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In 1972-73, 288 of the 339 school districts in Oregon

took part in efforts funded under Elementary Secondary Education Act
Title I to provide a concentration of resources of educationally
disadvantaged students. This report is compiled from project
evaluations submitted by these participating school districts. Title
I does appear to be helping educationally disadvantaged students: 60
percent of the districts report changes in their regular
instructional programs as a result of dissemination from Title I
projects. Districts report that the majority of Title I students
fully achieved district performance objectives. For example, 55
percent of the 22,221 students in regular term reading projects fully
achieved district performance objectives in reading. The small
sub~samples of achievement data indicate that Title I students make
cognitive gains of 1.5 to 2.5 months in grade-levcl achievemeat for
each month of instruction. Plans for future action include the
following: (1) continue to exercise greater wigilance on division of
compensatory education responsibilities; (2) continue tightening tke
feed back loop for project evaluations and audits and monitoring
reports; (3) collect data on results of the new fiscal year 1974
monitoring techniques; (4#) provide inservice to districts on a
regular basis, and (5) improve management of classroom learning
programs. (Author/Jl)
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PREFACE

Two hundred and eighty-eight Oregon distiicts took part in 344 Title |, ESEA funded
projects in FY 1973 This report is compiled from project evaluations submitted by these
participating LEA’s

Title | does appear to be helping educationally disadvantaged students.

Sixty percent of the districts report changes in their regular instructional programs as a
result of dissemination from Title | projects

Districts repoit that the majonity of Title | students fully achieved district
performance objectives For example, 55 percent of the 22,221 students in regular
term reading projects fully achieved district performance objectives in reading

The small subsamples of achievement data inclicate that Title | students make cognitive
gains of 15 to 2 5 months in grade-tevel achievement for each month of instruction.

Tous report has been compiled by Barbaia Hunt, Coordinator of Planning and Evaluation,
Compensatory Education [t 1s hoped 1t will provide information to the districts for
improving their projects and pinpoint areas that require assstance from the State
Department of Education If you have questions about, or need adc:iuional assistance with
Title | programs, please contact Gilbert An-aldua, Director of Compensatory Education,
or Fred Buehling, Coordinator of Title |

Donaid E. Egge*
Deputy Superintendent
Efementary/Secondary Education
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BASIC INFORMATION

J

A School District Participation in Title 1, Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)

1 Participating School Districts

In 1972 73, 288 of the 339 school disticts n
Oregon took part m Title 1, ESEA funded efforts to
provide a concentration of resources for educationaly
dinadvantaged students About one fifth of the pat tics-
pating districts (57 out of 288) pooled their allocations
to form 15 cooperative projects * (See Chart 1)

The 1972 73 school year was the fast full year for
allocations to be based on the 1960 federal census
tigures. The 1973 74 school year 1s transitional, using
1970 federal census figures for the final allocation
only The impact of 1970 census figures on school
district  allocations will be realized more fully n
1974 75, pwoviding Title 1, ESEA 15 continued by the
Congre s i its present form According to 1970 federal
census figures, there are 4,350 fewer low income
childrer in Oregon than n 1960, a dectease of 18%
Compat~d to a nationdl low income census decrease of
47" bet.ieen 1960 and 1970, Oregon’s relatively small
decrease could result in additional T tle | funds to the
state However, new federal legislation pertaining to
the education of disadvantaged children may alter the
basis of Title | appropriations

2 Non Parucipating School Distiicts

Fifty-ene Oregon schoo! districts did not par ticipate
in Tutle | projects during 197273, 11 had no Title |
allocation, 38 did not apply for then allocations, and 2
did not complete negotiations for an approved project
{See Chart 1)

The 11 distiicts with no Title | aliocation were
located i a1 eas where there are no ““formula children ™
This formula derernines maximum basic grants to local
school districts under Tutle |, ESEA for a given fiscal
year, 1t s based on the numbet of childien n low
income families that reside 10 each distiict, detenmimed
by (1) the number of chitdien i institutions for the
neglected and dehinquent, {2) the number of childien
m foster homes, (3) the federal census figutes for
childien in famibies with an annual income of $2,000
or less, and (4) the number of childien 1 famities
recewing $2,000 o more each year from Al to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)

Almost half of the distric s that did not make use of

‘Two of these dotricts dhvided ther Tabe 1 tunds bhetween
cooparative and ndependent projects

then Title 1 allocations would have 1eceved less than
S500 Data on the size of allocation for these ehigible,
but nonpasticipating, districts follows’

Size of Allocation Number of Districts

Less than $S500 17
$500 $999 A
$1000 - $1999 7
$2000 $4999 6
Over S5000 2
Total ehgible, but

nonpar icipating, distiicts 38

Superintendents of intermediate education distiicts
were asked to conduct mterviews to detenmime why
eligible local districts had not applied for thes 1972-73
Title 1 allocations. Eleven of the 38 districts had filed
apphications by November 1973, 1equesting that their
1973 funds cany over to FY 1974, several other
destricts intend to request carryover funds for summer
projects Some districts with small altocations combine
Title 1 funds for two fiscal years to allow for more
meaningful programs in alternate years. Nineteen dis-
tricts {including two that did not complete apphica-
tions) indicate that therr allocations are toc small to
jusfy spending tune on application and evaluation
forms Some of these districts are considering conpera-
tive projects, but others are too solated to make this
feasible

B. Types of Title | Projects in Oregon

During 1972 73, there were 344 Title | projects in
Oregon, located n 288 of QOregon’s 339 school
districts These projects are classified os follows

Title I, ESEA Projects in Oregon by Type (FY 1973}

Reqular Term Projects 241
Summer Term Projects 84
Projects in Institutions for

Neglected and Delinguent Childien

Funded Through Districts 19

TOTAL PROJECTS 544

Becanse summer projects tend to be different from
teqular schoul year projects, regular and summer term
data 15 tabulated separately n this teport

Fifteen of the 344 Title | projects are cooperative
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efforts involving 57 local districts (2 to 14 cooperating
on a single project}. Geography, small allocations,
and-or similanity of educational needs prompt districts
to organize cooperative efforts. Cooperative members
administered 10 of the 15 projecte, the remaining 5
were administered by intermediate education districts.

The 19 projects at institutsons for neglected and
delinquent children are considered separately in this
report, because their objectives differ from most
regular and swamer term projects in school districts
The Portland school district 1s considered separately in
this report because 1t has a large concentration of funds
and participants i a relatively small number of

projects. The seven Title | protects in Portland drew
25% of the Title | funds, 27% of the regular term
participation in public schools, and 37% of the summer
term particpaton.

C. A Description of the Report Sample.

1 Characteriscics of the Sample

Data for this report was compiled and tabulated
from a stratified random sampling of the project data

completed by district project personnel and returned
to the Oregon State Department of Education. The

CHART 1

Participation of Oregon School Districts

in Title |, ESEA, FY 1973

Participating School Districts

Districts with one or more projects

Districts participating in 15 cooperative projects

Non-Participating School Districis

Districts with no aflocation

Districts that made no application

Districts with uncompleted applications

TOTAL OREGON SCHOOL DISTRICTS, FY 1973
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sample s selected from 12 stratified categories for Title
I projects These categories are defined by two chaiac
ternistics (1) the student population within each
distiict, and (2} the geographic location of the district
The sample has been stratified in order to. facditate
analysis of the data, note the trends relating to district
size and location, and provide for a fair representation
of districts in the sample.

Student population figures are based on the est-
mated resident (verage daily membership (ADM1) for
each district The ADMr figures are stratified into four
categories (1) 1 to 499 ADMr, (2) 500 to 999 ADMr,
(3} 1600 to 2999 ADMr, and (4) 3000 and over ADMr.

Geographic locations are stratified into the four
categories frequently used in Oregon statistics (1)
Eastern Oregon, (2) Western Oregon, (3) metropohitan
areas. and (4) Poitland The dwision between Eastern
and Western Oregon 1s the Cascade Mountain Range.
The metropolitan strata include school districts in
Multhomah, Washington and Clackamas counties The
Portland stratum allows for the separation cf the
state’s largest school district (117 sehoots, 64,021
ADMr) from the rest of the report sample (Sc¢ Chart
2)

Schoo! districts participating in Title | are cate-
gonzed according to sample stratification in Chart 3,
which also shows the distribution of summer and
regular term piojects The 19 Titel projects in
institutions for neglecied and delinquent children are
not represented in Chart 3.

A sample of 20% of the 237 regutar term projects
was selected from each of the stratified categories in
Chart 3 (excluding Portland). The actual 1eport sample
represents only 19% of all regular term projects
because three evaluation reports were not received In
ume for tabulation A sample of 40% of the 81
summer term projects was selected from each stratified
category in Chart 3 (excluding Portland). The actual
report samole represents only 38% of all summer term
projects because one evaluation report was not received
in time for { »oulation.

The 20% and 40% sample sizes weie selected
because they guarantec at least 30 projects in each
term’s sample, a number which could be used as a vahd
statistical sample 1f deswed A larger percentage was
also used for summer piojects because they aie smaller
in number and reflect more educational diversity than
regular term projects

In order to avoid disiortion of the 1eport sample,
cata from the relatively large Portland school district s
presented separatety i this 1eport and represents 1007%,
of their Title | projects Data from the 19 projects in

mstitutions for neglected and delinquent children s
also separated and reported in total Report data does
not include state institutions for neglected and delin-
quent children (MaclLaren, Hilicrest, and Wynne
Watts)

2. Analysis of the Sample.

The stratified samgle in this report provides a
proporuonate repres ritation of Title | distiicts accord-
Ing to size and 1nC .+« he school districts 1n the
sample ¢nroll 178,6.7 swdents or 38% of the total
ADMr in Oregon, of which an estimated 44,007 are
student participants in Title | projects

The Western strata have the largest number of
Title I projects and participating school districts The
area includes many small suburban and rural school
districts in the Witlamette Valley and on the Oregon
cnast, as well as larcer districts in the urban areas of
Eugene, Springfield, Salem, and Corvailis.

The Eastein strata represent the largest geographic
area 1 the sample, with the lowest population density.
Consequently, the Eastern samplc contains the la gest
proportion of small scho»sl districts (75% with ADMr
less than 1000).

The metropolitan strata reflects the proximity of
Portland to the three metropolitan courties In the
proportion of large districts 1t contarns (25% ADMr
over 3000). However, the size cf these counties and the
nature of their geography is such that an equal number
of smail school districts (ADMr under 500) 1s repre-
sented In the metropolitan strata.

3. Limitations of the Sample

The main imitation of the report sample 1s that the
sample size severely Limits tabulations of sufficient data
from subsamples wathin 1t, Subsamples affected by this
limitation are. (1) achievement data, (2) nonpublic
school participation, and (3) performance tn some
academic or skill areas

D. A Survey of Information Contained in This Report.
1 Sources of Information.

Title | evaluation reports from school distiicts and
recoicls of the State Department of Education are the
main sources of information for this report Evaluation
repoits are completed by district personnel and return-
ed to the State Title | Office withun 30 days atter the
project termindtes  The evaluation instrament, devel-
oped by the state uffice i cooperation with local

5



CHART 2
DISTRIBUTION OF OREGON TITLE | PROJECTS, FY 1973

UMATILLA

. Q
. -
L]
JEFFERSON ® WHEELER
[ ] ° . L]
L J
L J
L J
hd 0.)2* \h""l
CROOK [}
[}
DESCHUTES
®
L] o
L] o
[}
[}
[ [}
[}
[}
,
[}
L J
[}

o L I |
" |
JOSEPHINE JACKSON® KLAMATH LAKE . . HARNEY . MALMHEUR |

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Q

L




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

districts, coliects both evaluative and descriptive infor
mation. (See Appendix [.) The diagram below shows
the framework for Title | evaluation that 1s built into
application and evaluation procedures:

District Project Performance
Needs e (GOAIS - Obljectives
Assessment 1. Conditions

2 Performance

3 Expectations

2 Types of Information.

The major categories of information in this report
are (1) the relationship of Title} projects to educa
tonal prionities of the Oregon Board of Education, (2)
attainment of student performance objectives, (3) gains
in student achievement {including the relationship of
achievement to student potenual), (4) statistics on
student participation, project personnel and communi-
ty involvement, and (5) basic federal funding and
district expenditure data.

Most evaluative and descriptive information :n this
report has been quantified, tabulated and presented in
the forr of graphs. A statistical analysis of the data has
not been done Data from regular and summer term
projects are compiled separately and plotted on the
same graph to allow for comparisons.

Further explanation of the five information cate-
gories and their himitations appear below

3. Relationship of Title | Projects to State Educa-
tuonal Priorities.

This year, for the first time, Tritle | data s analy zed
n relaticn to mstructional prionities of the Oregon
Board of Education and the educational objectives of
the Dwision of Compensatory Education ® Chart 4,
“Hierarchy of Educational Objectives,” presents these
priorities and obgectives, as well as the number of
Title | progects in varrous instructional areas Analysis
of Title | data according to state planning statements
provides a basis for determining whether or not
education of the disadvantaged in the State of Oregon
1s a fragmented educational effort localized at the
district level, ot an educational effort integrated into a
state-recognized plan of good education for ali children
in the state

“See "Dty and Worth,” a planming statement of the
Dwis.on of Compensatory Education, Orego. Uepartment of
Education, 1970

Measures Results:
g 1 Performance —mmm——s- Gain
2 Standardized Scores

tests

4 Attainment of Stucent Performance Objectives.

Project goals and performance objectives, designed
to meet the assessed needs of educationally disadvan-
taged children n the district, are written by district
personnel as they define thair project. Goals outiine
the general aims of the project, performance objectives
describe student accomplishments that can be
measured. Performance objectives include: (1) the
conditions under which the student performs, (2) the
performance required of the student to demonstrate
achievement, and (3) the expectations for the level of
proficiency demonstrating achievementt of the objec:
tive.

Performance objectives vary considerably through-
out the state because they are written to meet the
assessed needs of disadvantaged students in the individ-
ual school districts, The value of data on the attain-
ment of performance objectives 1s himited because
many of these objectives are poorly written and are not
sufficiently specific to provide a measure of student
achievement. At times, on the other hand, objectives
are so specific 1t s difficult to categorize them for
state-level reporting.

5 Gans in Student Achievement.

Student achievement data 15 provided by stand-
ardized achievement and subject matter tests, and by
nonstandard measures such as case stud.es, teacher
made tests and teacher observations The standardized
test scores vahidate the district reports on the attain-
ment of district perfoimance objectives, they also
measure pre project and post praject performance, and
achieverment gamns (or losses) for individual students.

One additional dimension 15 provided by Title |
project teachers” ratings of student potential on a
five point  scale  low, low average, average, high-
average, and high. This information 15 tabulated into
three categories 10 this report (low, average, and high)

11
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and retated to the academic growth of Title | students.

Student achievement data 1s the most difficult to
compile. Because many different types of tests are used
by indwid: al districts, samples from similar tests are
too small to justity statewide generalizations Data on
pre and post-testing 15 sometimes invahid because
districts have used different test instruments for each
testing session, or because transient students have
nissed one of the testing sessions. Further, the
recording of scores is not consistent; although grade
level scores are requested, a variety of different kinds
of scores are reported, making 1t difficuit to tabulate
results An additional problem s that some test
'nstruments do not relate to peiformance objectives for
the project.

€ Statisics on Student Participation, Project Per-
scnnel and Community Involvement

Basic statistical rnformation in this report inciudes.
(1) the number of project students according to
breakdowns of public, nonpublic, regular term, sum-
mer term, subject area and support service paiticipa-
tion; (2) the number and type of project personnel and
in-service programs; and (3) mformation about local
advisory committees, dissemination cf project informa-
uon, and local contributions tc Titl2 | programs.

7. Basic Federal Funding and District Expenditure
Data

Basic federal funding figures include the total
Oregon appropriation and allocations to each district,
hased on the current distribution formula Information
on distrniot expenditure 1s obtamned from state office
business records and district reports of expenditures
tortmanily program personnel salarres).




CHAR?1 3. Nistribution of Participating School Districts,
According to Sample Stratification*
(Title |, ESEA, FY 1873)

Resident ><mqmmm,
Daily Membership
(ADMTr)

Eastern Oregon

Western Oregon

Metropolitan Oregen

Portland**

490 districts:

28 regular term projects
7 summer term projects
{including 3 cooperative

projects involving 10
districts)

67 districts:

56 regular term projects
9 summer term projects
(including 3 cooperative

projects involving 10
districts)

15 districts:

11 regular term projects
1 summer term project
(including 1 cooperative
project involving 4
districts)

24 districts:

11 regular term projects
3 summer term projects
(including 1 cooperative

project involving 14
districts)

29 districts:

26 regular term projects
6 summer term piojects
{inclucling 2 cooperative

projects involving 4
districts)

11 districts:

10 regular term projects
5 summer term projects

f 1000 - 2999

17 districts:

11 regular term projects
7 summer term projects
(including 1 cooperative
project involving 5
districts)

39 districts:

38 regular term projects

19 summer term projects
{including 2 cooperative
projects involving 5
districts)

11 districts:

9 regular term projects

4 summer term projects
{including 1 cooperative
project involving 3
districts)

Qver 3000

4 districts:

4 regular term projects
2 summer term projects

17 districts:

18 regular term projects

11 summer term projects
{(including 1 cooperative
project involving 2
districts)

| Portland stratum was excluded when the sample was drawn.

13 districts:

15 regular term projects
7 summer term projects

*The number of projects in a cell is often greater than the numLev of districts in the cell because some districts had more than one project.
**The Portland school district is reported separately in this i2port; data represents 100%

1 district:

4 regular term projects
3 summer term projects

>

of their Title | projects. Consequently, the
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CHART 4. HIERARCHY OF EDUCATIONAL OBJECTIVES IN OREGON TITLE | PROJECTS
Purpose of Title | ESEA

“In recognition of the special educational needs of children of low ..icome families and the impact that concentrations of low-income
families have on the ability of local educanional agencies to support adequate educational programs, the Congress hereby declares it to
be the policy of the United States to provide financial assistance (as set forth in Titlel) to local educational agencies serving areas
with concentrations of children from low-income families to expand and improve their educational programs by various means which
contribute particularly to meeting the special educational needs of educationally deprived children.”

The Oregon Board of Education
Instruction-Related Priorities

f ] T T 1 T 1
_B_u_,o<mmm_,_< _B_u_,osw mmm_uo:na.o va:mnmNmﬂzm _B_u_,o<m _B_u_6<m mx_umzn

Childhood Primary Learners With Fourth “R" Health Instructional Career M
Education Education Unique Educational Responsibility Educatior Practices Education
e
:W Superintendent of ~
Public Instruction
b
Director
Cempensatory Education ©
Educational Objectives of Division of Compensatory Education
(Title + & Tite | Migrant ESEA and Title IV Civil Rights Act)
\
\ //
f 1 - ] / ]y N T 1
Preschool Increase Continuity Improved Reduced Improved Program
Education Reading Of Skilf Curriculum Dropout School-Commurity Management
Proficiency Development & Instruction Rates Relations And And Staff
* v Coordination of Training
. . . Servi
Local School District Title 1 Projects ervices
Serving State Board and Division
Objectives Based on a Local Needs Assessment
!
] i i I i i I i I
Preschool  Personal Development Math Language Arts Science Reading Cultural Behavior Career
(29 projects) 8&/or Basic Skills (5 projects) (73 projects) (0 projects) (148 projects) =nrichment (10 projects) Education
(95 projects) ﬂ (5 projects) (7 projects)
Local Needs Assessment C i
— M
o
|m)
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EVALUATION OF TITLE | PROGRAMS

Citenia fur Tatle | progiam plarning, project ap
proval, technical assistance, and for measuring progress
of Title! programs are derived fiom the following
sources

1 Titde |, ESEA law, teguiations and guidelines

2. Instiuctiongl priorities of the Oregon Board of
Education.

3. LEA assessment of the educational needs of
disadvantaged students

4 Educational goals of the Division of Compensa-
tory Education., -

Awareness and acceptar ve of these guidelines pro-
mote the concept that education for disadvantaged
students n Oregon 15 not a fragmented local district
effort, but I1s integrated into a state-recognized plan oi
good educatior: for all Oregon students,

A. The Relationship of Title |, SSEA projects to State
Educational Priorities.

The purpose of Titlel, ESEA, ""to expand and
improve...educational  programs by various means
which contribute to meeting the special educational
needs of educationally deprived children,”* 1s sup
ported by many priorities of the Oregon Board of
Education {OBE) and the Division of Compensatory
Education. All Title | projects relate directly to the
OBE priority to ‘‘respond to learners with unique
educational needs.”” Other OBE priorities and aligned
Compensatory Education objectives are presented (n
Chart 5, with a count of corresponding Title | projects
and components.

OBE and Duwiston of Compensatory Education
priorities are not always comparable. For example, one
OBE priority {“emphasize the fourth ‘R’, responsibil-
ity”’) 1s not a specific Compensatory Education objec-
tive, although it s an underlying concept in many
Title | projects.

There were 29 Titlel preschool projects n
FY 1973, iess than the 44 n FY 1972, but sull a
substantial thrastin “‘improving earty childhood educa-
ton” for disadvantaged students. Districts report that
many summer preschool projects were discontinued
because® (1) they ran out of funds, (2) the financal
future of Titlel was uncertain; and (3) children
identified to participate had moved away

The man thrust of Title! n Oregon may be

*“"Guidehines for Title 1, ESEA,"” Oregon Board of Education,
1974.p 1

interpreted as improvement of primary education since
the majority of students enrolled are 1 the primary
grades Instructional emphaesis at this level appears to
be on increasing reading proficiency and continuity of
basic skl development. From 1972 to 1973, the
number of project components that focus on language
ars and basic skills almost doubled, while the numher
of reading "woiects showed & si'ght decrease.

Indicators of improved nstructional and manage
ment practices are the number of projects reporting
new or improved structional methods and manage-
ment practices, and new hiring or improved utilization
of personnet Many of the indicators iepotted are
nationally recognized as supportive to educationally
disadvantaged students and have been tabutated In
Oregon Title | projects for the first tme in FY 1973,
Staff training relates to improved nstruction and 1s a
strong component of Trlel, with 149 projects con-
ducting in-service sessions All Title | projects employ-
ing aides are required to plan in service

The small number of Title | prejects that reflect the
OBE prionity to expand career education (related to
the Compensatory Education objective to tmprove
curriculum) showed a shght increase from 1972 to
1973 Parent councils are required for all Titlel
projects, they apply to both the OBE priotity to close
the communication gap and thz Compensatoiy Educa-
tion objective to improve school-community relations

B. Attainment of Student Performance Objectives.

Titte | nstructional programs are evaluated by
relating student achievement daia (primatildly gain
scores) to student performance objectives written in
the project applications. These objectives are wriiten
by district personnel following an assessment of the
district’s educational'y disadvantaged students and the
selection of project participants In the final project
evaluation, districts report the number of children who
accomplished these objectives as specified success
levels. (1) high (100% success); (2) average (75-99%
success); and (3) low (less than 75% success). The
attainment of student performance objectives for
Title | projects 1s presented in Chart 5, and the data s
interpreted as follows:

1 Difficultes in Establishing Consistent Data on
Performance Objectives

Establishing consistent performance objectives that
allow for statewide generalhizations about Title | pro-
jects has proved difficult because (a) districts may
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CHART 5. Progress of Title | Projects in Meeting

Instructional Priorities of the Oregon Board of Education and
Educational Objectives of the Division of Compensatory Education

BOARD CF EDUCATION
Instruction-Related

DIVISION OF
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

ARE OB!ECTIVES BEING
Indicator:

ACHIEVED?

Title | Projects and Project Components

Priorities Educational Objectives FY 1972 FY 1973
improve early childhood education. Preschool education. 44 29
Improve primary education. 1. Increase reading proficiency. Reading projects: 179 148
2. Provide for continuity of skil Project components:
development. —Language Arts 42 73
—Mathematics 17 5 4nw
—~Science 2 0
—Basic Skills 53 95
Respond to learners with uniquz DIVISION OF ALL EFFQRT
educational needs. COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
R~duce drepouts. 6 o
Emphasize the Fourth “R,"”’
Responsibility.
Improve healti education.
Improve instructuonal and 1. Improve curriculum and Project components:
management practices. instruction. —Teacher Aides 152
—Individualized instruction 141
—Volunteers 12
—Tutoring 16
2. Improve program management In-service sessions: 149
and staff training.
Expand ca ~er education. 4 7
Close the communication gap. Improve school-community relations Parent Councils required
and coordination of services. for all Title | projects.
RS
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i
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assess therr needs in varnous ways, and sometimes
performance objectives stated in the pioject proposai
are inconsistent with the needs assessment, (b) the
terminclogy used for performance objectives may vary
among indimidual districts, making it difficult to
categorize and tabulate similar results, and {c) partici-
pants are sornetimes selected for reasons that are
inconsistent with the assessed needs and performance
objectives for the project

a2 Informal discussion with Title | personnel across
the state has revealed conflicting and/or diverse inter-
pretations of the “needs assessment’’ requirement for
Titlel projects. Some districts contract with educa-
tional research orgamizations for their needs assess-
ment, often resulting in sophisticated assessments of
needs 1n specific skill areas, other districts may adopt

tional or state determinations of need, whether or
not they pertain to the local district, still other districts
may determine educational needs by consulting various
sou es—the judgment of teachers and administrators,
J4o " evement test scores, report card rnarks, and paren-
:al observations and judgments. During 1973-74, HEW
auditors questioned the needs assessments of two
Oregon districts with Title | reading programs, because
their achievement test scores were lower in math than
in reading Similar questions might be asked in other
districts

In an eifort to interpret the concept of needs
assessment, the Div:sion of Compensatory Education
has encouraged districts to develop a broad-based
approach involving teachers, students, parents, commu-
nity members, and administrators and using da  trom
achievement tests, report cards, student self-
assessment, and other pertinent information. When
pressed for an exampte or instrument, Compensator y
Education personnel have offered the Minnesota Needs
Assessment format as a suggestion The concept of
needs assessment, however, needs considerable atten-
tion and further delineation 1n order to become an
estabhished tool 1n education

b In order to analyze the attainment of student
performance objectives on a statewide basis, the
objectives for each district must be classified into
activity categories. Because of inconsistency in the
stating of performance objectives among districts, this
1s a difficult task. Some districts use overlapping terms
In stating objectives. For example, “‘comprehension’ 1s
often a part of each of the district’s objectives and 1s
particularly repeated 1n reading projects.

The categories established for performance objec
uves may also vary between districts. For instance,
basic reading skills may be variously labeled as commu

"

nication skills, basic skills, language arts, and/or read-
ing. Many districts, recognizing the interrelationship of
the cognitive, affective and psychomoto: domains in
the learning process, wrote performance objectives
which attend to all three areas Achievement measure-
ment In the affective area poses a difficult probfem,
however.

c. In some instances the selection of children to
participate In the project was not valid and tended to
skew the data. Children whose pretest scores failed to
indicate disadvantage in the subject area were included
in the project anyway. An intensive follow-up by the
State Titlel Office revealed that children often were
selected for the project pecause of some other need.
These districts have been reminded to set performance
objectives for need; however they cite the difficulty in
finding assessment instruments In the areas of actual
need For instance, several reading projects are pri-
mar.ly corcerned with 1T uioving student self-concept
and/or att:tudes, but project personnel felt instruments
measuring self-concept and attitudes were not vahd
Other areas of student need assessed by the districts
were parent response and/or support for the school
pregram, and Interpersonal student skills, Districts
appeared to feel that although their objectives are
valid, the available measurement instruments In these
areas are not valid; often they measure achievement tn
an academic area 1ather than the assessed need.

2. Interpretation of the Data, Chart 6.

Performance objectives for all Title| projects are
classified bv type in Chart 6, The classification system
for performance objectives was suggested by the newly
adopted mimimum graduation requirements and the
hierarichy ot educational objectives presented n
Chart4. Further information on categories for per-
formance objectives and components of instructional
programs may be found in Appendix ll (A Taxonomy
of Oregon Basic Education).

Reading appears to be the assessed educational need
of most educationally disadvantaged students 1n Ore-
gon Improvement of reading skills 1s an aim of 316
separate projects, according to the following break-
down. 148 projects for reading alone, involving more
than 26,000 students; 95 basic skills projects, and 73
language arts and/or communication skills projects.
Three language arts prosects are bilingual for Spanish
and Russian-speaking children. Three projacts for
Indian childien are classified 1n the basic skills area.

Chart 6 shuws the percentage of students achieving
high, average and low success levels on district perform-
ance objectives for both regular and summer terms in
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CHART 6

Percent of Students Achieving High, Average, and Low Success
Levels on District Performance Objectives

REGULAR TERM SUMMER TERM

FY 1973 FY 1972 FY 1973 FY 1972

Objective Area High Avg. Low High Avg. Low High Avg. Low High Avg. Low
Reading 54.9% 239% 21.2% 60.3% 16.0% 23.7% 68.4% 14.0% 17.6% 65.4% 85% 26.1%

Language Arts 49.8% 28.3% 21.9% 48.7% 256% 25.7% 62.4% 12.0% 25.6% 66.6% 21.6% 22.8%
Mathematics 36.4% 28.1% 35.5% 68.0% 20.7% 11.3% 80.0% . 20.0% 69.3% 21.3% 19.4%

Physical
Health % 44.5% 74 2% 65.5% 20.5%

Mental
Heaglth

Att,tudes

Benavioral
Chaenge

Cutturai
Znnchment o 25.4%

8. ¢ Skiits 30.1%

Chart 6 presents a tabulation of student achievement for the three major performance objectives
reported hy each Title | project in the sample {exclusive of Portland), comparing achievement in FY
1972 and FY 1973. "N"" refers to the number of students included in the sample (a duplicated count of
students enrolied in two or more areas in any one term). High, average, and low refer to student success
levels on objectives.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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FY 1973 and FY 1972 For FY 1973, districts repoit
that the majonty of students achieved at the high
{100%) success level This was especially noted for
FY 1973 summe term projects, with a range of 52 to
93% of the students at the high success level In regula
term projects, 36 to 68% of the students attained the
100% level, a range considerably lower han foi
summer projects. The percentage of summer term
students achieving the high success level 1s, in fact,
consistently higher than for iegular term students in
most subject areas —especially in math, physical health,
atutudes, behavioral change, and basic skills, with 74
to 93°% of the students showing 100% success levels.

Attainment at the high success level by a majority
of Titlel students may appear to be an incredible
performance for disadvantaged students. However, i
project people are really attuned to student needs and
have set reahistic objectives for student performance, it
1S quite conceivable that students will, and should,
perform at a high success level Indwidual district
reports varied In their determinations of student
success and In many instances commented on whether
or not the performance objectives were realistic Often
these comments related to the need for setting more
astute performance objectives

The greater percentage of student success in summer
than in regular term projects may relate to a number of
variables During 1973, summer term enrollment was
less than one fourth of regular term enrollment, pro-
viding a smaller population from which to draw the
sample, however, the stratified random sample from
which data has been drawn should control for this. An
analysis of summer project reports and informal
discusc'ons with teachers suggest that summer pro-
grams may be more flexible and diverse, and are met
with greater enthusiasm by teachers Summer programs
appear to be integrated around several needs of
students, regular term programs may be more frag
mented because of the confines of class scheduling. A
number of summer programs made use of varied
environments, scheduling classes at camp sites, relating
field trnips to core topics, and generally providing a
more informal atmosphere Summer classes were gener
ally smaller, with a lower student teacher ratio. One
factor may or may not b: significant—summer school
personnel tend to be ¢ iefly credentialed teachers,
while regular term programs are staffed chiefly by
aides

C. Student Achievement in Academic and Affective
Areas.

The success of indwidual students in Title | projects

1s measured by standardized instruments, achievement
tests, and subject matter tests selected by districts a»
appropriate measures of student growth in relation to
student performance objectives written by district
personnel. In their final evaluations, districts report
pre-test, post-test, and gain scores fcr each student,
these scores validate district reports of student success
levels on performance objectives

Achievement data has been collected from a sub-
sample of the sample, sirnce the entire sample had too
diverse a collection of (ests and methods of reporting
scores to make compilation feasible. Analysis of
student achievement data has been himited to simple
representation of the range of grade level gain scores
reported in the sunsample, there is no attempt to draw
general conclusions or predict student scores bevond
the subsample. Achievement scores for Portland pro-
jects are compiled separately.

The validity of achievement scores for statewide
reporting 1s limited because Oregon does not have a
uniform testing program which would produce compa-
rable data. On the other hand, a state-adopted testing
program might not be sufficiently versatile to measure
the diverse areas specified in district performance
objectives Other factors which himit the use of
achievement data follow:

1. Many types of tests are used. 15 different
achievement tests were used for the 49 regular
term projects In the sample, and 15 different
tests for the 34 summer projects (including
Portland). (See Chart 7)

. Some schools use different pre- and post-tests.

3. Some schools fail to administer an achievement

test.

4. Test data may be reported incotrectly.

N

Achievement test yain scores for both regular and
summer terms are represented on interquartile graphs,
Charts 8 and 14 Interquartile graphs illustrate gain
scores of the middle 50 percent of the children in the
subsample. This approach eliminates the extreme cases
at either the high or low ends of the achievement scale,
focusing on the median range of scores Scores for the
interquarile graphs are derived from the Gates-
MacGmitre Reading Test, the Metropolhitan Achieve-
ment Test, and the Jastak Wide Range Achievement
Test and are compiled according to two factors

1. Grade levels (primary, intermediate, and upper).

2. School esumate of student learming potential
(low, average, or high}.
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CHART 7
Achievement Tests Reported
in the Regular Term
Sample of 49 Projects

California Achievement Test
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills
Durrell-Sullivan Reading Achievement Test
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test

Gray Oral fteading Test

lowa Test ¢ Basic Skills

Jastak Wide hange Achievement Test
McMenemy Measure of Reading Ability
Metropolitan Achievement Test
Metropolitan Readiness Test

Peabody Individual Achievement Test
Portland Elementary School Math Test
Screening Test of Academic Readiness
SRA Achievement Series

Stanford Achievement Test

Achievement data for Portland Public Schools 1s
presented separately from the interquartile graphs, this
data compares the academic achievemeat of Title | and
non-Title | students 1n FY 1972 and FY 1973 and also
provides measures of the affective areas of student
attitude and attendance.

1 Reguiar Term Achievement, Chart 8.
a Titlel Projects Excluding Portland.

The interquartile graphs show that gain scores on
the GatesMacGinitie Reading Test ranged from 2
months to 2 years In all instances but one, the
students perform in relation to their predicted poten
tial. Upper grade children with both average and tiugh
potentials show a gain of 1.9 years for 9 months of
instruction at the upper limit of the interquartile range

Metropolitan Achievement Test scores show student
achievement gains from 3 months to 1.5 vyeas,
however, these gains are not always consistent with the
low, average, and high potential designations. Primary
children with both low and high potential show a
maximum growth of 11 years for 9 months instruc
tion Intermediate children with both average and "ugh
potent:al show a maximum gain of 1.5 years for the
school year.

Gains in Jastak W:de Range Achievement Test
scores ate inconsistent with the low, average, and high
potential groupings at all levels but the primary. Gains

14

range from 5 months to 4.3 years for the regular term.
The high potential group of upper grade students show
exceptionally high gain scores of 2.1 to 4.3 years, with
a median of 2 5 years.

b Portland Projects

Student achievement scores from Portland Area |11
projects are presented in Charts 9 and 10. These charts
list achievement scores in reading and mathematics,
comparing achievement gains for Title | and non-Title |
students in 1972 and 1973.

Portland Area Ill evaluation reports contain meas-
urements 1n the affective domain for both elementary
and secondary school students. A 10-item attitude
scale called "You and School” was developed for
elementary students, with five statements about atti-
tude toward school and five about self-concept. Sur-
veys were taken in December and again in May from
Grades 3, 5, and 7 at fourteen schools (7 Titlel, 7
non-Title 1). The results are shown in Chart 11. There
was a slight mean decrease 1n positive attitude at each
grade level in both school groups {with the exception
of Grade 5 in Title | schools). Both groups tended to
be less positive as the year progressed, possibly because
students were tired and looking forward to vacation In
summary, the evaluation stated:

It has not been shown that the affective objectives
have been met. There are two options available to
the reader when viewing this data; one, that no real
difference exists; and two, that the instrumentation
1s not sensitive enough to either changes or differ-
ences that occur.

On the secondary level, Portland Area Il adminis-
tered an attitude survey to a sample of 190 Title |
students Four categories for attitudes were identified,
as shown 1n Chart 12. The results were reported as
follows in the Portland Area |11 evaluation:

The Authority dimension shows that 63% of stu-
dents consider school as a place with too many
rules. Almost 47% think teachers treat them fairly
while 37% think teachers care about them. Almost
39% are neutral or uncommitted on the question of
teachers caring about them as students 33% con-
sider principals as being pretty hardnosed with

respect to giving a kid a break.

In the area of Curriculum, students express the
following opinions. Almost 88% consider what they
learn in school as being important to them someday,

<0




CHART 14

INTERQUARTILE* RANGES OF TEST SCORES FOR STUDENTS IDENTIFIED AS
HAVING LOW, AVERAGE AND HIGH LEARNING POTENTIALS, REGULAR TERM.
*Middle 50% of Title | students tested.
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CHART 9
Mean Score Comparisons in Reading

FY 1972 and FY 1973
Portland Area I} Schools

FY 1972 FY 1973

N* Mean N* Mean | Difference

Grade 3 Non-Title | 49.1 51.4

Title | 47.3

Grade 4 Non-Title | x*

Title !l

Grade 5 Non-Title |

Title |

Non-Title |

Title |

Grade 7 Non-Title |

Title |

*N = Numbrr of students tested.
* *Metropolitan Achievement Test not administered to Non-Title | schools.

Tests: Grades 3, 5, and 7—McMenemy Measure of Reading Ability
Grades 4 and 6—Metropolitan Achievement Test.
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CHART 10

Mean Score Comparisons for Arithmetic Computation,

Problem Solving, and Concepts

FY 1972 and FY 1973
Portland Area |11l Schools

FY 1972

FY 1973

N* Mean

N* Mean

Difference

Grade 3

Computation

Problem
Solving

Concepts

Non-Title |
Title |

Non-Title |

Title |
Non-Title |

Title |

1576 48.1
358 47.5

522 48.8

358 48.0
1544 49.2

358 49.5

50.5
49.7

50.6

47.7

50.5

+2.4

+2.2

+1.8

Grade 5

f Computation

Problem
Solving

Concepts

Non-Title |
Titie |
Non-Title |

Title |

Non-Title |

Title |

49.8

43.6
50.9

44.2
50.0

45.4

© Computation

+ Problem
. Solving

‘ Concepts

*N = Number of students tested.

Non-Title |
Title |

Non-Title |

Title |
Non-Title |

Title |

Test: Portland Elementary School Math
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50.0
46.5

50.2

46.3
48.9

44.9
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while only 26% say they like to do school work, and
35% say that the work 1s interesting. Approxi-
mately 49% of the students consider academic
subjects are non threatening or not scary. Almost
48% indicate that they often read just for fun

Peer relationships were considered and data show
that students feel positively that they have friends
in thew classes (78%), that they can get help from
classmaies (51%), and that kids get along well
together (56%). In their opinion about student
fighting in school, 37% said that there was too much
with 38% mndicating the opposite point of view.
Only 48% considered school spirit high with a httle
more -than 25% mndicating a less than adequate
school spirit

The fourth dimension of Self in relation to school
shows that students feel that they work well when
allowed to work alone (75%) Approximately 40%
said that they did well on assignments with orly
23% indicating not doing weli Onily about 13%
admit to not being careful akout their work while
approximately 46% admit to mistakes due to not
listening to instructions, etc. Another 45% found it
hard to remember things in school.

In conclusion, 1t could be said that there are no
surprises indicated by these data. Students think
that what they are supposed to learn s important,
but they don‘t like to do 1t and don‘t find 1t very
interesting. They consider school a place with too
many rules and are not convinced that staff really
care about them. They see themselves as having
friends and as getting along fairly well. In addition,
they think they do well when working alone, find 1t
tough to remember things, are careful about their
work but do make mistakes due to poor listening
habits.

Areal of the Portland distr:ct compiled student
attendance data to measure a major project
objecuve—a 3 percent increase In the average attend-
ance rate of Title | students The results, compiled ir
the fina! evaluation report, indicate that this objective
was not achieved in any of the ten Title | schools. As
shown 1in Chart 13, all four primary schools showed a
shight increase In attendance rate, while the two high
schools and one middie school showed small losses
Jeffeison, the school with the largest toss (-10.4%), had
complete data on only 69 Freshmen students. The
Area | evaluation concludes-

18

The staff in the project schools have put much
effort into increasing attendance which seems to be
improving shghtly in primary grades. It is difficult
to determine the degree to which low attendance
rates are affected by illness as opposed to low
school interest and motivation. However, a contin-
ued effort will be made to increase attendance rates
among the identified Title | students

2. Summer Term Achievement, Chart 14,

The interquartile graph for summer term {Chart 14)
shows smaller ranges of student gain scores than the
regular term graph. Summer projects usually run from
two to eight weeks, while regular term programs run
from 18 to 36 weeks and for shorter daily instruction
periods.

Achievement gains 1in Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Test scoi2s ranged from -.1 (one month loss) to again
of 1.0 year Primary and intermediate students show a
similar range tn achievement gains except for high
potential students at the intermediate level (with a
higher range of 5 to 12 months). Again, the scores are
not totally consistent with the low, average, and high
potential designations The prunary level children
performed somewhat In reverse to their estimated
potential according to achievement gain scores, al-
though the lower lim:t and median of the ranges are
consistent with estimated potential.

Metropolitan Achievement Test gain scores ranged
from zero to 1.2 years Upper grade children show the
greatest gains and are consistent with low, average, and
high potential designations. Primary and intermediate
children show smailer ranges in achievement gain and
are consistent with fow and average estimates of
student potential, but inconsistent for the high poten-
tial designation.

3. Summary.

Achievement scores from the limited subsample of
Titlel projects show that student grade level gains
ranged from approximately 1 to 2 months for every
month in regular term programs. Summer term pro-
grams show 1.5 to 3 0 months grade level gain for rach
month of nstruction

Studerts at all grade levels (primary, intermediate,
and upper) show achievement gains in Title | programs.
There does not seem to be any consistent pattern
within tests or across tests to indicate that ¢hildren
perform according to therr estimated ability potent:al.
The regular term Jdstak Wide Range Achievement Test
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CHART 11

Mean Comgarisons Between Title | and Non-Title | Schools
on attitude Toward School and Self,
Portland Area 11l Schools,
December 1972 and May 1973

Grades 3, 5, and 7

Dimension . Difference

Title | Attitude ) ) - .7
Toward
Non-Title | School . -1.5

Title | . . - .b

Non-Title |

Title |

Non-Title |

| Title |

Title | Attitude
‘ Toward
Non-Title | Self

Title |

Non-Title |

Non-Title |

*N = Number of students tested.
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Student Responses in Percents to Questions Grouped into Four

CHART 12

Cagegories Related to School and Self,
FY 1973, Portland Area Ill Schocls

{(N=190)
Category Statements Response Choices
Strongly Mildly Neither Agree Mildly Strongly
\ Agree Agree or Disagree Disagree Disagree
| 1 2 ! 3
Authority 1. There are too many rules 39 6% 234% | 16.9% 8 4% 11.7%
in school
2 Puincipals never gve a kid 20 2% 13.0% 26 6% 19.5% 20.7%
a bieak
3 Teachers treat kids farly 19.3% 27 3% 26.7% 12.4% 14.3%
.4 My teachers care about me 16 1% 21 3% 38.7% 8.4% 15.5%
| Teachers try to make school 33.1% 20 1% 24.8% 71% 14.9%
| interesting
Curriculum 1 What | learn i schoo: wiil 52.6% 25.2% 7.1% 1.9% 3.2%
i be important to me some day
2. Academic subjects scare me 9.7% 232% 17.9% 17.9% 31.3%
3. School subjects are interesting 14.9% 20.1% 29.9% 19.5% 15.6%
4 1 often read a book just for 22 8% 25 9% 17.1% 13.3% 20.9%
fun |
5. | like to do school work L 10 3% 15.5% 21.9% 15.5% 36.8%
Peers 1 1 have many friends in my 38.6% 39.8% 11.1% 5.9% 4.6%
classes
2 Kids 1in my classes get along 16.9% 39.6% 24.7% 8.4% 10.4%
well together
3. School spirit 1s high in my 20.8% 28 3% 25.2% 13.8% 11.9%
school
4. When ! need help | can ask 23.3% 28.3% 21.4% 10.0% 17.0%
a classmate
5 Kids in this school fight 20.8% 16 2% 24.7% 18.2% 20.1%
t0o0 much
Self in 1. | do well when | work alone 35.7% 39 5% 13.0% 8.0% 3.8%
Relation 2. 1 do well on school 16.3% 33.3% 27.5% 11.8% 11.1%
to assignments
School )
3. | find 1t hard to remember 18.8% 26.0% 234% 20.1% 11.7%
things in school
4. | make mistakes because | 16.5% 29.1% 24.0% 13.3% 17.1%
don't listen
5 1 am careful about my work 22.4% 38.5% 25.7% 9.6% 3.8%
O
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and the summer term Metropolitan Achievement Test
record exceptionally large gains for students iri the
upper grades.

Results from the Portland Area 111 subsample show
substantial achievement gains in reading from 1972 to
1973 for Grades 5, 6 and 7, but achievement losses for
Grades 3 and 4. In math, in comgarison to FY 1972,
gains were made 1n aii three subtests for Graue 5, but
losses are recorded on two of the three subtests for
Grades 3 and 7.

The affective measures reported here were compiled
by Porttand Areas | and Il11. Improved student attitude
and attendance are goals of many Oregon Title |
projects, but as noted earlier in this section, project
persunnel report dissatisfaction with affective measures
and/or measurement results.

B. Proiects in Institutions for Neglected and Delin-
quent Childien.

In FY 1973, 19 Title! projects in institutions for
neglected, dependent and delinquent chidren were
funde through school districts. A total of $70,311
was allocated to these projects as follows: 9 of the
granis were $2,500 or less; 4 were $2,501-$5,000; and
6 were over £5,000. Ten of the 19 institutional
orojects wete located in the Portland metropolitan
area. Participants totalted 484 in all projects (8 regular
term, 7 summer term, and 4 year-round). The number
of participants 1s distorted, however, by the high
turnover in some institutions. Approximately 80% of
the participants were in Grades 7-12, with the median
at Grade 9

Program objectives in these 19 institutional projects
emphisized behavioral change and the improvement of
self-esteem. Seven projects used arts and crafts pro-
grams 21 summer mini-courses to give participants the
chance to cucceed at tasks and build better intra-group
refationships. Seven projects provided tutoring or
summer couises 1n basic skills to attempt to break
academic failure patterns. The feast successful academ-
IC project was a tutorial program 1n which the study
hall atmosphere was too structured to motivate boys
who dishiked school One of the most successfui was a
summer language arts program 1n which good ieacher-
student rapport and a college atmosphere prompted
one semor gl to register at a local college for an
additional class One project stressed improved school
attendance, increasing the institution’s average dady
attendance from 51% in FY 1972 to 76% in FY 1973
through the use of full-time educational supervision,
tutorial services, and mediation meetings between the

student, teacher, and liaison counsslor. Many projects
used field trips int9 the community as a vehicle for
improving social behavior and motivating academic
achievement or career awareness. Two projects planned
highly successful longer trips, a three-day trip down the
Oregon coast and a mountain climb, to introduce
delinquent boys to new experiences and stress situ
ations One institution for neglected children ran 4
preschool with Title! funds, another changed its
tee- hung approach for children with learning problems
from one-tn-one tutorials to a group school.

E. The Variety of Oregon Title | Projects.

The variety and flavor of Oregon Title | projects s
not dpparent in the statistical information of this
report. In an effort to present these qualities, descrip-
tiuns of some projects are included in this section. The
Roosevelt High School project in Portland was selected
to represent Oregon at the U.S. Office of Education
“Education Faw 1973,"" held in Washington, D.C. In
May 1973. Information about this exemplary project
and its philosophy 1s presented at the end of this
section.

PRESCHOOL

Program Goals:

1 To provide opportunities for the preschool student
to develop a positive self-image, positive attitudes,
and self-motvation for learning.

2. To provide activities 1o help correct remediable
defictencies that would hinder a child’s ability to
think and conceptualize in many areas of knowl-
edge.

Program Description:

Twenty children are split into a morning and
afternoon group and meet with one teacher and one
teacher aide on three days of each week. Children are
encouraged to participate in group activities and to
hare nformation with the class. For example: each
child has a bultetin board for displaying his work;
childrer also use manipulative materials such as puzzles
and blocks. Study units and field trips on topics such
as ""the family” or "“the city’’ are used to extend the
children’s experience. The teacher visits children’s
homes periodically, helping parents to correlate the
child’s home experience with preschoot experience. A
special education team serving the county assists In
diagnosing leai ning problems.

<7




CHART 13

Attendance Rates of Title | Students
for FY 1972 and FY 1973,
Portland Area | Schools

Number of
School Students 1971-72 1972-73 Difference

Applegate* 63 90.2% 92.0% + 1.8%

Ball* 89.3% 90.0% + 7%
Clarendon* 90.5% 90.9% + 4%
Couch 86.5% 85.7% - 8%
Humboldt* 91.3% 92.4% 1.1%
James John 93.3% 91.9% - 1.4%
Ockley Green 94.8% 95.7% .9%

Portsmouth 88.5% 87.5% - 1.0%
Middle

) Jefferson 89.2% 78.8% - 10.4%

Roosevelt 84.4% 82.6% - 1.8%

Weighted Mean for Difference is -.7%

*Primary Schools

<8
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Wallowa School District No 12
Wallowa County

Grant $6,253
No of Children: 20
S/Child: $313

ELEMENTARY RESOURCE TEACHERS

Program Goals:

1 To improve the student’s self-concept.

2 To increase the student’s enthusiasm for school

3. To improve the student’s basic skills (an implicit
goal}.

Program Description:

Elementary resource teachers provide services to
children in Grades 1-6 who display unacceptable social
behavicr and whose deficiencies or low achievement in
academic areas resulft in frustration or a poor attitude
toward school. Resource teachers may provide courisel-
ing, diagnostic and prescriptive services, remedial edu-
cation in an individual or small group setting, or help
to expand a student’s cultural experiences They may
also provide hiaison between the classroom teacher, the
chitd and parent, and other piofessional agencies whose
specialized services are needed Whenever possible, the
resource teachers assist the regular classroom teacher in
providing help to the child within the regular classroom
setting

Medford School District No. 549C
Jackson County

Grant: $136,366
No of Children. 771
S/Child: S177

ENVIRONMENTAL LEARNING CENTER

Program Goals:

1 To increase the student’s reading level through
daily, individuatized reading instruction

2 To ncrease the student’s arithmetic achievement
through daily, indwviduahized nstruction in basic
fundamentals.

3. To mmprove the student’s interest and attitude
toward school, as demonstrated by more regular
attendance.

Program Description:
An environmental leatning center for “turned-off"

23

children in Grades 2-6 utilizes an ungraded approach,

stressing indwvidualized instruction 1n reading and math
basics and attacking defeati.t attitudes through a
veriety of high interest projects. A grennhouse, shop,
kitchen and sewing room provide children with an
opportunity to practice skills. For example. children
use reading skills to follow building layouts, mechanics
manuals and recipes; they use math skills for carpentry
and cooking. Children experience success 1n a relaxed
atmosphere; they begin to “turn on” to learning and
believe they can learn.

Canby School District No. 86
Clackamas County

Grant. $11,745
No. ot Children. 37
$/Child: $217

IMPROVING COMMUNICATION SKILLS
THROUGH DIAGNOSIS AND PRESCRIPTION

Program Goal:
To improve the communication skills of students so
they can participate successfully in the total school
environment.

Program Description:

This elementary school program includes a resource
matenals center, resource teachers, and teacher aides.
Students who need help in reading or language develop-
ment are referred to a resource teacher for diagnostic
testing. After reviewing the findings, the classroom
teacher and resource teacher prescribe the teaching
strategy best suited to the student. A tea.her aide,
under the supervision of the resource teacher, is
assigned to work with the student in a one-to-one or
small group situation. The instructional time allowed
each child will vary according to his needs and rate of
progress.

Nyssa School District No. 26
Matheur County

Grant. $63,247
No. of Children: 220
$/Child $242

INDIVIDUALIZED READING PROGRAM

Program Goal:
To assure that the student can read and compute to
the best of his/her ability.

<9




GRADE LEVEL GAIN SCORES
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CHART 8

INTERQUARTILE* RANGES OF TEST SCORES FOR STUDENTS IDENTIFIED AS
HAVING LOW, AVERAGE AND HIGH LEARNING POTENTIALS, SUMMER TERM.

*Middle 50% of Title | students tested.

Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test Metropolitan Achievement Test

Primary Inter. Primary

N =334 N =497

L = Low potental
A = Average potential
H = High potentiai
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Program Descriptiun:

The formula for an individualized 1eading program
in an elementary school s. intensive, individualized
instruction using a variety of high interest teaching
materials, positive reinforcement techniques, and work
on gross motor actwities. Some older Title | students
work one hour each week with first and second
graders, boosting their self-image and freeing the
teacher for mndividualized instruction. Parent interest s
encouraged through meetings and home visits by the
Title | teacher.

Central Point Schucl District No. 6
Jackson County

Grant: $27,150
No of Children: 129
S/Chid- $211

OPPORTUNITY SCHOOL FOR DROPOUIS

Program Goals:

1. Potential dropouts will attend a seminar class In
sccial studies or language arts.

2 Potential dropouts will receive individual instruction
at the high school for two hours weekly.

3. Dropouts will attend an Opportunity School for
indiidual instruction.

4 Dropouts and potential dropouts will be offered
counseling services

Program Description:

Potential dropouts are given special seminar classes
at the hugh school, work 1s adjusted to their capabilities
and interests, using miatenals and methods to motivate
interest and individuahized instruction In a particular
subject Students may attend an off-campus Opportu-
nitv School for dropouts without meeting the normal
dress and attendance restrictions of secondary school
Individualized instruction at the Opportunity School
offers short work units with a built in high success
ratio to counteract students’ poor self concepts A
special counselor provides services to both potential
dropouts on the campus and dropouts enrolled at the
Opportuniy Schoo!, particular emphasis 1s placed on
career orientation and job placement assistance

Forest Grove School District No 15
Washington County

Grant. $23,492
No. of Children: 95
$/Chud: $247

SUMMER CAMP

Program Goals:
1 To improve the student’s self-concept
2 To improve the student’s failure avoidance index

Program Description:

The program offers a two-week summer camp on
the slopes of Mt Hood for children n Grades 3-G
Away from a school environment where children often
face fatlure and may behave in an unaccep*able
manner, the camp proviaes a positive, loving environ-
ment where they participate in arts and crafts, physical
education, and reading for enjoyment. Se!f-concept can
tmprove as children have fun with teachers and peers.

Grant County Cooperative
Grant County

Grant: $17,188
No. of Children: 84
$/Child* $205

PROGRAM FOR READING DEVELOPMENT

This project, located at Roosevelt High School in
Portland, was one of 30 Title | and Title 111 projects in
the nation selected to participate in the U.S, Office of
Education’s “Education Farr 1973 v Washington,
D.C. The following description of the program’s
ohilosophy, written by the project director, Mrs.
Audrey Wilson Brune, may help to explain why this
reading prcyram gets results.

The “Wilson Approach”’
in Teaching Reading
("Horse Sense Method"')

Ouw Philosophy. We believe that each student
entering our program has the right to learn to read
or yimprove his reading Good control must be kept
in the class so he CAN learn. Lack of materials is no
excuse. |t 1s the responsibility of the teacher to find
and develop methods which will facilitate this type
of student learn:ng. The teaching act 1s the impor-
tant factoi. Past failures should be ignored with
present success stressed. We must get off the kid’s
back and stay off.

A poor reader s extremely adept at picking up
“body lanquage” ind a teacher’s attitude toward
him, therefore, 1s of utmost importance. The teach-
er must be gepume at all times during student-
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teacher communication Never let the student down
when he makes a mistake, unintentional or not.
Remain the same kin¢', considerate teacher. (He
may be “testing’’ you to determine if he is in a place
where he can make a mistake and not be criticized.)
Poor readers must have a highly structured program,
well-planned, with puroose, and balanced with a
relaxed atmosphere including occasional student:
ouented activities. Have a little fun—set a waste-
basket in the center of the room and let everybody
shoot their wadded up waste paper.

Prior understanding of the student’s atutude toward
reading, learning, and himself must be kept con-
stantly i mind. A pleasant climate for learning 1s
necessary Tfhe teacher must help the student
construct a new self-concept. The student needs
reinforcement 1n the fact that his intrinsic worth
and success is equal to that of the “most important”
person in the school. What's wrong with “babying"’
him a fittle? Nothing at all—it may be what he
needs

In additon to the above, student success must be an
integral part of each day’s lesson so that any latent
frustration dces not prevent or slow his progress.
The teacher must recognize each student's belt line
{which can be high) and provide in his class a nlace
where the student does not feel threatened. NEVER
put him 1n a position where he can be laughed at.
Never touch a sensitive area until it is “healed’”!
Find something constructive to say to the student
each d2y. BE SINCERE! Grade him on attendance,
effort, and atutude. He CAN earn an “A.”" Give him
a goat within his reach.

The teacher must be willing to teach, test, and
reteach the same matenal (with enthusiasm) until 1t
1s digested by the student. The teacher must
understand that poor readers often have poor visual
memory and need much repetition. We believe that
a student would read if he could, not could if he
would. Teachers must have a sense of humor and
they must develop interesting lessons. They should
take time to talk but not lei talking supercede their
true purpose. Know your student. NOTICE HIM!

Teachers should always teach and work just under
their students’ ability, Help the student avoid his
trustration level. Keep the student relaxed and
comfortable but working all the time. TIME IS
VALUABLE! Look for and seek out the best in the
student. Treat him as if he were the student you

know he can become. Take the pressure off.
Ré&member, he has faited 1 hour per de, and more,
for approximately 8 years. Would you be in school
if you hived in a reading-oriented society where you
failed every day?lf takes tremendous courage to
keep coming. Make it worth his while.

RESULT: The teacher will learn to really love,
admire, and have tremendous respect for the stu-
dent. Enjoy your work. Have a ball while you're
doing 1t. Just think, you may be the person who
“turns him on’’—only one chance in your lifetime!

—Audrey Wilson Brune

Pregram Goals:

1. To improve reading skills, emphasizing an improve-
ment 1n phonics skills

2. To help the student to feel comfortable about
reading aloud.

3. To develop a healthy attitude toward learning.

Program Description:

This high school remedial reading program, dubbed
“Right-on Reading’ by student participants, operates
under the philosophy that “‘success breeds success.”
Students coming to the reading laboratory are placed
in groups and allowed to work at their own rates, using
maternials that they can read successfully at each level.
An orderly, disciplined atmosphere 1s maintained in the
classroom. Teacher aides relieve the teachers” work
loads, some aides are former students who have
improved sufficiently to help others. The program
stresses student involvement in their own learning, a
high degree of individuahized instruction and warm
human relationships based on mutual respect, trust,
fairness, concern, love, and the philosophy of “‘working
together.”

Roosevelt High School
Poi tland School District No. 1
Multnomah County

Grant $55,366
No. of Children: 168
$/Child: $222
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SELECTEO PROJECT OATA

A. Student Participation tn Title I: Charts 15, 153, 16.

in FY 1973, a total of 35,430 Oregon students were
enrolled in Titlel projects for the regular term and
8,577 for the summer term An unduplicated count for
the year 1s not available because some students were
enrolied in both regular and summer term projects

Chart 15 shows that Title! in Oregon predom-
nantly euarolls students from the primary grades. Peak
enrollment occurs in the first four grades, witn a steady
decline n enroliment from Grade 5 through high
school Public school enroliment in primary grades
(excluding Portland) 1s distributed as follow, for the
regular term: 15% in Grade 2; 13% in Grade 3; and
11% in Grade 1. Summer term enroliment 1s most
highly concentrated in Grade 1 (23%), with 18% In
Grade 2 and 15% in Grade 3. Both regular and summer
terms enrolled 9% fourth graders in Title | programs In
FY 1972, by contrast the largest percentage of Titie |
students for both regutar and summer terms was In the
second grade

The breakdown of Portiand’s Title! enrollment 15
consistent with other Oregon public schools for regutar
term projects; however, Portland’s summer projects

enroll a higher percentage of students in Grades 9-12,

and a lower percentage in Grades 1-4 than other
Oregon public schools (See Chart 15a.)

Nonpublic schoot enroliment 1s almost all in Grades
1-8, with the majority of students enrotled in the first
four grades Peak enrollment occurs 1n Grade 3 (20%)
for both regular and summer term projects. (See Chart
16.)

B. Percent of Students in Major Instructional Areas:
Charts 17, 173, 18,

Many Title | students participated in more than one
instructional area and have been counted more than
once. A larger percentage of summer term students
participate 1n more than one instructional area than
regular term students. In Portland Titie!| projects,
partictpation 1n more than one instruct.onal area is
especiatly high, with 71% or more of the students
participating 1n at least three instructional areas during
the regular term, and four areas during the summer
term. Because of the muthple participaticn 11 instrie
tonal areas by singl students, the total percentage of
participating students reported on the charts will not
total 100.

In FY 1973, regular term projects (excluding
Portland) enrolled a total of 81% of Title! public
school students 1n reading {71%) and language arts
(10%) —an increase of 5% over FY 1972 Enrollment in
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all other instructional areas was 10% or less, as follows
10% in cultural enrichment activities, 8% in vocationai
education, 5% in math/science, and 5% n preschool. In
FY 1972, by contrast, enroliment was higher In
cultural enrichment actwities {19%) and math/science
(8%), but lower in vocational education (8%). (See
Chart 17)

Portland enrolled over three-fourths of therr Title |
sublic school students 1n each of three areas 89% n
teading, 82% n language arts, and 76% in math/
science, with about 44% in cultural enrichment actvi-
ties. These percentages include the high rate of student
participation in more than one instructional area. {See
Chart 17a.)

Summer term projects (excluding Portland) enrolled
73% of Title | public school students in reading and
language arts, In contrast to 81% n regular term
projects, In FY 1972, almost 100% of Title | suminer
students were enrolled :n these areas. Other Instruc-
tional areas with relatively high summer term enroll-
ment 1n FY 1973 are: 28% in math/science; 22% in
cuitural enrichment acuvities; and 37% n “‘other”
activities—mainly art {16%), physical education {(16%),
and special activities for the hendicapped (4%).

Portland enrolled a high percentage of Title!
summer students In the three basic skill areas of
reading (80%), language arts (73%), and math/science
{75%). Other major concentrations of Portland surnmer
enrollment were 71% 1n cultural enrichment acti/ities
and 23% in the “other” category, which was exclu-
sively physical education. Again, these percentages
reflect the high rate of student participation in more
than one Instructional area.

Nonpublic Title!l students participated In three
main instructional areas. reading/language arts, math/
science, and cultural enrichment activities. (See Chart
18.) During the summer term, 42% of nonpublic Trtle |
students were enrolled 1n physical education activiites.
Both regular and summer terms increased their enroll-
ment In language arts (primartly reading) from FY
1972 to FY 1973. Cultural enrichment activities show
a 9% drop for the regular term from FY 1972 to FY
1973, but a 13% increase tn summer term enrollment.

C. Percent of Studerts Receiving Support Services:
Charts 19, 19a, 20.

The percentage »>f Title! public school students
receiving support services through FY 1973 reguiar
term projects 1s most highly concentrated 1n the areas
of transportation (31%), guidance counseling (13%),
and social work {13%). (See Chart 19.) The remaining
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Percent of Students
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CHART 15

PERCENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS PARTICIPATINGIN TITLE | BY GRADE LEVEL

25 Y 7/ i /ﬂr
20

15 3 /@9

10 K4

Regular term nhe——_—
Summer term

Weighted estimate:

Regular Term enrollment 26,958

Summer Term enroliment 5,905

>,

P
\.\\1.-1.1!.A

R
g & L& F 5 I
c e o & & 4

34

28

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




CHART 15A
PERCENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS
PARTICIPATING IN TITLE | BY GRADE LEVEL IN PORTLAND PROJECTS.
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CHART 16

PERCENT OF NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS PARTICIPATING INTITLE | BY GRADE LEVEL
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CHART 17
PERCENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL TITLE | STUDENTS IN MAJOR INSTRUCTIONAL AREAS*

Percent of Students

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 8C 80 100
. ", R "..I.I ....l.{.
Reading el e, e ] 70.8
55.9
9.7
Other Lang. Arts and/or
Communication Skills 16.9
Math and/or Science 4.9
28.3
Cultural Enrichment 99 ,
22.0

Vocational Education e,

9.4

5.0
4.0

Pre-Kind. and/or Kind.

Other 68

1370

summer ]

<The unduphicated count of students
participating in Title | pro ects s

used. In many cases, students participate
N more than one instructional area;
therefore, percents do not

total 100%

Regular B

Weighted estimate:
Regular term enrollment 26,958
Summer term enroliment 5,905
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CHART 17A
PERCENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL TITLE | STUDENTS IN MAJOR INSTRUCTIONAL AREAS, PORTLAND*

Percent of Students

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 80 100 :

_ Reading
_ ®
™
Other Lang. Arts and/or
Communication Skills
Math and/or Science Rt R
”Uw
m m JLILL > o {
. SOOI 20 D >3 436
Cultural Enrichment . B e.olr.
| 709
. 7. Regular
Vocational Education 5
6.4 * The unduplicated count of students
parucipating in Title | projects s
used. In many cases, students p rucipate
bm 1mn more than one .:m::O:O:m_ atea,
Pre Kind. and/or Kin therefore, percents do not
12.4 totar 100°»
26 Regular term enrollment 7,141
Other Surmmmer term enrollment 2,171
225
e
kl

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

support services asasted about i 6% of the students A
comparisc of FY 1972 and FY 1973 data for the
regular - term  reveals  three major  changes.  the
percentage of public schoo! Title | students receiving
social work services increased from 4 ., to 13%, ibrary
services decreased from 7% to 3%, and food services
decreased from 20° to 57,

o the summer term, the percentage of Title | public
school students receiving suppoit seivices 1s highest in
the areas of transportation (38%), food (35%), guid-
ance cous hing (21%), health/medical (12%), and
Iibrary services (11%)  These percentages increased
substantially between FY 1972 and FY 1973 in four
major areac food services increased from 14% to 35%,
transportation services increased fiom 24% to 38%,
attendance < jvices ncreased from 4% to 16%, and
gudance counseling services increased from 12% to

i%

Portland students do not receive as many Title !
funded support services as do other pubhic school
students  The most 1mportant support service for
Portland’s regular term projects 1s social work, serving
11% of participating students, with additional support
in guidaice counseling (6%), food services (5%) and
library (5%) (See Chart 19a.)

Nonpublic students in regular term projects mainly
receive social worh sevices (13%), health/medical
services (10%), guidance counselig {(4%), and speech
therapy (4%) Summer term suppost services shift to
transportation for 8% of nonpublic Title ! students,
food services for 7%, and guidance counseling for 4%
{See Chart 20)

D. Expenditures mn Instructional Areas: Charts 21, 21a,
22.

In FY 1973, instructional activities for pubhc
schani  students in regular term projects recewed
$5,868,163 in Title | funds (excluding Portland) Chart
21 shows the distibution of expendit mes in the
following nstructional areas. 71% for rteacing and
language arts, 1-5% for each of the remaining instiuc
tional areas, and 16% for the “other” category
Projects in FY 1972 spent nearly 3% less m read:ng and
language arts than mn FY 1972, and slightly less in all
remam.ng insttuctional areas  Projects spent almost
twice d4s much in the “other” category than in the
previous year, mcreasing from 9% to 16%

Expenditures for summer term Tutle | instructional
programs dropped from $1,276,438 in FY 1972 to
$592,603 in FY 1973 (excluding Portland} The distii
bution of funds according to instructional areas 1s /6%
for reading language arts, 9% for math/science, 7% fo
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prescheel activities, and 6% o cultuial ennichment
activities The “other’ categui y, which ensolled 37% of
summer term Title ! students, spent only 2% of total
nstructional funds

Portland spent $1,657,244 on regular term Title |
mstruction, with 62% for reading/language arts, 30%
for math/science, and 8% distributed in other areas.
Portland’s summer term projects spent 54% of
$104,622 for instruction in reading/language arts, 25%
i math/science, 12% in cultural enrichment activities,
and the rest in other areas (See Chart 21a.)

Title ! instructional expenditures 100 nonpublic
school students are distributed in the same four areas
for both regular and summer terms. In the regulas
tesn, 91% of $209,034 was spent for reading/language
arts instruction, 4% for math/science, 1% for physical
education, 4nd 1% for cultural enrichment activities In
the summer term, 73% of $19,387 was spent on
reading/language arts, 12% for math/science, 10% for
cultural enrichment activities, and 6% for physical
education. (See Chart 22)

E. Expenditures for Support Services: Charts 23, 23a,
24,

Support services constitute about 12% of the total
renoited expenditures for Title ! in FY 1973 Regular
ternn expenditures of $917,700 for public school
Titte | students (excluding Portland) were primarily for
social work (38%) and guidance counseling (35%). The
rtemaining 28% of expenditurcs are primarily for
transportation (7%), medical services (7%), and speech
therapy (6%) Support services for the summer term
cost $207,238 in FY 1973, distributed prnimarily for
transportation (36%), food (19%), and guidance cour-
sehing (17%), with 1-9% distnibuted among other areas.
(See Chart 23.)

Portland’s main support service expenditures are for
social workers and guidance counselors Regutar term
spending for Portland’s Title | support services totals
$126,331 and only $3,083 for the summer term.
About 60% of both regular and summer term expendi-
tures were for social work services, with an additional
27% for guidance counseling during the regular term.
Library setvices accounted for 7% of expendituies in
the tegular term and 15% in the summer te . Food
setvices were only 3% of support service expenditures
in the regular term, rising to 25% n the summer term.
(See Chart 23a)

Nonpublic school  students received a total of

$54.273 in supnort services 0 the regular term anc
only $598 0 the summer term Regular term spending
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CHART 18
PERCENT OF NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL TITLE | STUDENTS IN MAJOR INSTRUCTIONAL AREAS *

Percent of Students
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CHART 19
PERCENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS RECEIVING SUPPORT SERVICES*
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CHART 19A
PERCENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS RECEIVING SUPPORT SERVICES PORTLAND*

-

Regular term HENE
Summer term
Regular term enrollment 7,141
. Summer term enrcliment 2171
*The unduplicated count of students
participating 1n Title | projects is
used. In many cases, students receive
more than one type of suppoit ser-
vice; therefore, percents do not
total 100%.
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CHART 20

PERCENT OF NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS RECEIVING SUFPORT SERVICES *

Regular term NG

Summer term

Weighted estimate:
Regular term enro!lment 1,331
Summer term enroliment 501

* The unduplicated count of students
participating in Title | projects is
used. In many cases, students teceive
more than one type of support ser-
vice; therefore, percents do not
total 100%.
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Reading

Other Lang. Arts and/or

Communication Skills

Math and/or Science

Cultural Enrichment

Vo:ational Education

Pre-Kind. and/or Kind.

PERCENT OF PUBLIC

5 10

CHART 21
SCHOOL PROJECT EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR INSTRUCTIONAL AREAS

Percent of Expenditures

15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70

(&)
=

10.1

21
8.6

4.9
6.0

5.4

Summer

Regular 2
. | term

term
Weighted estimate:

Reguiar term expenditure $5,868,160

Summer term expenditure S 592 603
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was for medical services (34%), social work (24%),
speech therapy (22%}, and guidance counseling (20%)
The highest summer expenditure was for transporta
ton (49%) (See Chart 24}

F. Personnel Employed with Title | Funds: Charts 25,

25a, 26.

The main types of school personnel employed with
Title | funds are teacher aides and elementary teachers.
Over halt of the Title | personnel were aides in the
regular term, closely followed by eiementary teachers.
The reverse 1s true for summer term Title | personnel,
with a majority of elementiary teachers. (See Chart 25 )

Portland reflzcts the same pattern as other schooi
districts, except that they employed a higher percent-
age of secondary teachers in both regular and summer
terms Portland also employed 119 student aides
during the summer term, accounting for the peak mark
In the " other” category on Chart 25a.

The distribution of Title | personnel was similar in
Y 1972 and FY 1973, except for a marked increase in
the percentage of aides employed in the regular tern.
In-service for Titlel teachers and teacher aides in-
creased 1n the FY 1973 regular term over FY 1972, but
decreased in the summer (See Chart 26 )

G. Community Involvement and Local Participation in

Title I: Charts 27-31.

The following trends are noted concerning commu-
nity involvement and local participation in Title |

1 Parent membership in Title! Parent Councils
increzzed 8:9% between FY 1972 and FY 1973. Mecm-
bershup of teachers and others dropped from 1-4%,
with the percentage of members from school adminis-
tration remaining constant tn the summer term and
dropping 1n the reguler term (See Chart 27 )

2 The effectveness of almost two thirds (61-63%)
of the Parent Councils was ranked as good by schooi
personnzl, a 10 23% improvement over the ratings for
FY 1972 (See Chart 28)

3. Titlet information continues to be disseminated
primarily by bulletins, newsletters and newspapers In
FY 1972, 21% of the districts used parent conferences
in both regular and summer terms, 1n 1973, this figure
remdined constant for the regular term but dropped 7%
for the summer term (See Chart 29)

4. The percent of districts that report they have
changed or altered the regular term instructional
program as a result of regular term Title | projects has
dramatically increased, from 49% in FY 1972 to 60%
in FY i973 The impact of summer term Title |
projects on the regular term instructional program was
even more striking with reported changes rising from
21% in FY 1972 t0o 61% in FY 1973. (See Chart 30.)

39

5 The number of LEA’s absorbing Title | program
costs into therr local budgets, freeing Title | funds for
new programs, increased 3% 1n the regular term, from
7% i FY 1972 to 11% in FY 1973. The summer term
showed an increase of 15%, from 3 to 18%. (See Chart
31.)

H. Summary: Trends.

1 Oregon Title! programs predominantly enroli
students tn the primary grades, with peak enrollment in
the first four grades.

2. The major area of mstructional emphasis contin-
ues 10 be reading and language arts. [n the regular term,
enrollment of participating public school students in
these areas increased from 76% in FY 1972 to 81% in
FY 1973. Enroliment in the summer term declined in
these areas, however, from almost 100% in FY 1972 to
73% in FY 1973

3. Support services continue to be concentrated in
the major areas of transportatron, guidance counseling,
soctal work, food services and health services

4. Instruction continues to account for the major-
ity of Oregon’s reported Title | expenditures, using
78% of FY 1973 funds, compared to 69% in FY 1972,
In both regular and summer terms, reading and
language arts instruction account for over 70% of
instructional expenditures.

5 Support service expenditures are primarily for
social work and gutdance counseling in the regular term
and for transportation, food, and guidance counseling
in the summer term.

6 The majority of Title ] personnel for the regular
term continues to be teacher aides, followed by
elementary teachers, while the reverse 1s true for the
summer term. Teacher aides as a pcrcent of total
personnel increased substantially n the reguler term,
from 40% in FY 1972 to 50% in FY 1973.

7 Parent membership in Parent Councils increased
from FY 1972 to FY 1973, and school personnel rated
the councils more effective in FY 1973,

8. Dissemination of Titlel information continues
to be primarily through bulletins, newsletters, and
newspapers.

9. Teacher and teacher aide in-service increased in
the regular term but decreased in the summer term.

10. Districts reporting changes in the reguiar instruc-
uonal program as a result of regular term Title |
projects increased 12% compared to FY 1972, changes
as a result of summer term Title! projects incieased
40% compared to FY 1972,

11 LEA’s absorbing Title! costs into their local
budgets 1ncreased 3% in the regular term and 15% in
the summer term from FY 1972 to FY 1973,
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CHART 21A
PERCENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL PROJECT EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR INSTRUCTIONAL AREAS , PORTLAND

Percent of Expenditures

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70

Reading 47.0
43.0
e
Other Lang. Arts and/rr 15.2 <
Communication Skills 108
s 3 304
Math and/or Science QOOOTD Q . B
25.1
(=]
T
Cultural Ennchment 2.0
11.7
. . 1.8
Vocational Education
6.4
. 3.1
Pre-Kind. and/or Kind.
1.0 Regular 4 Summer
) term = term
5 Regular term expenditure $1,657,244
Other Summer term expenditure S 164,622
2.0
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CHART 22
PERCENT OF NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL PROJECT EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR INSTRUCTIONAL AREAS

Percent of Expenditures

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Reading e RN 86.6
56.8
Other Lang. Arts and/or 46 LA
Communication Skills 15.9 «H
Math and/or Science 4.0
11.9
<
Regular [ ® Summer
Cultural Enrichment 9 term B y term
9.9
Weighted estimate:
Regular term expenditure  $209,034
Physical Education 1.3 Summer term expenditure S 19,387
55
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CHART 26

TEACHER AND TEACHER-AIDE IN-SERVICE FOR TITLE | PROJECTS

Regular School Year

Common Modes of Instruction:

1. On-the-job Training
2. Workshops

3. Coilege Credit Coursework

Summer

Common Topics of Instruction:

1. Teaching Techniques
2. Program Policy and Planning
3. Orientations

4. Evaluation

47



CHART 27
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
Composition of Local Parent Councils
Regular School Year Summer

l

Teachers
14.2%

18.8%

10.2%
Administrators

61.7%
Parents

70.3%
Parents

12.1%
Administrators

5.3% Others”

7.4%
Qthers**

* Others: **Others:

Counselors Counselors

Ministers Aides

School Board members Community agency representatives
Social wotkers Businessmer:

Retired Teachers

Secretaries




CHART 28
EFFECTIVENESS OF LOCAL PARENT COUNCILS
AS VIEWED BY PROJECT DIRECTORS

Regular School Year / Summer

Poor
17.5%

Poor
18.4%

No Comment

No Comment

5.7%
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CHART 29
MEDIA AND TECHNIQUES
USED FOR DISSEMINATION OF PROJECT INFORMATION

Summer

Regular School Year

T

Bulletins and Newsletters
37.1%

PTA and Gther
Parent Meetings

23.5%

Bulletins
and Newsletters

28.8%

Other**
12.9%

PTA and other
Parent Meetings

Conferences
and Parent Visits /8

14.5%

Newspapers
14.0%

Others*
12.5%

Newspapers
25.3%

Conferences
and Parent Visits

21.2%

*QOther: **QOther:

Telephone Calls

Telephone Calls
Teachers Meet: ~qs

—

Teachers Meetings
Presentations to Community Groups

Presentations to Community Groups

Home Visits
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CHART 30

PERCENT OF LEA’S THAT HAVE CHANGED OR ALTERED THE
REGULAR INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM AS A RESULT Of TITLE |

Regular Schootl Year

No Changes

30 8%

No Comment
) 8.8%

Changed Programs*
60.4%

*Types of Program Changes:
1. More Individualized Instruction.
2. Hired More Aides.
3. Revised Reading Prcgram.

4. Adopt materials and teaching

techniques used in Title | program.

Summer

No Changes
33.3%

No Comment

Changed Programs**
60.9%

**Types of Program Changes:
1. More Individualized Instruction.

2. Adopt materials and teaching

techniques used in Title | program.

51

V1
-1




CHART 31
PERCENT OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
THAT HAYVE ABSORBED TITLE | PROGRAM COSTS INTO LOCAL BUDGET,
FREEING FEDERAL FUNDS FOR NEW TITLE | PROGRAMS

Regular School Year Summer

Yes 18.4%

Yes 10.8%

No 75.9%

No Answer

No Answer 5 7%

11.3%
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RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

District Participation in Title |, ESEA District Performance Objectives

Result Result-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Thuty eight distticts  did  not apply for thor
FY 1973 Title | allocations 10 distiicts had alloca
tions of S156, 17 had less than $500, 19 had less
than $5,000, and 2 had over $5,000

Conclusion

District participation s usually related directly to
the size of the district’s allocation. The 10 districts
with allocations of $156 coutd not apply for regular
school year projects because the “concentration of
resources’’ state guideline for FY 1973 required
$200 per child as the mintmum level of funding for
a school year project The mummum level of funding
will be more himiting in FY 1975, when 1t is
expected to be $252 per child Distiicts can best use
small allocations by pooling their resources to form
cooperative projects

Selection of Student Participants
Result

Pretest scores of Title!} students indicate that some
are not below grade level achievement in the
instructional area of the project

Conclusion

Pro;ect personnel must deSlgn instructional pro
grams that remedy the assessed needs of the
educationally disadvantaged students 1n tne dis-
trict’s target schools. Title!| guidelines call .or
assessment of student needs, programs and perform-
ance objectives designed to meet these needs, and an
evaluation that determines whether or nnt these
needs are met Guidehines also specify th. luca-
tionally disadvantaged students be placew on a
prionity list with those served first being those who
have the greatest need

Answering the following questions may help project
personnel to improve program planning

1 1Is the needs assessment accurate and up to date?

2 Are performance objectives keyed to the need?
Or to the vehicle 1o reach the need? Or to both?

3 Do projects serve students with the most severe
educational needs as a top prionty?

53

An analysis of district performance objectives indi-
cates that students are usually expected to demon-
strate achievement on a test rather than through the
performance of specific skills or behaviors in actual
situations.

Conclusion

Written tests are used because federal Title | legisla-
tion requires standardized test scores to measure
achievement Districts should consider supplement-
ing these tests with performance indicators of task
and/cr skill competency These performance indica-
tors may show student progress more effectively
and provide more specific information for program
planning and design. While performance objectives
must continue to be written in measurable terms,
achievement tests alone may nct measure student
growth accurately, since the disadvantaged student
population do not usually perform well on standard-
1zed tests.

Result:

Analysis of district performance objectives also
shows that the majority of Title | students achieved
the objectives at a 100% success level in both regular
and summer terms. They succeeded most dramat-
ically in the sumn.er term, especially in the areas of
math, physical health, atutudes, behavioral change,
and basic skills.

Conclusion.

Student success 1N achieving district performance
objectives could be measured more accurately si a
better selection of instruments were available, and if
assessed needs, student selection dand performance
objectives were consistent with each othes

Needs Assessment and Project Focus

Result:

Some districts mistakenly submit needs as their
perfoimance objectives, further, these a<sessed
needs often focus on district rather than student
needs The following LEA project statements may
reflect school rather than student needs
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1 Need for coopneration and understanding by
teachers and parents of educationally uisadvan-
taged students

2. Need tor success n fust and second grade
classroom performance in the basic skill areas.

3 Need for individualized nstruction to 1Impros ®
classroom productivity.

4 Need for early diagnosis and remediation of basic
skill deficiencies

Conclusion

State Title | guidelines specify student educational
need as the primary concern of Titlel projects.
Although school needs are integral to the delwery of
services to students, direct help to students in their
area of need 1s the special emphasis of Title §.

Instruction
Result.

The trend seems to be toward a concentration of
effort on reading instruction

Coanclusion®

Reading achievement 1s assessed as a primary educa-
tional need in the nation and may certainly be the
primary need n Oregon. However, some Oregon
districts have begun to find that needs assessments
reveal math skills as a primary need; other areas of
the U.S. concur in this finding. This reinforces the
Title} guidehne which calls for regular student
needs assessments to pirovide information for pro-
ject design and instructional program planning.

Cognitive and Affective Gain
Results:

The subsamples w'th student achievement data are
too small to use for generalizations or predictions
I here are some indications, however, that the areas
ot cognitive and affective gain should be noted for
further investigation,

The small subsamples indicate that Title I students
make cognitive gains of 1.5 to 2 5 months in grade
level achievement for each month of mstruction {as
measured by standardized tests)

Affective gains are difficult to measure Anecdotal

54

and observation data indicate positive giowth In
affective areas However, student attendance records
and testing instruments do not report student gains
in affective areas—either in self-concept or in atti-
tude towards school.

Conclusion.

Success In school 1s an assessed need in most Title !
projects because 1t s directly related to cogritive
and affective gains Continued attention must be
given to designing projects which not only reme-
diate skills but provide learning environments which
stimulate positive feelings and attitudes

Result

Summer term Title | students show an average gain
in grade level achievement of 2.5 months per month
of instruction, while reguiar term students show an
average gain of 1.5 months per month of instruc-
tion

Conclusion®

1 Summer programs may provide more concen-
trated nstruetion during a school day; the
scheduled activities of a regular school day
prevent concentration of time on a specific topic

2. Summer Instructional programs tend to be clus-
tered around a central theme more often than
regular term programs.

3. Summer programs encourage more informal rela-
tionships among children and teachers, possibly
providing a better learning atmosphere

4 Summer classes are smaller and schedule more
field tiips, summer camps and other high interest
activities

Result

There does not seem to be any consistent pattern
within tests or across tests to indicate that children
perform according to thewr estimated abinty poten-
tials.

Conctusion

Ability potentials are estirmated by teachers, using
observation, report cards and achievement data The
results may ndicate that teacher expectations do
not always himit student success. Disgnosis of skill
needs may be a more specific and rehable indication
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of student need than estimates of student potential, |
and more effective in program planning. |
\

Parent Participation

Resuit
The total participation of parents on Parent Coun-
cils increased in FY 1973 to an average of 70% n

the regular term and 61% in the summer term,
compared to 62% and 54% in FY 1972

Note

State Title | guidelines mandate a high percentage of
parent membership, specifying that “'more than a
simple majority”” of Tite! Parent Councils be
parents. Guidelines also specify that Parent Council
members be involved in all fevels of needs assess-
ment, project planning, visitation, and evaluation.

State Educational Objectives
Result’

Tite! projects, in serving assessed needs of stu-
dents, also attend to instructional priorities of the
Oregon Board of Education and the educational
objectives of the Division of Compensatory Educa-
uon,

Conclusion®

1 Many Oregon Board of Education priorities and
Compensatory Education objectives are relevant
to the assessed needs of school districts.

2 Tite! projects are part of a weli-conceved
educational system that attempts to make equal
educational opportunity available to all students.
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PLANS AND PROGRESS

Compensatory Education Staff Responsibilities:
Progress Reports

FY 1972
Plans for Future Action

GRANTS MANAGEMENT:

1 Exercise greater wvigilance in review of project
apphcations:

4 operational plant costs

b implementation of “Dignity and Worth Planaing
Statement”

c. description of hiring procedures which give pre-
ferential treatment to employment of aides from
target famihies

d staffing on larger project approvals

2. Tighten feedback loop for processing apphcations
and review previous evaluations:

a. project evaluations

b equipment inventories

¢. independent accomplishment audit information

FY 1973
Progress

Costs for operation of plant decreased from 2.3%
to .1% of regular term State Title | expenditures,
a reduction of $192,301. There was, however, a
% or $10,631 increase in costs for the summer
term. A net cost cut of $181,670 was realized.

. A State Department of Educauon planning com-

mittee was convened in August 1973 and 1s
scheduled to present a plan for implementation
to the Oregon Board of Education in January
1974,

. Aide hiring procedures are part of the project

monitoring function Districts will report this
procedure on project evaluation instruments

. The Dwision cf Compensatory Educatron

“staffed”” six larger projects and expects to
expand this procedure to all district applications
of $80,000 or over.

Whenever possible, the previous year’s evaluation
15 read 1n conn~ction with new project review.
No new projocts are approved untill previous
evaluations for regular term projects are sub-
mitted.

Equipment inventories are checked on monitor-
1ng visits,

. Independant accomplishment audit results have

provided information for statewide Titte |
decision-inaking.

The audits have been made optional for
FY 1974

6<
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d monitoring reports

3. Reorganize monitoring procedures:

d. increase percentage of projects monitored

b comoine monitoring activities for atl Compensa-
tory Education projects

4 Provide district in-service:

a. Tittel philosophy —""supplement not supplant”

b. affirmative action plans

c. cultural awareness

d performance objectives

e. new regulations on comparability
MANAGEMENT OF LEARNING PROGRAMS:
1 Developcriteria for:

a. selection of exemplary programs

b. program planning technical assistance

c. effecuve commumty involvement in Title | pro
jects
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d State momtors also process aj si~ations, utilizing
monitoring information in tecnhnical assistence to
districts.

3. Title | staff have developed 2 compietely new

monitorirg system ¢o be field tested in FY 1974,
1EDs are contacted to assist in inonitoring.

a. The yoal 15 to completely monicor 50% cf the
projects, and 100% of the projects funded over
$50,000.

b Aill projects funded over $80,00C and all districts
with both Titie! ;o ects and Title | Migrant
projects will be n.nitored by Compensatory
Education teams for ¥ " 1974,

. In-service on census daia and audit findings was

provided to all counties in AL st 1973, Concen-
trated n-wervice sessions are scheduled for
May 1974

a. These topics were covered briefiy 1n August 1973
and are scheduled again for May 1974,

a. These criteria are not yet developed.

b Technical assistance, ongoing criteria from the
“Dignity and Worth Planning Statement,” Ore-
gon Board of Education instructional priorities,
and Title | regulations are all criteria for program
planning technical assistance; more will be devel-
oped

¢ Provisions for effective community involvement

are stressed In processing applications, technical
assistance, monitoring, and project evaluation
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LEA Respensibilities: Progress Report

FY 1972
Plans for Future Action

Implementation of ""Dignity and Worth Planning
Statement”’ (8 pilot districts)

. Establish procedures to monitor projects to assure

use of funds as approved by the state on project
applications

Submit more detailed project activity descriptions
and evaluation designs on project apphications.

. Give preferential treatment to families of target

youngsters when hiring aides

Improve community involvement in the planning,
operation, etc., of Title | projects.

. Tatle !l teachers will provide opportunities for dis-

seminating effective techniques for working with
disadvantaged students to the total staff of the
school.

Improve the evaluation design of Title | projects

FY 1973
Progress

1. Implementation plans are being developed, but they
have not yet been carried out in districts

2. One large district has established these procedures.

3. FY 1974 project applications were more complete,
but sti!l need improvement.

4. This policy has been adopted by the Oregon Board
of Education and disseminated to districts; 1t will be
evaluated In FY 1974,

a. Some districts have developed preferential hiring
policies.

b. Some districts have hired family members.

5. One large district has conducted in-service In com-
munity nvolvement with Title ! staff. Parents mn
two small districts planned their districts” Tatle |l
programs. Limited progress has been reported to the
State Title | Office.

6 Titlel projects report this activity on their evalu-
ation reports, No additional data 1s availlable. The

Diwvision of Compensatory Education will continue
this policy.

7 There 15 no data on this policy to date.

Plans for Future Action

DIVISION OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
RESPONSIBILITIES:

1. Continue exescising greater vigilance n review of
project apphications:

a. Implement the “Dignity and Worth Planning
Statement ”’

b Describe hining procedures, giving preferential

treatment to the employment of aides from
target famihies
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

¢ Conunue and increase staffing of larger project
approvals

2 Continue tightening the feedback loop for
a Project evaluations and audits.
b Monmtcring teports

3. Coliect data on results of the new FY 1974 moni-
toring teehmques

a Develop a systematic schedule for monitoring
projects

b. Improve the team concept for monitoring pro-
jects

¢ Conunue work with IED< 1in monttoring projects

4. Provide n-service to districts on a regular basis
concerning.

a. Tatle | basic information

(1) Target area selection

(2} Needs assessment

(3} Financial reporting.

(4) Comparability reporuing
b. Community invoivement.

¢ “‘Dignity and Worth Planning Statement "

5. improve management of classroom learning pro-
grams.

a. Develop critena for good learning programs for
disadvantaged children

b. Use district resources, e.g., staff and finances, to
develon the best possible program.

LEA RESPONSIBILITIES:

LEA responstbilities ~ontinue to be those noted in
FY 1972. (See FY ‘72 Plans for Future Action)
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OREGON BOARD OF EDUCATION Compensatory Education
942 Lancaster Drive NE Title |, ESEA
Salem, Oregon 97310

PART A:

81-681-2315 Rev. 4-72

APPENDIX 1

Title 1, ESEA Evaluation Report

Date __

IDENTIFICATION

Name and Position of Person Completing the Report

School District Name, No., and Address

County

Project Title

State Project Number

Summer Only

School Term Reported A _____ Reguiar Only B

(If both summer and regular, submit separate reoorts.)

Was it a Cooperative Project? D Yes D No

Number of Districts in Cooperative Project

&6
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PART B: MEASUREMENT OF MAJOR OBJECTIVES

First Objective

1-A

1.8

1-C

1-D

Restate each performance objective as per your application; include criteria for measurement.

No. of
Children

_____Fully achieved the expectation as stated in objective. (100%)
_____Achieved 75-99% of the expectation as stated in the objective (75-99%)
__ Achieved less than 75% of the expectation as stated in the objective. (75%-)

___ Total

Check: The measurement data is reported in item(s) [:]Z-A, I—J 2-B. DZ-C of
thig report.

Make a statement relative to achievement or non-achievement of the stated objective.
(How do you analyze the results?)
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PART B: MEASUREMENT OF MAJOR OBJECTIVES

Second Objective

1-A

1-B

1-C

1-D

Restate each performance objective as per yous application, include criteria for measurement.

No. of
Children

Fully achieved the expectation as stated in the objective. {100%)

Achieved 75-99% of the expectation as stated in the objective. {75-99%)

Achieved less than 75% of the expectation as stated in the objective. (75%-)

Total

Check: The measurement data is reported in item!{s) I_—|2-A, —IZ-B, [——|2-C of
this report. '

Make a statement relative to achievement or non-achievement of the stated objective.

(How do you analyze the results?)
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PART B: MEASUREMENT OF MAJOR OBJECTIVES
Third Objective

1-A Restate each performance objective as per your application; include criteria for measurement.

1-B No. of
Chidren

Fully achieved the expectation as stated in the objective. (100%)

Achieved 75-99% of the expeciation as siated in the objective. (75-99%)

Achieved less than 75% of the expectation as stated in the objective. (756%-)

Total

1-C Check: The measurement data is reported in item(s) DZ-A, D?-B, I:Z-C of
tt 5« vort.

1-D Make a statement relative to achievement or non-achievement of the stated objective.
("{ow do you analyze the results?)
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Item 2-A  Standardized achievement test scores used to determine project results.

Form Date
Name of Pre-test = __ -
Form Date
Name of Post-test __
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (€)
" List the child Actual Indicate Student Pre- Post- Difference
. By Name or Graaoe Potential Test Test in Score
| Code Number | Level (Circle One) Score Score +or-
| L LA A HA H
L LA A HA H
j L LA A HA H
[I L LA A HA H
‘ L LA A HA R E
‘ L LA A HA H
| L LA A HA H
1 L LA A HA H
| L LA A HA H
L LA A HA H
| L LA A HA H
L LA A HA H
L LA A HA H
L LA A HA H
L LA A HA H
L LA A HA H
L LA A HA H
L LA A HA H

(If additional forms are needed, please request from the State Title | office.)
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ftem 2 8 Standardized mstruments other than achievement tests used for objective evidence
of project results.

Form Date
Name of Pretest . . . __ e -
Form Date
Name of Post-test __
I R ) B B (3) _ (4)
List tho Child Pre- Post- Difference
Number Scores Scores +or-

|
Name or Code Test Test 1 in Scores
|
!
|
|
I

(1f additional forms are needed, please request from the State Title | Office.)
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Item 2-C  Other types of evidence or indicators of project results.




PARTC: STATISTICAL INFORMATION
Item 1-A Unduplicated number of children by grade levels participating in the project.

() (2) (1) (2

T No. of Public | | No. of Public
| Sch(?ol Chlldren : 1 Schqql Children
Grade Level Partﬁulepatlng | Grade Level » Participating
| Pre-K Grade 7 |
Kindergarten Grade 8
Grade 1 R Grade 9
Grade 2 ; Grade 10
Grade 3 Grade 11
Grade 4 k Grade12 | V
Grade 5 Total
Grade 6 N )
Item 1-B The number of weeks the project actually operated. _______ Weeks

Item 1-C Expenditure for parent involvement $

No. of parent participants

Item 1-D  Expenditure for in-service for Title | staff $

No. of Title | Staff provided in-service

Item 1-E Expenditures from budget account line items:*

100 _ R e . ... 800 __
600 __  _ .. __. - 1200 - N
700 __ . ..

*DO NOT INCLUDE LINE ITEMS FROM SERIES 200, 300, 400, 500, 900, and 1000. These
line items are to be distributed appropriately in Item 1G page 8 and/or Item 1D page 10.
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ltem 1-F Number and Classification of Personnel Employed with Title | Funds

Type __ Number of Personnel
of | (1) (2)
Personnel | Total FTE**

Teaching—Prekindergarten

Teaching—Kindergarten

Teaching—Elementary

Teaching—Secondary

Teaching—Handicapped Children

Teacher Aides

Librarian

Librarian Aide

Supervision

Counseling

Psychologist

Testing

Social Work

Attendance

Nurse

Physician

Dentist

Dental Hy~'enist

Clerical

*Other (Specify) |

TOTALS o o ) e
*Bus driver, cook, consuitant, community agent, graph ic artist, etc,
**Refer to Guidelines and Instructions for Title |, ESEA.
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PART D:
Item 1-A

SELECTED INFORMAT!ON FOR NONPUBLIC SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT

Complete only for participating students from nonpublic schools.

2 . (3)
! - T!ME OF DAY o
Participating Regular ‘
Grade No. of School Before After Week-
Level | Students | = Day | School _ [ School ends Summer __
Pre-K Jr -
Kind.
1 - - T
S S S 4o - e _
3 g i —
I O T o N I
5 B |
6 |
7 A R
8 I D
9
0 [
11
12
Totals i
jtem 1-8 Enter the number of nonpublic school students participating in programs located on:
Public school grounds only
Nonpublic school grounds only
Both public and nonpublic school grounds
Other than public or nonpublic school grounds
[tem 1-C Were nonpublic school personnel involved in program planning and reporting?
Yes ____No If no, explain
7S
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Pie- |

___ INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY ' Sch.

1 Art o
I|wi1|m1~m_1:4mmmnm.n:nm:o: o
3 __Cultural Enrichment .

4  Engbish-Reading L ,f L
Mlmiqﬂm__wmwmvoon: i

6 English-Other Lang Arts !
_ 7 Enghish-Second Language |

8 Foreign Language b
[@1‘ Home Economics )
10 Industrial Arts e
11 Mathematics
12 Music | . - L
13  Phys. Ed./Recreation !
14 Natural Science L
15 Social Scence 4
16 Other Vocauonal Ed. ! .
1,  Special Actwities-Hand. 3 R
18 _ Pre-K & Kindergarten o A !
19 Other (Specify) - MW o M i

wo 4.08_ mﬂ_BmSQ Oo,ﬂ *oq _:m2cn:o:m_ Activities *oq Zo:c:c__n Mn:oo_ Or__::;,

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

___ACTIVITY
1 Attendance
2 Clothing
3 Food
4  Guidance Counseling
5 Health-Dental
6 Imm‘::._smc_nm_
7 Libiary
8 Psychological
9 Social Work
10 Speech Thetapy
11 Transportation
12 Special Services-Hands

153 Other {Specify)

_b 4.08_ mﬁ:j,:va Cost for Supportive ﬁmE.nom >n:<.:mm for Zo_:ucc__n School O:_EB:

Iltem 1-D  Number of nonpublic school children involved, grade levels, and dollars expended for:

No. o* Zo:ﬁcc__o O:.ES: by Grade _.o<m_

7 8

1

[ W
[P

'

I

|

i

po—e—

|

[ S P G §

t

'

Funds Expended

Rounded to
Nearest Dollas

S

PEEe -

T
i Sch. 4
|
L .

}

'

!

|

f

1
ﬂ .

- -4 -

R - .

" No. of Nonpublic Children by

quum Level

o«

'

:
1
Y S

—— e e e e -

JENSUURUE S S

S

e

U |

Funds Expended
Rounded to
Nearest Dollas
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Item 1-G  Number of children involved, grade levels, and dollars expended for:

Number of Children | Funds Expended
i
i

Pre- 4 _ Rounded to
INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY Sch. | 1 2 3 . 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 | Nearest Dolla

1 Art ] o 1 - o o s
2 Buswess Educaton | 4 | - o _
3 Cultural Enrichment L ) m ! i
4  Enghish-Reading i : i i
5 Enghsh-Speech | M | : - _
6 English-Other Lang. Arts ” 1 | i ! -
7 English-Second Language i i . !
8 Foreign Language [ T T T i T T T
_9__Home Economics N - R .LMI!II lmr L 4 o . -
10 Industnial Arts N j e e : . o
1 Mathematics . ' !
12 Music S S B
13 Phys. £d./Recreation R “ o ' o >
14 Natural Science N R e N 1 . ) ; ; »
15 Social Science_ ] ) B ) I R h o i S '
16 Other Vocational Ed. 1. I [ R S _— :
17 Special Activities-Handi, o _ . - i i
18  Pre-K & Kindergarien L ) o N i B N
19 Other (Specify) B | B _ | B ) m ) 1 B
o o o o S o Total 1 S N
m.i,1¢ __ Number of Children_ Funds Expended
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES w Pre- | | _ | M Rounded to
~_ACTivitY ‘ ~Sch 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 “ 9 F 10 N i 12 _| Nearest Dollar__
1 Attendance | . ] Lo b as
.2 _Clothing - o o ISR I P o . . . ! X
3. Food L ~ R S A B ‘ e . ;
4 Guidance Counseling - ) R Y N | . : . ,
5 Health-Dental I D I I U _ , .
6 Health-Medical | X L L o o e U
7 Library ] ! . A i . R . ., ! _ :
8 Psychologcal . , L - R R I o o o
9 SocalWork ] B D o p Pl _
10 _Speech Therapy R S S ! M m !
11 Transportatien S S S N R ; o ; _ i o
12 Speocial Services Handr S S I « ! w
_m Other (Specify) * i A B W _ -

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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PART E:
Item 1

ltem 1A

Item 1.8

ltem 2

Item 2-A

Item 2-8

{tem 2-C

Item 3

Item 3-A

Item 3-8

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
Community involvement
Report the numerical composition of the local parent and community planning com-

mittee and date of committee meetings by entering the number of participants behind
each category:

Parents _.__ e e e Other (Specify)
Teachers _ e - R
Administrators . Meeting Dates

How effective was the committee?

I n-service
Did your program have a teacher-teacher aide in-service?

Yes No

1f your ancwer was yes, describe in a short statement.

Attach any material you might have to further explain your teacher-teacher aide
in-service.

Dissemination

What method(s) of disseminating information about the Title | project was used?

Attach any examples of information dissemination you have uscd.
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LOCAL CONTRIBUTION

If your LEA augmented your Title | program directly by providing funds in an effort
to concentrate the program on selected students, indicate the amount to the nearest
dollar. S

The expenditure of LEA funds was for: {check those that apply)

Salaries . . Other {Specify)

Teaching Materials . _ _______

Fixed Charges . . _.

Equipment for Instruction

LEA changes

As a result of your Title | program has the LEA changed or altered its regular instruc-
tional program?

Yes No

If the answer is yes, please explain:

Has the LEA local budget absorbed the costs of part or all the Title | vrogram,
thereby releasing the Title | funds to be used for a different program for the fiscal
year reported? Yes No. If the answer is yes, please explain:

Relate any human interest stories or incidents involved in your Title | project which
might indicate perceptual and/or behavioral changes resulting from project activities.
{Use additional pages if needed.)




APPENDIX H
A Taxonomy of Oregon Basic Education—Second Draft

PERSONAL DEVELO

BASIC SKI

l

Bl

r

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

LANGUAGE ARTS &/OR l
COMMUNICATION SKILLS

Listening Talking-Perceiving
A Language Systems
1 Vaneties & Bilinguahism
2 Uses
3 Commurnication sense
B Motor & Conceptual Skills
1 Oral Language
2 Sdent Language Skilts
a Thinking, Logic Reasoning
6 Intro persong Communication
Listening
A Analyze Verhal Communication
3 Synthesize
C Evaluate
D React to Verbal Commumcation
1 Problem Solving
2 Deosion Making
3 Applicanhion
| Speaking
A Develgpmental Speech
B Sprech Therapy
C Informal Discussion
D Pubhic Speaking
E Debate

IV Reading*

A Word Attack Skilis

B Vocabulary

C Comprehensiorn & Andlysis
D Speed

V. Composition &/or Wnting

*Type of

Reading Program

1 Developmental

2 Cortective

3 Remedial

4 Enjoyment

|

[
REPRESENTATIVE
GOVERNMENT
CITIZENSHIP
I Commumty
Il State
HI Nation

B. Hunt 6/5/73

A Penmanship
B Spelhing {encoding!
C Creative Writing

COMPUTATIONAL & ANALYTIC SKILLS !

Classification
A Grouping by varnious oh s ferst
B Cumparig
C Ordering
Basic Operations
A Estimation
B3 Numbers
1 integers
2 Rgtional
3 Irrational
4 Cumplex
C Operations
1 Add
2 Subtract
3 Multply
4 Dwide
5 Exponentiation
6 Roots
Problem Solving
A tdentity and verbalize oroblems
8 Analyze
C Estmate
O Dewvising solution strategres
E Evatustion and vahdation
Symbolic Representation
A Numerals
B Sets
C Operations
D Number sentences

V  Principles of Mathematics

A

m o O w

Numern g

1 Patrerny,

2 Commutative, Assgoate Dt hutive aws
3 Rubes tor dwviabutiry

4 Algorithms

5 Probatinty

Algebraic

Geometric

Logreal thought processe.
Stroctures

1 Other mathernatic gl svster

2 Nurnagecmai bases

VI Measurements

A
8

C
D

Estimation
Space
1 L near

2 Area

a Tessellotions
b Tungrams

3 Volume

Time

Measunng instruments

VH Computational and Programmable Devices

cCoOoc >

I
SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY &/0R
CITIZENSHIP

Programming operationa’ dgor thims

Data Processing

Ivestigatiny 3 mathematics through the calculator
Use of calculating touls

1 Abacus

2 Pepe’ mini computer

3 Sextent

4 Calcutator
5 Computer

i [

[ L

INTERACTION STREETS & CONSUMER
WITH ENVIRONMENT HIGHWAYS I Goods
I Human Environment I Rights Il Services
A Cuttural Enrichment Il Responsibihities
1 Majority Cuiture 1t Skalls

2 Minornity Cultine
3 Fine Arts

B Attitudes

C Behavior

I1. Natural Environment

A Awareness

B Pollution

C Conservation

80

(-

SCIENTIFIC& T

Employig Pr
A Pc Yy mSy
I Hdentityid
2 Pioblem
3 Prescnipt
aroblems
prater prof
B Vbl
T Adentfic
2 Relauons
3 Contio!
¢ Data Trean
1 Organige
2 Clasafy
3 Interpret
D Models Use
1 Pred« tio
2 Simulati
E Use of Feed
1 Conuolh
F Use of Tool
Instrument
} Mechanic
2 Electrom
Establish a Kn
A Scientitic A
8 Theories
C Prnuples, !

Interaction of
Quality of Life
A Evaluate pr
n science &
s impact o
Examine sci

(a4

perspective
nformation
C Value scient
as one mean
and social p

CAREER AWA
I.  Awareness o
11 Appre cratic
I Awareress

IV Respect -,



i.
PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT &/0R
BASIC SKiLLS

1

NC\L & ANALY TIC SKILLS

V. Pranciples of Mathematics
3 A N Lewe g,
1 Pat e
S0 e O GG ate Tl a0t
PR oy by
boAgar o,
b Probane vy
B Algebrai

C Cromen

'u,u""u;\huusw

NS TTRRIIN
L O Y A T
IS YOS VR ART YO

VI Measurements
A FLtmiaten
B Space
[ SR
3 shiey
t Tessedot oy
oo Tangramy
3 Voume
C T*T‘h'
C Weasin g mstrument,
VIl Computatinnal and Programmable Devices
AP jramionrg operct ong algor thims

B Data Pinces, ny
D Ler ot calcuinng tools
Abacus

Pote mees compter

Cocatator

i
2
3 Sexwoe
)
B

Computer

R

- r__.- w.,
ETS & CONSUMER
WAYS I Goods
ights 1t Services
sponsibilities
s

O

L

e lanes

C ruestgating aoathematics threagh the calculater

o

= -

SCIENTI FIC & TECHNOLOGICAL PROCESSES

I Emplory vy Process in Saentific Inquiry
A bBen oy
R ECRLTARTIS
SOPeoniom Soty g S o g e
3Pt Uy ent et
by ettt
Pole g gm
B Vooabn,
Toldernt e qton
PR b g b e
3 Contral
C Dary Treanim ey
AR T RGN
SO by
3 nertoet ot
0O MotelsUawad For
1 Piedchor
2 Simigtion
E Usrof Feedback Systemy i

notor Lulyeng

oty com

= -

- Mental Health
ey ndicduag!
VSelt Actisl ati
a Setf concepe
b Value Systent
 Decison Mak ng
d Problem Solung
e Coping Techtugues
2 Intrapersonat Skills
g Communication
b Behavior,
[ C\)lﬂ'mml?y
1 ointerpensonal Skalls
4 Commun cation
b Bebaviors
7 Plurglntic Socity
4 Culture
b Values

T Connnlling . eal and simalated systoms

FoUse of Tools uf Techrnoiogy & o,
Instromentaton
I Mechamc ol
/ Ewecttona
1l Establish a Knowledge Base
A Scentific Assumptions

et

MEALTHY MIND & BODY

Physical Health & Skalls
A Tadividual

8 Comir mty

2 Pioblems of Abuse

I Self Actuahization
4 Growih & Develd
b Personal Care
¢ Frnessy

1 Nuthivon

2 Biological

3 Neuromusculd
d Skills
Body Skiils
2 Movement

N

b Pyychomotor
¢ Control
Games & Sports
4 Indwviduat

b Dua!

¢ Team

w

d Recrestional
v Litetune

1 Disease
a Commumcable
b Noncommunicab
¢« Congenital

B Theores a Drugs
C Principie, laws & facts b Alcohol
1l Interaction of Science, Technology & ¢ Food
Qualsty of Lite d Other
A Evgluste present & proposed o tivity
s ence & technology i terms of
Iy ampact 00 the Quality of Hife
8 Examon scentfic asstmphions in the
persper tive o1 hastoncal & carrent
inturmation
C Vil wientific knowledge ond methodol gy
@y Ol reans ¢ Olving persongl consumer
and soral problems
I,
CAREER EDUCATION
I [ T 17 [ 1
CAREER AWARENESS CAREER EXPLORATION OCCUPATIONAL
PREPARATION

I Awareness of Self
tl Apprectation of Work

1 Awarers+,  § Dccupations

IV Respect

. Mecepational Choices

t  Career Onientation
I V'ork Interest “hands on expernence’”

I Oceupational Classifications & Clusters

IV Elements of Occupational Decision Making

V  Tentative Career Choices

Skills Development
School Expenence & C
il Occupational Classifica
1V. Atutudes and Job Succ
V  Work Experience

|

Chart adapted from th
sthool gratduation ado
September 22, 1972




—m—

| OPMENT &/0R
KILLS
TECHMNOLOGICAL PROCESSES ! f HEAL IHY MIND & BODY S ' LIFE LONG LEARNER |
Process in Sowntrbic Inquiry 1 Moantal Health 11 Physical Health & Skalls . Human Nature
S KRN TR And vidaal A Commuonglities
Y P SetAcadd to T oSelt Actuel ation 8 Differences
s Salog 3OSt ey t Growth & Development C Dignity and Worth
e ey [ (R T BN pun Sy b Personat Care Il inter & Intra Personal Skills
P UNTR ¢ dec s an Makong ¢ Fatness A Communication
pr e s i Prublem Soaaing T Notnition B Behavior,
¢ Copma Techagues 2 Biologr 1Y Learning to Learn

o Dbt gper o0l SKaliy 3 Neuromuscular A Alternative Learning Techmques
pre b oyt ' 3 Commuyag, tom o Skalls B Fact Finding

j b Bebaviors 2 Body Skilts

Lae e BCam vty + Moverment IV The Helping Retationship
- Podnterpersona Skt b Psychamotor A Helping

h s Commun cataen ¢ Control B Leadership

o B ko 3 Games & Sports C Foltowership

ord F o 2 Plaral Tl ooty 1 Indwidual V  Self Actuahzation

100 v Cuttere b Oual A Awareness

)0 0\ ahe ¢ Team B8 Valuing

dbgce by tem u Recregnonat VI. Aesthetics

g 5 1 s ated s arenn ¢ Lidetime A Awdrens s

Jols Ot Technn gy & o i B Commuaity B Exploration

prat on 1 Disease C Expenences

hic o Comm micabie D Skiis

" ¢ b Noncommunicaote € Atttudes

nowledge Base « Congemital £ Values

Aswmnt o . 2 Problems uf Abuse

4 Drugs

Loy & fucn b Alcohot

f Science, Technology & ¢ Fuod

fe d Other

few nt & proposed st ty
& technology, 1 eom, of
0 the qual 1, ot e
Coentific 2 wmptoe, nthe
e Ot h vtor ol &oere ot |
n ;
e knowledage 5 o ethodel gy
05 0F SOl O o o Gt umer

prroblems

i
CAREER EDUCATION

l l I |

RENESS H CAREER EXPLORATION H OCCUPATIONAL ] rOCCUPATIONAL SPECIALIZATION
of Sef I Career Onentation PREPARATION I Specific Occupational Knowledge
n of Work Il Work Interest “hands on experience’’ I Skills Development 1. Employer-Employee Relationships
- f Decupations HI Occupational Classifications & Clusters Il School Experience & Carcer Goals HI Retraimng &/or New Directrons
: ~cenpational Choces IV Elements of Occupational Decision Mak.ng Il Occupational Classifications & Clusters

1V Attitudes and Job Success
V  Work Expenence

V  Tentative Career Choices

Chart adapted from the New Minimum State Reguirements for
wnoub graduatan sopted by the Qregon Board of Education
September 22, 1972
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APPENDIX IH
County and Statewide Expenditures

EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS SERVED AND
COSTS PER STUD"NT

Regular Term Summer Term
Public school enroliment 34,099 8,076
Nonpublic school enroliment 1,331 501
TOTAL ENROLLMENT in Titie | Projects 35,430 8,677
7 otal Costs . $9,905,139 $1,043,457
Cost per Student $279.57 $121.66

841
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RECONCI.IATION OF EXPENDITURES

Expenditures Projected from Sample Compared to Federal Funds
Approved for Project Expenditure*

A B.

Expenditures Reported by LEAs on the Federal Funds Approved for Project
Evaluation Instrument Expenditure

Regular term $ 9,905,139
Summer term $ 1,043,457
TOTAL $10,9483,596 TOTAL $9,038,534

*Expenditures {or projects in negiected and delinquent institutions are not included.
The discrepancy between Columns A and B reflects:

1. Column A figures were projected from the stratified, random sample used in compiling
the data for this report.

2. Column B figures do not refiect internal carryover of unexpended funds.

3. Column B figures are funds approved for expenditure; some of these funds were not
spent.
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COMPILATION OF STATEWIDE TITLE |
BUDGET EXPENDITURES

Expenditure Accounts

100
200
300
400
500
600
700
800
900
1000

1100
1200

Administration
Instruction
Attendance Services
Health Services

Pupil Transportation
Operation of Plant
Maintenance of Plant
Fixed Charges

Food Services

Student Body
Activities

Community Services
Equipment

Other

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

REPORTED

as Reported by LEAs*
FY .973
Regular School Year
Dollars %
$ 94,369 9
$7,915,356  79.9
2,400 trace
503,322 5.1

$
$
$ 60438 6
$
$

16,577 2
3,160  trace
$ 998,060 10.1
$ 21418 2
$ 243,482 25
$ 46,351 5
$ 206

$9,905,139  100.0

Summer Programs
Dollars %
15,648 1.5
824,526 79.0
3,734 .3

8,393 .8

$

$

$

$

$ 31,843 3.1
$ 13603 1.3
$ 4,023 4
$ 81,016 7.8
$

16,263 1.6

$ 24,826 2.4
$ 16,887 1.6

1]

2,695 .2

$1,043,457 100.0

*Statewide totals were projected from the stratified, random sample used in compiling the data for
tnis report. The expenditures are those reported in the evaluation instrument and do not reflect
audited figures. They are only indicative of areas of major expenditures relative to the desire of

L.EAs to conduct special programs for the educationally disadvantaged child.
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Selacted Data Pertaining to Title |, ESEA, by County, FY 1973

Total No. l Total No.
of LEAs of LEAs Maximum Grant Approved for No. LEAs in | Total No.
Total No. Eligible Participa- {includes FY 72 Project COOPﬁl’ﬂiiVG of
of LEAs for Title | ting in carrycver) Expenditures Projects Projects3

Baker . 4 4 3 S 67,407 $ 64,106 3
Benton . 12 12 8 100,035 87,830 31 7
Clackamas' 30 30 27 591,167 497,076 4.1 27
Clatsop 6 6 6 124,329 113,628 2-1 6
C olumbia 5 5 5 110,570 104,056 5
Coos' 6 6 6 310,268 268,893 7
Crook 1 1 1 72,123 58,500 1
Curry 8 8 6 53,247 46,617 2-1 5
Deschutes ' 4 4 3 151,622 144,676 3
Doug.as’ 16 15 13 298,064 259,200 15
Gilliam 3 3 2 13,135 12,056 2
Grant 6 6 6 25,499 22,917 5-1 2
Harney 16 16 16 26,763 24,957 14-1 3
Hood River 1 1 1 44,262 44,064 1
Jackson 10 10 9 431,076 403,971 12
Jefferson 4 2 2 38,658 37,530 2
Josephine 2 2 2 245,744 206,549 2-1 1
Klamath 3 3 3 195,681 194,545 3
Lake, 7 7 7 28,388 28,209 51 3
Lane' 16 16 15 915,070 782,842 31 16
Lincoln 1 1 1 120,803 120,160 1
Linn 36 35 26 412,704 340,005 2-1 26
Malheur 15 9 9 210,432 196,633 10
Marion! 35 35 35 910,401 837,678 7-2 31
Morrow 1 1 1 16,558 16,484 1
Multnomah' 14 14 12 2,996,686 2,841,878 25
Potk 5 5 4 165,330 139,002 %
Sherman 6 6 z 8,892 2,702 2-1 1
Tillamook 6 6 6 93,796 89,634 7
Umatilla’ 15 15 12 243,036 212,518 31 12
Union 6 6 5 66,693 62,399 5
Woellowa 5 4 3 26,595 17,781 3
Wasco . 9 9 7 80,467 66,483 7
Washington ' 13 13 12 518,068 440,607 31 14
Wheeler, 3 3 3 7,861 6839 3
Yamhill® 9 9 9 370,995 312,576 10

Totals 339 328 288 $ 10,092,426 $ 9,105,598 57-15 284

1Includes funds and number of projects 1n institutions for neglected and delinquenrt children.

2The first figure 's the number of LEA’s and the second figure 's the number of cooperative projects.

3Whtle 284 projects were approved for funding in FY 1973, 59 of these projects ran in both regular and summer terms. In analyzing
projects In the text, these 59 projects are counted twice because objectives In regular and summer term projects are often very
difforent. A total of 344 projects have been evaluzted. 241 regular term projects, 84 summer term projects, and 19 projects in
institutions for neg'ected and delinquent children.
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APPENDIX 1V. CATEGORIES OF INSTRUCTIONAL EMPHASIS
IN OREGON TITLE 1 PROJECTS, FY 1973

School
District -
Name & No. Grade Levels Personal Development Social Career Ed Methods
Responsibility
BAKER COUNTY
Baker No. 5J A A A A A A A
Baker No. 30 ! A
A @
Pine Eagle No. 61 A D
SENTON COUNTY
Alsea No. 7 A A A
Bellfountain No, 23 A 9
Corvallis No. 509J A A
Hawthorne Manor A A A A A
Moni oe No. 25 A A A —
Monroe UH No. 1 Coop. A A A ! -
Philomath No. 17 A o L L A
CLACKAMAS COUNTY
Boring No. 44 A A A
A
Butte Creek No. 67 JT A A A
Canby No 86C A A A A i
Canby UH No 1 ol A A A A A
Parrott Cr Ranch A A
Clarkes No 32 Coop A A A A
Colton No 53 A A A A
Cottrell No_107 ! ! | ! OB
S—i
— H
E &




School
District
Nhame & No.

Grade Levels

Raspansibility

Career Ed

Damascus Union No. 26

Estacada UH No. 6

—

Estacada No. 108

Gladstone No 115

Lake Oswego No. 7

Chrisuie School

Maple Grove No. 87

Molaila No. 35

Molalia UH No. 4

MulinoNo 84

Ninety-one No. 91

North Clackamas No. 12

Oreqon City No. 62

Rediand No. 16

Sandy No. 46

Sandy UH No 2 & YCC

Sandy UH No 2 (2nd Project)

Welches No. 13

West Linn No 3 JCT.

CLATSOP COUNTY

Astoria No. 1C

89
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School
District
Name & No.

Grade Levels

Personal Development

Social
Responsibility

Career Ed

Methods

n Astor:a No. 1C Coop.
Jewell No 8

Lewis & Clark No. 5

Seaside No. 10

Warrentor No. 30

96

COLUMBIA COUNTY

Columktia County Adm. No 6J

Columbia County No, 13

87

Scappoose No. 1J

St. Helens Mo. 502

Verroma No 47J

COOS COUNTY

Bandon No. 54

Coos Bay No. 9

R. C Belloni Boys Ranch

S AOJ\_ U.‘D»Dnouw

Coqutlle No 8

Myrtle Point No 41

North Bend No. 13

Powers No. 31

CROOK COUNTY

Crook County Unit

Q
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School
District
Name & No.

Grade Levels

Personal Development

Sacial
Responsibility

Career Ed

Methods

CURRY COUNTY

Brookings-Harbor No 17C

Go d Beach No. 3 Coop.

Gold Biaun UH No. 1

Ophir No 12

| Port Orford-Langlois No. 2CJ

DESCHUTES COUNTY

Bend No. 1 {1st Project)

J. J. Boys Ranch (2nd Project)

Redmond No 2)

Sisters No. 6

DOUGLAS COUNTY

Camas Valley No. 21

Days Creek No 15

Elkton No. 34

Glendate No 77 (1st Project)

Giendaie No. 77 (2nd Project)

North Douglas No 22

Qakland No 1

Reedspoit No 105

Riddie No 70
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School
District
Name & No.

Grade Levels

Personal Development

Social
Responsihility

Career Ed

Methods

Roseburg No 4

Pitchford Boys Ranch

South Umpqgua No 19

Sutheriin No. 130

Winston-Dillard No. 116

Yoncalla No. 32

GILLIAM COUNTY

Artington No. 3

N A

Condon No. 25

GRANT COUNTY

Daywvitie No 16J

Grant Co. 1ED Coop.

HARNEY COUNTY

Harney County IED Coop.

Burns No 1

Hines No. 30

HOOD RIVER COUNTY

Hood River No. 1

JACKSON COUNTY

Applegate No. 40

Ashiand No. 5 (1st Project)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




School
District

Name & No.

Grade Levels

Personal Development

Responsibility

Career Ed

Ashtand No. 5 (2nd Project)

-gn.

Butte Falls No. 91

Central Point No. 6 (1st Project)

Central Point No. 6 (2nd Project}

Eagle Point No 9

Medford No 549C

Phoenix No. 4

Prospect No. 59

Rogue River No. 35

JEFFERSON COUNTY

Cuiver No. 4

Madras No. 509)

JOSEPHINE COUNTY

Grants Pass No. 7 Coop.

KLAMATH COUINTY

Klamath County School Dist,

Klamath Falls No. 1

Klamath Falls UH No. 2

LAKE COUNTY

Lake County |ED Coop.

Lakeview No 7 —

93
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School

District

Name & No. Grade Levels Personal Developiment o Career Ed Methods
Responsibility

Paisltey No 11C

{ ANF COUNTY

Lane County |IED Coop.

Bethel No. 52

Creswell No. 40

| _Eugene No. 4J {ist Project)
Farm Home (2nd Project)

Fern Ridge No. 28J (1st Project)
- orn Ridge No. 281 (2nd Praject]

Fern Ridge No 28J (3rd Project)

Florence No. 97

Junction City No 69

Lowell No. 71

Mapleton No. 32

McKenzie No. 68

Pleasant Hill No. 1

South Lane No. 45)3

Springfieid No. 19
LINCOLN COUNTY

Lincoln County School District

ArullToxt Provided by ERIC
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School
District ’
Name & No. Grade Levels Personal Development Sovial | Career Ed Methods i
Responsibility
LINN COUNTY
Atbany No. 5 A A A
Albany UH No. 8J A A A . A A A A
Central Linn No. 552C A A A
Clover Ridge No. 136C A A A A
Crabtree No. 110 . A A ] : |Up}
Crowfoot Nn 89 A A A A A A i A 9%
Gore No. 81 A A
| Grand Praine No. 14 A Iy ‘
Hamilton Creek No. 33C A A A
Harrisburg No 42CJ Coop. A i A A ) N
Knox Butte No 19 A A A
Lacomb No. 73C A A
Lebanon No 16C A A A A
Lebanon UH No. 1 A LA A A
Mari-Linn No. 29 5 4 A i
McFarland No. 25 A A A
Mult City No. 129 o . A A A
Miilersburg No. 32 A A
Rwerside iNo. 24 A A A A A A
Scio No 95C A _ Um

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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School
District
Name & No. Grade Levels b Career Ed Methods
Responsibility
]
A A A
Sodavilie No. 13 l_
A
Sweet Home No. 5% A
A A
Tangent No. 26
i i
Tennessee No. 102
A A
Wyatt No. 63 i A
MALHEUR COUNTY 6
Adrian No. 61 A ” i &
Annex No. 29 ! !
A A A
Brogan No. 1
4 s
Harper No. 66 A
A i
Nyssa No. 26 4 A
A A
Ontario No. 8 i A A ) A i A N
i A
Vale No. 15 A A T
A A A A
Vale UH No. 3
A
Willowcreek No, 42 A i i
MARION COUNTY
A A A
Aumsville No. 11C A *
A
Bethany No 63C Coop. i A A A A A
A
Brooks No. 31 Coop. A 4
Cascade UH No. 5 i A 4
A
Cloverdale No. 144C
e,
kl
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Schoo!
District
Name & No.

Grade Levels

Personal Deveiopment

Social
Responsihitity

Career Ed

Methods

Detroit No. 123J

Eldriedge No. 60

Gervais No. 76C

Gervars UH No. 1

Jetferson No. 14CJ

Marion Nc¢ 20

Monitor No. 142J

Mt. Angel No. 91

North Marion No. 15

North Santiam No. 126

Parkersville No. 82

Pioneer No. 13

Salem No. 24J)

Mid Valley Adolescent
Treatment Center

Scotts Mills No. 73

Silver Crest No. 93

Silverton No. 4

Silvaerton UH No. 7J

Stayton No. 77CJ

St. Paul No. 45

Sublimity No. 7

IC

ERI
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Seliool
District
Name & No.

Grade Levels

Personal Development

Responsibility

Career Ed

Turner No. 79

Victor Point No. 42C

West Stayton No. 61

Woodburn No. 103C

MORROW COUNTY

| _Morrow County No. 1

MULTNOMAH COUNTY

Bonneville No. 46

Corbett No. 39

David Douglas No. 40

Gresham No. 4

Gresham UH No. 2

Multnomah Boys Center

Lynch No. 28

Orient No. 6J

Parkrose No. 3

Pleasant Valiey No 15

Portland No. 1 {1st Project)

|_Portland No. 1 (2nd Project)
1
Portland No. 1 (3rd Project)

Parry Center (4th Project)
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School
District
Name & No.

Grade Levels

Personal Development

Social
Responsihility

Career Ed

Methods

Portland No. 1 (5th Project)

Mary Acheson Youth Care

Center

Alfred Yaun Child Care
Center

Boys & Girls Aid Society

Villa St, Rose School for
Girls

| Waverly (6th Project)

Seghers House {7th Project)

Carroli House (8th Project)

Reynolds No. 7 (1st Project)

Reynolds No 7 (2nd Project)

Rockwcod No. 27

POL K COUNTY

Central No. 13

Dallas No. 2

Falls City No. 57

Volsetz No 62

SHERMAN COUNTY

Rufus No. 3 Coop

TILLAMOOK COUNTY

| _Beaver No 8

Clovt “dale No 22C

99
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School
District
Name & No.

Grade Levels

Personal Development

Social
Responsibility

Career Ed

Methods

Hebo No. 13J

Neah-Kah-Nie No. 56

Nestucca UH No. 3

L.

Tillamook No. 9

UMATILLA COUNTY

| _Athena No. 29R

Helix No. 1 {(Umatilla Boys Ranc

Hermiston No. 8

McLoughlin UH No 3

Milton-Freewater No. 31

Pendleton No. 16R

Pilot Rogk No, 2R

Stanfield No 61R

Umatilia No. 6R

Weston No. 19

UNION COUNTY

Cove No. 15

Elqin No. 23

North Powder No. 8J

Union No. 5
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School
District
Name & No.

oo

Grade Levels

Responsibility

Career Ed

Methods

WALLOWA COUNTY

Enterprise No. 21

Joseph No. 6

Wallowa No. 12

| WASCO COUNTY

|__Antelope No. 50J

Chenowith No. 9

Dufur No. 29

Petersburg No. 14C

The Dalles No. 12

Tygh Valley No. 40

Wamic No. 42

WASHINGTON COUNTY

Was vington County IED

Banks No. 15

Beaverton No. 48

Levit and Lrng. Center

Forest Grove No. 15 {1st Project)

Forest Grove No. 15 (2nd Projec

* Forest Grove No. 15 (3rd Project

Forest Grove No. 15 (4th Project

10l
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School LS
District y
Name & No. Grade Levels Personal Development Social Carcer Ed Methods
Responsibility
A A A
| Geston No. 5114 -
HuisboroNo. 7 o e ) . _ - ! !
. A A A A A
Hitisboro UH No. 3 | {
| i PR U U VU SR SO § - + —fe —_t
A A A A ' A A N
North Plains No, 70 ! ! L
A 4
Recdville No. 29 . LA N
A
| Sherwood No, 884 ! . ! :
A A A A [}
~Tigard-NG.-23d — e e L N A - &
| WHEELER COUNTY I _
A A N

Fossi No. 21

P e e e e e e el e ———

Mitchell No. 55

SO v VSV o

YAMHILL COUNTY
Am ty No. 4J

| _Spray No. 1

|_Carlton No. 11

Dayton No. 8

McMinnville No. 40 &
-~ Ramnbow.lodge - — . _

Newberg No. 29JT

b e N

Chehalem House

Sheridan No, 48J

Willamina No. 304

b — e e e e s

Yamhil No. 16
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School
District
Name & No.

Grade Levels

Social
Responsibility

Career Ed

Yamhill-Carlton UH No. 1




