. GE 7
3 L SY GE .7
L 5 SY GE J
2 6 SY GE 7




F-1L
1D Results frem Smallest Rural Towns Outside Core City Areas, continued

Proj No.of Gr Pgn Type Ixptd
_No Youth _Lev Dur Test Instrument:Subtest Score Pre Fost Gain Gain
E-102-1 26 2-6 SY Stauford: Reading GE 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0

No. of children: 26 tate of gain/year: 1.0
E-112-1 9 2 SY IMAT: Reading GE 1.4 2.3 .9 7
10 3 SsY GE 2.3 2.8 .5 7
7 4, SY ITBS: Reading GE 3.3 4.7 1.4 7
5 5 sY GE 4.0 4.9 .9 .
No. of children: 31 Rate of gain/year: 1.26
E-160-2 7 1 SY MAT: Reading GE 1.6 1.8 2 L
. 5 2 SY GE 1.7 1.9 2 .3
17 3,4 SY GE 2.6 3.1 5 .8
1 5,6 sY GE 4.4 5.2 8 .8
7 7.8 SY GE 4.6 5.1 .5 .8
No. of children: 47 Rate of gain/year: .57
E-6R~3 28 2 SY Gates MacG.: Comp. GE 1.3 2.7 1.4 8
29 3 sY GE 1.9 3.4 1.5 8
1 L SY GE 2.8 4.1 1.3 8
9 5 8% GE 3.2 4.6 1.4 8
3 6 SY GE 3.5 5.0 1.5 .8
No. of children: &0 Rate of gain/year: 1.77
E-8R~-1 20 7 SY Gates MacG.: Comp. GE 3.2 3.7 5 7
No. of children: 20 Rate of gain/year: .71
TOTALS Children: 235 Rate of gain/year: 1.13

- - ~—
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COMPILATION OF STANDARDIZED READING TEST RESULTS

Title T only- = = = = = = = = ~ 1,881 children
Title I and SADC = = = = = - — 5,893  children

(Jointly funded programs)

TOTAL -~ 7,774 children

Average rate of gain/year: 1.0
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Attachment G

2\ TITLE I CHILDREN STANDARDIZED SCHOOL READINESS TiST RESULTS, 1969-70
P-oj NO.C.ldn Gr Pgn Type Months
No  Tested Lev Dur Score Pre Fost Gain Elapsed
Test Instrument:Subtest Between
3 Testing
E13-1 I 1 SY MRT/MAT %ile 22 25 3 1.0
D19-2 9 K SY MET Readiness:Read. %ile 22 L0 18 A
ti 9 K 5Y i %ile 09 L6 35 A
C23--2 13 K Sum MET: Readiness %ile L6 63 17 .13
E24-1 13 1 SY MET: Readiness %ile 35 79 Ly .8
D34-7 97 PreK DY PPVT MA 3~-10 4-9 11 .7
Ccé62-1, 7 1 SY LET: Readiness %ile 27 81 5L 1.0
2,3 19 1 SY n %ile 59 70 11 .9
A89-2 117 1 SY MET: Readiness %ile 16.4 62.5 L46.1 1.0
A93-27 31 X SY PPVT Zile 25 L6 21 1.0
99-2 2 PreK Sum PPVT %Bila 16 33 +17 .15
i 1 K Sum %ile 23 7 =16 .15
ti 5 2 Sum " %ile 50 44 ~7 15
Cl10-E 9 1 SY MET: Readiness %ile 21 89 68 1.0
ti 11 1 SY I Zile 38 55 17 .9
N 6 2 SY i %ile 58 95 37 .9
£119-2 6 1 Sum MET: Readiness %ile 90 95 6 .13
Cl37-1 17 K Sum Harrison %ile 22 31 9 .15
D141—3 20 1 SY MET: Readiness Bile 28 86 58 1.0
" 7 1 SY " %ile 38 92
D1i3-2 L2 K Sum MRT %ile 52 58 6 .15
Al51-1 297 K SY PPVT MA L-10 5-10 1.0 .5
Cl58-1A 17 PreK SY PPVT %ile 95 108 13 .5
E160-2 10 K SY MRT - %ile 30 37 7 1
Cl66-B 12 K SY MRT %ile 21 66 45 .9
E8-E-1 16 PreK Sum FPVT %ile L1 43 2 .15
A1O4-2F 108 PreK Sum PPVT %ile 20 20 0 .15
AlOL-2H 83 PreK SY PPVT %ile 13 29 16 .7

Total Children: 990




Attachment H

SCHOOL YEAR ATTENDANCE OF TITLE I CHILDREN, 1969-70

Project Grade Project Grade

Number ‘Span ADA ADM Number Span ADA ADM
D22 1-8 41,902 45,320 ; E71-1,2 1-8 10,298 11,070
CL-1 7-9 5,874 5,940 1 graa1 2-6 12,652 13,322
Ch-1 3-h 3,230 3,456 { D736 9-12 4,572 10,980
c8-1 1-4 3,116 3,420 D762 6-8 2,510 2,880
D9-2 K—L 14,133 15,380-§ A80-5 PrekK-8 183,221 206,341
C11-3 ~K-6 55,986 59,040 % D821 2-l, 4,798 5,096
E13-1 1-6 7,412 7,79 | D83-1 Prek-12 90,161 99,339
Clh-1 2-5 1,699 1,729 c8L—-1 K-12 76,347 80,860
A15-1 K-12 959,686 1,056,363 c85-1 1-8 8,738 9,686
D1'7-1 FreK-6 47,060 52,660 2 c86—2 PreK—b6 21,200 22,500
D18-1. K-6 3,837 3,960 | Gagea K-8 13,649 14,597
D19-1,2,4  K-6 2,906 3,186 pg9 K-12 244,000 324,730
E22-1 1-6 6,340 7,200 © 902 K-8 12,948 13,240
023-2 K-8 6,218 6,829 | po1-] 1-5 229 236
E24-1 1-4 7,113 7,560 ¢ poa-1 K-8 19,471 20,475

§

C25-2 K-8 12,233 12,847 1 pg3.07 K~2 46,796 51,529
DR7-2 5-8 7,688 8,281 & (9-1,2,, PreK-8 2,718 3,029
D28-1 2-12 L4900 16,098 | pog’ Tt L) 270611 29,775
C32-1 KLy 29,765 32,156 | pg7-1 1-L4 9,536 10,351
C33-2 PreK-8 38,793 41,148 1 cgg-2 PreK-5 493 658
D34-3, 7 PreK-1 42,874 56,891 ' (l01-1 K-6 28,119 29,973
D37-1 1-6 10,116 11,075 ‘ E102-1 2-6 4,351 4,680
D41-2 K-6 5,840 6,120 1 p103-1,7 K-12 39,402 48,511
D428 L-12 8,730 9,585 ] A10L-2 PrekK-12 65,113 72,407
CL43-1 PrekK-K 49,102 58,184 C105-1 K-6 I, 795 5,307
Chly-1 1-5 54,313 58,207 - D106-1 1-6 15,057 15,935
CL8-2 K-6 47,376 52,079 C108-7 1-6 5,845 6,266
CL9-2 PreK~6 28,851 31,090 D109-1 1-5 14,729 16,628
C51-5,7 PreK-b6 5,873 6,737 c110-1 K~6 16,380 17,471
C52-1 1-12 9,368 10,112 D111-1 2-5 12,847 14,040
C56-2 1-6 3,866 3,960 E112-1 1-5 6,784 7,200
B57-5,6,7 K-9 40,895 46,788 D113-2 6~8 12,197 12,851
C58-2 2-5 13,925 15,002 C114-2 5 1,958 1,980
A59-12 PreK-7 121.,000 131,225 D116-1 2l 10,454 11,107
C60-2 PreK-2 3,314 4,270 C119-2 PreK-4 608 720
D61-2 1-9 4,042 4,279 D124-1 K-6 18,788 20,169
C62-1,2,3  PreK-6 33,576 36,136 ClR6-2 K-7 6,525 7,371
AbL~2-L,5,7 K~12 287,858 313,593 E127-1 1-8 2,640 2,800
D69-1 K-3 26,337 28,564 C1R8-4,5  1-7 8,061 8,575
E70-2 K-8 3,060 6,783 C129-1 K-3 5,577 5,88L
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H-2
SCHOOL YEAR ATTENDANCE OF TITLE I CHILDREN, 1969-70 (Continued)

Project Grade o Project Grade

Number Span ADA ADid Number Span ADA ADM
D131-1 1-6 2,123 2,748 A151-1,3,5 PreK-12 172,373 196,006
Cl32-1 1-6 6,662 7,200 C152-1,2  1-6 43,356 43,863
A135-2 K-6 127,245 138,584 Cl53-1,2 2-4 5,066 5,353
E136-3 1-7 3,254 3,600 E154-2,3 1-11 15,696 17,445
Cl137-1 1-11 18,356 20,123 B155-1 K~9 62,247 66,370
C138-1,2,3 C156-3 L-8 970 1,121

6,8,4,13 PreK-12 34,313 38,258 C158-1 Prek-6 4,692 5,162
C139-2 PreK-12 148,858 54,206 E160-2 K-8 12,345 13,313
€140-19 1-8 3,268 3,784 Cl61-1 PreK-5 4,308 4,750
D241-3 1=4 1,906 144,400 D162-1 2-8 17,139 18,180
D142-1 K-2 13,904 14,220 D163-3,L4,6,7 K-6 27,962 31,143
D143-2 Prek-3 4,331 5,387 C1é4-1 1-6 23,428 25,920
ClLL~2 K-3 7,202 7,602 Cl66-1 PreK-12 14,746 16,054
Cl46-3 PreK,4-9 3,672 4,263 D169-1,2  K-7 3,790 4,371
D143-3 PreK-10 21,978 23,406

ElR-1 9-11 4,068 L, 860 C9R-1 K~9 10,368 11,520
D4R-2 1-12 L4376 5,325 D13R-1 7~8 3,950 5,270
E6R-2,3 2-6 17,978 18,400 C14R~-2 1-5 10,248 11,034
E8R-1 PreX-9 15,351 15, 784 C15R-1,2,3 Prek-6 10,288 11,347
. G 2.2z AR

1969 70 Title I Program Youth Attendance

’ Towns Reporting: 116
ADA ADi

4,391,990

89.62%

3,936,292
Rate of Attendance:

l1968—69 Title I Program Youth Attendance |

Towns Reporting: 119
‘ ADA ADM
| 4,711,940 5,248,051
i _Rate of Attendance: 89.78%
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ﬁ§68~69 Title I Town Public School Youﬁﬂj

Attendance, Same Grade Spans

} ADA AD i
= 55,782,208 61,583,145 i
{_Rate of Attendance: 90.58%

196768 Title I Program Youth Attendance

. [1967-68 Title I Town Public School Youth |

l 1
| Towns Reporting: 113 z Attendance, Same Grade Spans i
| ADA ADI - ADA ADM :
5,726,062 6,525,748 ! 55,949 ,8L6 61,207,377 i
L_Rate of Attendance: 87.75% i Rate of Attendance: 91.41% i

M961-69 Attendance Statistics for All Public School Children

| Year ADA ADM Rate of Attendance !
68-69  10L,841,027 113,627,354 92.27% !
67-68 102,772,191 110,865,358 92.70% ?
166-67 97,676,783 105,254,640 92.,80% |
65-66 95,575,515 102,781,361 92.98% .
64~65 93,429,558 100,613,248 92 ,86% {
63-6L, 90,469,594 96,960,640 93.30% ;
62-63 86,580,713 92,921,155 93.17% ;
61-62 83,399,582 89,573,674 93.10% |




H-3
TITLE I CHILDREN GRADE PROMOTICNS, 1969-70
“Project " Grade ) Non Project Grade ’ Non
_Number __ _Span _Promotions Prom. | __Number Span __Promotions __ Prom.
D2-2 1-8 223 31 E70-2 K-8 37 3
Ch-1 7-9 33 0 E71-2 1-8 61 2
gg-i i_é ig 2 C72-1 2-6 70 2
28— -4 1 D73-6 9-12 56 5
D9-2 K4 85 0 D76-2 6-8 15 1
C11-3 K-6 324 L C77-2 1-6 149 12
giiui %-2 122 ig Ago_5 Prek-8 1,067 L5
- — pg82-1 2~ 28 0
Al5-1 K-12 6,179 667 D83-1 Prek-12 506 Ly
D17-1 Prek-6 247 52 1 CaL4-1 X-12 421 17
D18-1 K-b 22 0 P og5-l 1-8 55 7
géz-i,z,a §-2 gg 12 I (C8h-2 PreK-6 123 2
- - ' C88-34,B
£23-2 K-8 6, 0 ¢,D,E K-8 97 15
E24-1 1-4 40 2 A89-1 K--12 1,993 77
025-2 K-8 0, 5 L 902 K~ 730
e a7 2 e v T
- - - K- 110
C32-1 K-k 1,0 1 A33—7,8,27 g-é 3,876 203
C33-2 Prex-8 2hhy 9 COL—2,L4 Prek-8 114 7 )
D34-3,7 PreK-1 556 Ll 1 D96-2 K-4 168 5 1
R T SR T B
b2 4“12 3 3 . C99-2 PreK-5 12 L
D - - 50 R 1 Cl0L-1 K~6 102 1
43-1 K 298 17 . E102-1 2-6 25 1
Clly~1 1-5 278 Lk i A103-1,7 K-12 427 20
gtgzg %:2 2%2 % § A104-2’ Prek-12 362 37
CL9-2 Prek-6 136 1k | lees If:é % 12
C51-5,7 PreK-6 71 0 D108-7 1-6 33 2
Gez 16 % o oawd 3
B57-5,6,7 K-9 252 19 o e- no
C58-2 2-5 8l 3 ! El12-1 1—2 gg g
A59-12  Prek-7 725 0 | sz e 710
| C60-2 Prek-2 28 0 I Cl14-2 5 11 0
| D61-2 1-9 2L 0 | D161 2-4 L6 15
| 062-1,2,3 PreK-6 127 18 I 0119-2 PreK-4 29 1
gga-z g—gz 2,505 219 i Dl24-1 K-6 109 5
9-1 K~3 145 13 | c126-2 K-T7 93 5




Het4

Title I Grade Promotions, 1969-70, continued - 62
“Project  Grade " Hon Project Grade Non
Number Span __ Promotions _ Prom. Nurber Span  Promotions  Prom.
E127-1 1-8 16 0 C153-1,2 26 L6 1
ClR8-4,5 1-7 T4 3 El54-2,3 1-11 93 7
C129-1 K-3 32 3 B155-1 K-9 327 27
C131-1 K-6 318 27 CL56-2,3 K-8 320 10
Cl32-1 1-6 39 1 C158-1 PreK-6 30 1
Al35-2 K-6 721 27 E160-2 K-8 93 13
E136-3 1-7 19 1 Clh1-1 PrekK-5 27 1
Cl37-1 1-11 112 0 D1A2-1 2-8 88 3
0138"1)2)3, D163_3 ,LI—,

6,8,13 1-12 279 25 6,7 K~6 213 6
C139-2 PreK-12 256 28 Cl64-1 1-6 14 8
C140-19 1-8 161 15 Cl6h-1 PreK-12 T4 16
D141-3 1-4 6L 8 D169-1,2 K-7 31 0
D142-1 K-2 66 13 FI1R-1 9-11 22 2
D143-1,2 Pre-12 465 34 DLR-2 1-12 80 5
Clih~2 K-3 38 I E6R-2,3 2-6 90 13
Cl46-3 PreK,4-9 244 6 E8R-1 Prek-9 69 5
D148-3 PrekK-10 125 11 C9R-1 K-9 61 3
Al51-1,3,5 PreK~12 1,534 120 D13R-1 7-8 31 0
C152-1,2 1-6 245 21 Cl4R~2 1-5 78 8

Cl5R-1,2,3 PreK-6 139 18

Ti969—7d-Title I Prgrm Youth Promotions l
‘No. of Towns Reporting Data: 118

Promotions: 31,590 Nonpromotions:
iProng;on Rate: 93.11%

GRADE PROMOTICN DATA FCR PREVIOUS YEARS

2,338 No comparisor. data, 1969-70 i

1968-69 Title I Prgm Youth Promotion Rate | L968-59 Title I Town Public School Youth
Promotions: 22,11/ Nonpremotions: 1,494 ! Promotion Rate, Same Grade Spans
Promotion Rate 93.67% { 96.77%

1967-68 Title I Prgm Youth Promotion Rate | i 1967-68 Title I Town Public School Youtkh
Promotions: 39,119 Nonpromotions: 2,586 Promotion Rate, Same Grade Spans
Promotion Rate 93.80% i 94 .45%

196667 Title I Frgm Youth Promotion Rate |

Promotions: 46,229 Nonpromotions: 3,578 )i Data not analyzed, 1966-67
Promotion Rate 92.82%

1965-66 Title I Prgm Youth Promotion Rate

Premotions: 9,097 Nonpromotions: 734
Promotion Rate 92.53%

No comparison data

PROMOTION RATES FOR ALL CONNECTICUT PUBLIC SCHOOL YOUTH

Grade Spans Reported ] 196h-67 1967-68 _ —
Elem. Schs.(Grades PreK—?) ' 361,569 12,907  9%.55% | (370,309 12,722 6.6i§
-1iMiddle Schs. (Grades 4~9) i o 16,385 293  98.24%
Jr.High Schs. Grades 5-9) , 65,113 1,109 98.32% 59:&52 800 98.67%1
High Schools (Grades 7~PG) | 98,386 6,290 93.99% |1103,580 6,121  9h4.L2%
Combined (Grades PreK-FG) ‘} 525,068 20,306  96.28% || 550,126 19,936 96.50% |




TITLE I YOUTH SCHOOL

DROPOUTS, 1969-70

Project Grade Remained Project Grade Remained
Number Levels DW's din Schnol Number Levels DW's in School
D2-2 7-8 0 31 A104~2 12 1 20
CL-1 7-9 0 33 D113-2 7-8 0 L2
Al15-1 7-12 26 1,19, F127-1 7-8 0 6
C23-2 7-8 0 7 t C01R6-2 7 0 12
C25-2 7-8 0 L0 1 Cl28-5 7 0 8
D27-2 7-8 0 1/ E136-3 7 0 1
D28-1 7-12 1 37 C137-1 7-11. 1 10
C33-2 7-8 2 53 C138-2,3,6,

D42-8 7-12 2 30 8,13 7-12 3 105
Ch5—2 7-8 0 21, | c139-2 7-12 5 71
C52-1 7-12 1 33 i C1l40-19 7-8 0 L1
B57-4,6,7 7-9 2 77 i DLA3~1 7-12 0 19
A59-12 7 0 79 . Clu6-3 7-9 0 76
D61-2 7-9 0 5 ! A151-3,5 7-12 8 163
AbL-2 7-12 18 888 El54-2 7-12 2 73
D66-1 7-12 0 19 | Bl55-1 7-9 1 103
E70-2 K-8 0 7 i Cl56-3 7-8 0 13
E71-1,2 7-8 0 19 | E160-2 7-8 0 9
D746 9-12 L 57 i D162-1 7-8 0 20
D76-2 7-8 0 11 ; Clé6-1 9-12 1 21,
A80-5 7-8 9 36 D169-1,2 7 0 1
D83-1 7-12 0 29 E1R-1 9-11 3 21,
C8L-1 7-12 2 242 { DLR-2 7-12 2 21,
c85-1 7-8 0 8 ! E6R-3 7 0 2
c88-3 7-8 0 31 ESR-1 7-9 0 14
D13R-1 7-8 0 31 C9R-1 7-9 0 25
A89-1 7-12 56 514 A93-9 7-9 0 242
C90-2 7-8 0 13 A103-1,7 7-12 8 219
D92-2,3 7-8 0 14 l C9L4-2 7-8 0 7

1969-70 Title I Youth School Dropout Rate,
Grades 7 through 12: 3.07%

Towns Reporting Data: 57

(School dropout data for previous years on the following page)

63




SCHOOL DROPOUT DATA FOR PREVIOUS YEARS

13968—69 Title I Youth Sch Dropout Rate
| Grades 7 through 12: L4.40%
Towns Reporting Data: 65

Same Grade Spans: 3.71%

!
l—
!
!

11967-68 Title I Youth Sch.Dropout Rate
Grade 7 through 12: 3.56%
_Towns Reporting Data: 76

1967-68 Town Public Sch. Dropout Rate,
Same Grade Spans: 2.84% :

e

-

SCHOOL DROPOUT RATES FOR ALL CONNECTICUT PUBLIC SCHOOL YOUTH

—

1968-69 Town Public Sch.Dropout Rate, {
\
\
|
|

| ! Total 1 T Total }
IGrade Spans Reported %TW'S Entries Rate ! i Dil!s Entries Rate l

i N

i?idgiehS§hi. (?éades A-9)) ; 378 70,038  0.5. § {62 27,&13 0.32% ]

Jr. High Schs. (Grades 5-9 i1 228 2,412 0.36% J
‘High Schools (Grades 7-PG)i 16,159 144,078 4.10% ¢ 16,148 148,821, 3.97% g
{Combined 16,537 21,116 2.96% i 16,438 228,649 2.74% |

N — :’ |

.
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Attachment I.

CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Bureau of Compensatory and
Community Educational Services
Hartford

Tel. 566-3826 May 20, 1970
566-3006

To: Superintendents of Schools and
SADC-Title I Personnel

From: Alexander J. Plante, Chief
Bureau of Compensatory and
Community Educational Services

Enclosed with this letter are copies of guides for current year Title I
and SADC program evaluation. The guides are identical to those sent out
to school districts in November of this school year.

One of the enclosures discusses priorities to consider in reporting an evalu-
ation. Also enclosed are several copies of an evaluation format for report-
ing evaluation results. Please return one copy of each Title 1 or SADC
program evaluation to this office by June 30, 1970 for school year programs
and August 31, 1970 for programs operating in the summer.

Below are listed project numbers, sources of funds, and dollar amounts for
the programs approved during 1969-70 for your school district. This infor-
mation should be helpful in supplying these details which are called for

on the first page of the evaluation format. In the event that the infor-
mation below is not in agreement with the school district's accounting of
the programs, please advise us.

It is hoped that your SADC and Title I efforts are going well. Do not hesi-
tate to call if we can be of assistance,

AdP:ewl

Enclosures

Priorities in Evaluating Title I and SADC Programs
Evaluation of SADC and Title I Programs for FY 1970




Attachment 1.

CON.CTICUT STAT., DLPART:L-NT OF LDUCATION
Division of Instructional Services
Bureau of Compensatory and Community <ducational Services

To: Superintendent of Schools
From: Alexander J. Plante, Chief

Subject: Application Procedure for Funds under the Provisions of Title I
of the ulementary and Secondary Education ict of 1965 during
Fiscal Year 1971.

Although final entitlements for fiscal year 1971 under the provisions
of Title I of the .lementary and Secorndary Education Act cannot be determined
at this date, it is known that the funds available will be relatively close
to the amount designated for school districts during fiscal year 1970. On
the basis of this assumption, let me provide you with the policies which will
operate during the present year. Because of the new law which makes it
possible to carry over funds from one fiscal year to another, the application
procedure becomes a little more complicated if a school district chooses
this option.

First, the followinz procedures will be used in applyingz for funds
during fiscal year 1971 under the provisions of Title I of the lklementary
and Secondary Zducation Act (PL 89-10):

1. Five (5) copies of a prozram proposal prepared on the
basis of the enclosed format should be sent to the
Bureau of Compensatory and Community Zducational Services
of the Comnecticut State Department of .ducation.

2. Special attention should be given in the preparation of
the proposal to the concentration of services on a
specific target group of children. Further, during fiscal
year 1971 effort should be made to abide by the federal
guidelines which ask that Title I programs be a supplement
to the usual services offered by local school districts
and State. This means that the tests of comparability
will be met beginning in September of 1971.

3. Application for Title I funds will be accepted up to
January 1, 1971 for fiscal year 1971.

Second, for those school districts wishing to carry over fiscal year
1970 funds not expended from their entitlements for programs operating
during fiscal year 1971, the following procedures will be used:

1. A separate program proposal must be prepared for the
use of fiscal year 1970 funds. If fiscal year
1970 funds are to be used as a part of fiscal year
1971 program, a supplement to the proposal must be
prepared showing:

a. Specific budget items for the use of fiscal E;G
Q year 1970 funds.
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AJP:]

8/10/70

b. The method to be used to insure that fiscal
year 1970 funds are expended prior to the use
of fiscal year 1971 funds. Also, the specific
period during which fiscal year 1970 funds will
be used.

Five copies of either a proposal or a supplement
to a proposal should be sent to the Bureau of
Compensatory and Community Lducational Services of
the Connecticut State Department of .ducation for
approval.

Separate financial accounting will be necessary for
fiscal year 1970 and fiscal year 1971 funds.

Application for the use of financial year 1970 funds
must be made by January 1, 1971. Reallocation of fiscal
year 1970 entitlements will be made after the Jamuary 1,
1971 date.

>




Attachment I.

CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF LDUCATION
Division of Instructional Services
Bureau of Compensatory and Community Educational Services

Title I, ESEA Application Procedures

Local school districts must make yearly application for Title I grants.
Applications must be made in proposal form adhering to the application format
outlined below. Five copies of the proposal should be forwarded for approval
to the Bureau of Compensatory and Community Educational Services, Division of
Instructional Services, Connecticut State Department of Education.

Application Format
I. Indicate a brief title of the program.

II. State the priority needs of the group of children or youth who
have been identified to receive the services of this program.
Include information revealing the educational deficiencies that
have been assessed for the children and youth identified. In
the event that the program has been in operation several years,
indicate the specific results that have been attained with
previous children.

III. State the program objectives in terms of behavioral changes
expected of children and the degree of change that is expected
by the end of the year.

Iv. Description of the program should include the following information:
1. Number of children to be served.
2. Criteria used for selection.
3. Staff requirements.
4. Location of program activities and services.
5. Whether the program is school year or summer.
6. Precise description of the program activities and services,

giving the approximate hours/week of services intended for
children to be in the program.
7. Relationship of the program to other relevant aspects of the
childrens! school program.

V. Plan to be used to evaluate the objectives of the program and to
determine the overall effectiveness of the program.

VI. Program Budget.

VIiI. Indicate a plan for involving eligible pupils from private schools.
State the number of children to be served; analysis of private school
children's needs upon which the program activities and services are

to be based; the objectives; activities and services; and plan of
evaluation of objectives.

AJP: 3

Q- 8/3/70
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Atvachment J.

CONN=CTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Siiisicrn of Instructigdnal Services
[artford
October 16, 1969

PRIORITIES IN EVALUA L&l TITLE T AN SADC TROGRAMS

During the past four yeers, Connecticut educators have made
erormous strides in the business of evaluating educational growth
of children., Copies of school district SADC and Title I program
evaluations that have been shared ycarly with the Department attest
to this fact. ELven with this yearly improvement, the question of
"how does one evaluate program efforts?" continues to touch off a
wide variety of opinions among educatorc,

While Aiffering cpinions will continue to be a healthy situation,
it is felt tha® it is essential to state some priorities that must be
addressed in Title I and SADC program evaluations. The essential issues
or priorities accomplish two things; provide the incentive and challenge
for quality teaching, as well as male it possible to render defensible
decisions about the programs to be continued from one year to the next.
A third consideration, but not the point of this paper, is to provide
some data which permit a statewidé analysis of Title I and SADC program
efforts.

The essential issues have bheer stated in the form of questions that
follow: (Juestions 1 and 2 should be addressed initially in every school
district evaluation. Questions 3, 4-and 5 provide equally valuable
evidence of program results, but their inclusion in a descriptive
program evaluation should be datermined locally by each school district.

1. What evidence based on test results is there
of change in children and youth receiving
Title I or SADC program services during this
School year?

2. What results are indicated by a:i evaluation of
component goals?

3. How werz the following judged by an impartial
observer:

a. Quality of the Title I and SADC teaching?
b. Appropriateness of the learning activities?

c. Suitability of the place and time for program
activities?

4. How did teachers judge the effectiveness of Title I
and SADC efforts?

5. How did parents judge ths effectiveness of Title I
and SADC efforts?

69
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I¢ is a futile effort that addresses evaluation questions for the
first time at the end of the program year. Persons responsible for
program evaluation have a "beginning of the year Jjob," an ongoing
school year committment, and a‘“end of the year responsibility. To be
most effective, the evaluation of SADC and Title I programs, and
recommendations for future programming should be available to and
fully discussed with town educational staff prior to the close of the
school year. A time table for accomplishing the evaluation plan
follows:

Evaluatory Responsibility at the Beginning of the Year. Identify
target children in each school who will be the direct recipients of
program services. Check the disadvantagement criteria for each child.
Determine the program components operating in each school. Note the
kind of help being rendered, the average hours of program services per
week for children, the number and type of program staff, and cost for
services per school.

Prepare an overall evaluation plan that indicates the goals to be
pvaluated, instruments to be used, persons responsible for administer-
ing instruments, and the time of measuring instrument adminjstratinn.

Obtain Fall 69 (or previous spring) reading (or math, total test,
etc.) performance for SADC and Title I children from test instruments
used townwide. Using the average test score information and any staff
diagnostic information about target children, predict the "expected
gain" of the children that the Title I and SADC programs hope to bring
about by the time of post testing.

Ongoing School Year Evaluatory Responsibilities. A constant check )
needs to be made to assure that the evaluation plan is followed. Often
times program modifications come about that the evaluator will discover
only upon regular monitoring of the programs.

Evaluatory Responsibility at the Close of the Year. Obtain Spring
70 post test results for target children and evaluate these results
compared to: (1) "expected gains," (2) local norms, and (3) national
norm expectations. Also, determine whether the average pre-post test
results varied among Title I schools; whether the percentage of low,
medium, high scores changed from pre to post tests and what the test
scores indicate from children who have been in the program over a period
of years.

Key objectives of programs should be addressed following the
analysis of test information for target children. The cost of programs
snhould be included in program evaluations.

A school district should conclude its evaluation with the recom-
mendation for next year's effort based on the best information regard-
ing guidelines and available funds.

AJP:mo r?()
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Attachment K.

CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
DIVISION OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

HARTFORD
Telephone: 566-2098 May 28, 1970
To: Superintendents of Schools
From: Alexander J. Plante, Chief

Bureau of Compensatory and Community Educational Services
Subject: Fiscal Year 1970 Title I Application Forms
including Comparability Requirement

Enclosed will be found "Application for Grant' forms to be
completed for the town's Title I, ESEA project(s) for fiscal
year 1970. As in the past, we have forwarded these forms after
the total Title I grants for towns have been made for a given year.

These forms are required by federal legislation and along
with your town's proposal serve as an integral part of our records
and the required federal audit. Please complete one set of forms
for all Title I projects (and only Title I projects) and return
the originals to this office by July 1, 1970.

There has been one addition to this revised form and that is
in regard to comparability requirements made mandatory by the U.S.
Office of Education. U.S. Commissioner of Education, James E. Allen,dJr.
in a statement issued to Chief State School Officers stressed the
importance of Federal funds (Title I) being used to supplement and
not to supplant state or local funds. Also, state local funds are
to be used to provide services in the project areas that are comparable
to the services provided in non project areas. It has now become
mandatory that each LEA provide this information on the enclosed form.

Please note: State Act for Disadvantaged Children funds are
not to be included in per pupil expenditures under state and
local funds.

Project number(s) and dollar amount approved for your town for
fiscal year 1970 have been entered at the top of page 1 of the forms.

Please do not hesitate to call or write if we can be of assistance.

Forward one original copy of the "Application for Grant" form to:
Mr. Joseph F. DePaolo
Compensatory Educational Programs
Division of Instructional Services
Connecticut State Department of Education
165 Capitol Avenue - Room 362
Hartford, Connecticut 06115
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Attachment K.

INSTRUCTIONS

APPLICATION FOR GRANT
TO MEET THE SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN
under Title I of Public Law 89-10 as amended

SECTION I

ITEM 1: APPLICANT'S NAME AND ADDRESS

Enter the legal name of the applicant agency. If the agency has a
more common name by which it is identified, enter also that common
name in parentheses., The authorized representative is the official
who has been designated by his agency to make a claim for federal
funds and is responsible for the correctness and completeness of the
information contained in the application. His signature must appear
in the appropriate box. The person filling out the application is
the individual who should be contacted about information given on
this application. If the contact person is the same as the authorized
representative, write "same" in the bc.x designated. Otherwise, enter
his name, office address, and office telephone number.

ITEM 2: NUMBER OF SCHOOLS AND NUMBER OF SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN RESIDING
IN APPLICANT'S DISTRICT.

Include data only for children who are attending or, on the basis of
age, could attend the applicant's schools. Do not include children
above grade 12 or above age 20. Include under grade span only those
grades that are appropriate for the ages of the children for whose
free public education the applicant is responsible.

Section B: Enter the number of children who are eligible to
attend the applicant's schools but who have dropped out of the
public or private schools in which they had been enrolled.

ITEM 3: Self-explanatory.

ITEM 4: ELIGIBLE ATTENDANCE AREAS, LOCATION OF ACTIVITIES, AND NUMBER
OF CHILDREN EXPECTED TO PARTICIPATE AT SCHOOLS WHERE TITLE I ACTIVITIES
WILL BE LOCATED.

LA: PUBLIC SCHOOLS SERVING CHILDREN IN ELIGIBLE ATTENDANCE
ARFAS AND OTHER PUBLIC SCHOOLS WHERE TITLE I ACTIVITIES
WILL BE LOCATED.

Column 1: ZEnter names of schools in the following order
and identify with the appropriate letter symbol:
P: All public schools serving eligible attendance
areas, whether a Title I activity is conducted
there or not.
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O: Other public schools, if any, where Title I
project activities are located.

I: Public institutions whose children were counted
in the determination of the applicant'!s allocation.

The administering agency of a cooperative project should
list all schools within the participating districts and
the name of the LEA in whose district the school is located.

Column 2: Enter total current enrollment for all schools
listed, including schools in institutions. If an institution
does not include a school, enter "NA."

Column 3: Enter number of children who are residing in the
area served by each public school and are eligible { by reason
of age) to attend that school. The number will include all
children enrolled in public or private schools and children
eligible to attend but not attending school. Enter "NA" in
the lines after institutions listed in column 1.

Column 4: Enter the number of children from column 3 who
are from low-income families. Enter "NA" in the lines after
institutions listed in column 1,

Column 5: Enter percentage of children from low-income
families for each public school attendance area.

Columns 6-10 WHAT COMPARABILITY MEANS

Title I funds must not be used to supplant state and

local funds which are already being expended in the
project areas or which would be expended in those areas

if the services in those areas were comparable to those
for non-project areas. Within a district instructional
and auxiliary services and current pupil instruciional
expenditures provided with state and local funds™ for
children in project areas must be comparable to those
services and expenditures provided for children in non-
project areas. These services and expenditures must be
provided to all attendance areas and to all children with-—
out discrimination. Services that are already available
or that will be made availalbe to children in the non-project
areas must be provided on at least an equal basis in the
project areas with state and local funds rather than with
Title I funds.

excluding State Act for Disadvantaged Children Funds
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Criterion A (Includes two indicators):

As part of its criterion, the State educational agency
shall require the submission by the local educational
agency of information concerning both groups of compara-
bility indicators outlined below.

Columns 6, 7, 8: COMPARABILITY OF DISTRIBUTION OF STAFI:

Each School
Included in Average
Project Non-Project

Application Area Schools

a. Pupil/Teacher Ratio

b. Pupil/Non-Teaching Professional
Staff Ratio

c. Pupil/Instructional Non-Professional
Staff Ratio

In computing pupil/teacher, pupil/non-teaching professional
staff and pupil/instructional non-professional staff ratios,
the full-time equivalent of part-time personnel or personnel
whose time is divided among at least two of the three ratio
areas shall be entered in each respective area. In computing
pupil/teacher, pupil/non-teaching professional staff and
pupil/instructional non-professional staff ratios, if a
person is paid in part with federal funds and in part with
state and local funds, only the full-time equivalent of the
proportion of his time paid for with state and local funds
shall be entered in each respective area.

For the purposes of this criterion, a "teacher" is a
professional person employed to instruct pupils or students
in a situation where the teacher and the pupils or students
are in the presence of each other. Teachers who are assigned
administrative and other non-teaching duties are not to be
counted in computing the pupil/teacher ratio. Principals,
librarians, guidance counselors, psychologists, social
workers, etc., are to be considered as non-teaching
professionals.

Columns 9, 10: COMPARABILITY OF SPECIFIC SERVICE PRIOR
TO ADDITION OF TITLE I FUNDS:

For services to be provided through a Title I project
grant, the local educational agency shall certi fy that
the specific Title I funded service does not simply match
services already being provided in non-project schools.
In so doing the local educational agency shall describe
the services (of the type applied for) already provided
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by state and local funds in project and non-project
schools. For example, if a local educational agency
‘requests Title I funds to finance a reading programn
in a project area school, it shall provide comparative
data on the provision of reading help to that school
and to non~project area schools before the addition of
Title I funds to the project area school.

and

Criterion B (Includes one indicator):

THE AVERAGE PER PUPIL INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENDITURE IN EACH
PROJECT AREA SCHOOL IS EQUAL TO OR GREATER THAN THE AVERAGE
PER PUPIL INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENDITURE IN NON-PROJECT AREA SCIOOLS.

"Average per pupil instructional expenditure" is

defined as the aggregate of “current pupil instructional
expenditures" (in turn defined as expenditures from
state and local funds for salaries of principals,
teachers, consultants or supervisors, other instructional
staff, secretarial and clerical assistants; other
salaries for instruction; expenditures for textbooks,
materials and teaching supplies, 'school libraries,

and audio~visual equipment, all as set forth in the

200 Series of Expenditure Accounts in Financial
Accounting for Iocal and State School Systems -

OE 22017) divided by the aggregate number of children

in average daily membership in each school.

or

Criterion C (Includes one indicator):

COMPARATILITY OF TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL
EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL:
Each School
Included in  Average
Project Non-Project
Application  Area Schools

Total Instructional Personnel
Expenditure Per Pupil

The local educational agency shall provide data comparing
the total instructional personnel expenditure per pupil in
project area and non-project area schools. This figure
sheuld include the salary expenditures for teachers and
non~teaching professionals; and should include non-
professional staff serving in an instructional capacity.
The salaries of part-time employees shall be included on
the basis of their full-time equivalent and the state and
local portion of salaries paid to persons who are paid in
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part with federal funds and in part with state and local
funds shall be included on the basis of their full-time
equivalent.

Points of Clarification and Definition for Criterion A,
Criterion B, and Criterion C,.

l. "Project Area Schools" is defined as those schools
within the school district participating in a Title I

project, ‘'Non-Project Area Schools" is defined as those
schools within the district not eligible for Title 1
assistance,

2. Data submitted by the local educational agency to the
state educational agency shall be based on information
derived from the most recent school year for which
complete data are available.

3. The local educational agency should use the standard
accounting procedures specified in Handbook II: Financial
Accounting for Local and State School Systems.

L. Data shall reflect expenditures and services during

the academic year (excluding summer session) and should

be presented on the basis of schools servicing similar
grade levels., Schools with 12 month Title I programs
should be able to demonstrate equivalence to comparability
for the regular school year.

5. To be eligible for Title I funding of summer programs,
the local educational agency must demonstrate that its
project area schools were comparable to those in non-
project areas during the previous school year,

6. The cost of determining comparability may be allowed
as part of Title I administrative costs.

7. The state agency may request local educational agencies
to submit additional comparability information where the
submitted applications do not clearly demonstrate compar-
ability of school services.
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6.

ITEMS 4B and 4C: Self-explanatory

ITEM 5:

5A:

5B:

PARTICIPANTS, Indicate term covered by this report.

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING CHILDREN BY GRADE
LEVEL AND TYPE OF SCHOOL

Columns 2 and 3: Enter the number of children tvho
participated in the project according to their grade
level and the type of school in which they were enrolled.
Include dropouts and any children in ungraded programs
in the grade in which they, by reason of age, would be
expected to be enrolled.

RESIDENT CHILDREN BY ETHNIC GROUP

Enter unduplicated count of children by racial or

ethnic characteristics as indicated. Identify in
"other' any specific ethnic group whose language or
cultural background could be a factor in the development
of the Title I program, Classify all other children

as "white",
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Attachment K.

APPLICATION FFOR GRANT

Under Title I of Public Law 89-10 As amended
For Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1970

—-— _Town ) Project N_e:,:(:s‘_):_Jgj,‘a‘l:j{iie.cation Total !unount Agpf‘-e_x-e-c‘l.nﬁ )

- - | e e e

—— e e - - c—- — oor—

“Applicant (Legal Name of Agency) Hame & Title of Authorized Representative

- —— . o it it 4 e s et St

" Hailing Address(Street,City or Towm) Signature

" State T County iZip Code Tel.(Area Code & No.) Date Signed

H

Name & Title of Person Filling Out Application ’I\'Ieiling Address T [Tel.To.
t

e O . a1 ot At M 0 S el D § Mo Al 01128 i T e A - o W o . § ....—L.-—...—.-- . m——— — e

- —— ———— s - — " o e oty

Number ‘of Schools & Number of bchool—-age Children Residing in Appllca.nt's
District (as of October 1, 1949)

R R e s A
— ———— e _ Grade { Total Number jof Resident
L Resident Children . —___'5pan _‘_{_,_Q_f Schools _|Children ____
A TBrrolled in:. T 1 I
iL.Public 2 In Applicant's School district _ S E
‘_Schools [bo| In other school district (s) | Riv;eis e ot I
|12.Private lal In Appllcant's school district ; i e .- —
‘ Schools In other school dlstrlct(s) . l»g:.}:_ﬁgc_jm_l’&m&i\’ﬂi e e
3. Institutional Schools for Neglected }
l or Delinquent Children _ A [, ———— _
B ’ Not #nrolled in any School but { ;
. ! _&ligible for Enrollment 0192, 510 SV W ——

Total No.of schools & resident children in
applicants district (Sum of 2A and 2B) _i
D i No., of children (included in Item 2C) who

I_come from low income families

A o s T L e o A T o s - § e o S A Bl e e

~

2. SR e e et = e = oo ot e e
r e Conce;lt}“gt—lon of Chlldren From Low Income T amllles e
A g District-wide Percentage(Item 2D<2C)___ ’ IAverage No. Per School
(Refer to Ttem 2 above Attendance Area —————
! . ) _ L L _g;__ |(Ttem2Dw24)
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PARTICIPANTS (Unduplicated count) - Include in Item A all children who
participated in Title I,.55A. If some children who participated rere ewrolled
in institutional schools, include these children as either public or private
school children according to the administrative control of the institution.

Note: If Title Iactivitiescovered both regular and summer terms, a separate
Item 5 shown below, should be provided to cover each school term.

CHECX ONE TO IDENTIFY THE SCHOOL TERM BEING REPORTED ON:

A Regular School Term B Summer Term Only
A Unduplicated Number of Participating Children by Grade Level and Type of School
Grade Level No. Enrolled in No. Enrolled in Total
e e Public Schools ! Private Schools | (Col. 243) _
1. 2. ] L.
U _Pre-Kindergarten | e o e
| _4 _Kindergarten | e - — e
p - Grade L L. R - -
, _4._Grade 2 _ _— — ) S
| 5 Grade 3 _.' T S R
'l Grade L _ T T I e
| A Grade 5 ______ R R
‘8 Grade 6 _________ ] - A —
! 9. Grade 7 e B
‘L0 Grade 8 —- - R S - - S
Al Grade 9 __ -
]_]_-21_.9.1,‘.@9.@._4-0 — . o _ o
113 Grade 11 RN A ] -
|14 Grade 12—~ N O A
+15{ TOTAL ' T
i (Sum of 1 thru 14): L _ o e
B|_Eesident Children by Zthnic Groups . —
1 |Iotal number of residept children in applicant's district by ethnic eroups
White ! Negro | American| Puerto|Oriental{ Spanish |Other Total(Same as
Indian Rican | Surname | (Specify) | Item 2C;last
i column)
2 |Estimated number of resident children who parti-c_i—p.z'ated in Titie T
. activities by, ethnic groups I
{White | Negro | American{Puerto |Oriental| Spanish] Other " Total (Same as
Indian |Rican I Surname| (Specify)] Item 54-15 (4)
l

A




(3) Name(s) of public schools where Title I Amount Approved $

Attachment L.

EVALUATION OF SADC AND TITLE I PROGRAMS

FOR FY 1970

(1) Source of Program Funds. Program Director
() Title I
() 32LCH Program Evaluator
( ) Jointly Funded Title I
and SADC Date this Report was Distrihuted to the
Staff:

(2) Pevricd of Project:
( ) B3chool year project only
( ) Summer project only

Descriptive Title of Program:

( ) School year and summer
project SADC Amount Approved $

children received the services
of the program: Project No.

Town

(4) List the number of staff members of the followiry; classification

whose total or partial salaries were included in “i:» program budget:

() teacher () special. sa=rvice [counselor,
psycholosical examiner, speech

( ) aide therapis* . s3cial worker, or medical)

() admiristi-hon () unpaid vozunieers

(5) Give an unduplicated count of public school children directly
served by this program.

(6) Give the unduplicated count of public school children served
by grade level.

Prek

- .
K | 1 b2 1 30 4 45 16 Vg | a $/J 101 11

| | | |

12 ' Other

f

G

(7) a. Indicate the average hcurs per week per chilql
direct program services.

b. Indicate the duration in weeks of project activities
for youth.

(8) List below the criteria used to select children for services of the
program being evaluated (economic criteria and educaticnal criteria)

81
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Qa,

9b.

9c.

10a.

1la.

13.

If Children from eligible Title I attendance areas who attended
non wublic schools met the criteria to receive services, and
received services of the town's Title I ESEA progran - - -
indicate the number of such children and the names of the

non public schools frem which they came.

Describe the specific services these children received.

If the Title I services for non public school children were
different from the services provided for public school
children, indicate the value of such services on a separate

page and attach to this report.

List the number of children and youth directly served by the
project who were promoted to the next grade level at the end
of school year 19&-7".

List the number of children and youth directly served by the
project who were not promoted to the next grade level at the
end of school year 196 >-'7.

Give the aggregate days of attendance for the school year
of children and youth directly served by the project.

Give the aggregate days of membership for the school year
of children and youth directly served by the project.

List the number of grade 7-12 youth served by the project
who withdrew from school but were not transfer withdrawals,
from July 1, 1967 to June 30,1970.

List the number of grade 7-12 youth served by the p{gject who
remained in school from July 1, 1967 to June 30, 19 -
(Subtract the number of grade 7-12 withdrawals from the
total number of grade 7 through 12 public school youth
served in the program which is indicated on page 1 of
this report)

Heport the standardized test results secured for children
in the program in TABLE I on the following page.
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14. What evidence based on test results is there of change in children
and youth receiving Title I or SADC program services during this
school year? Compare program children gains with the staff's
"expected gains", with local norms and with national norms.
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15. Aside from the evaluation made of program objectives,
indicate any successful outcomes resulting from Title I
or SADC efforts in the town during the past year.

e AT

16. Aside from the evaluation made nf program objectives, indicate
any problems resulting frem Title I or SADC efforts’ in the town

during the past year.

17. State the recommendations for the future consideration of this
program. Base the recommendations on the findings and cenclusions
of this evaluation report.

*
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