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| N - Minneapolis Publlc Schools ' N ;
T, e - "The Title I, ESEA ‘Program in Mlnneapolls 1973-7& = 7 ' _
e L hn Evaluation e L ;//”
. S BT S R B e --‘.,--.4_“,, » .
- Summary ‘ =2 See Pages 3"
. - In l973-7h the Mlnneapolis Publlc Schools were_ in thépmldst of . .. ' _
extensive desegregation ‘and ‘administrative- decentrallzatlon programs, - 17‘;2

In this conjext, about 10 600 children were 1dent1f1ed as ellglble to .

airecelve Title I; ESEA serv1ce a o g : o

Pocuslng ‘on the baslc skills of reading and mathematics, identified
as .major .problems by a fall 1973\ needs assessmenty more than 600 Title I

supgorted staff worked to improve the achlevement of these chlldren in h3 23:25
,,publlc and paroch1a1 schools., - '\\ : . , Vb q
With the guldance of .& 67 member Parent Advisory Commlttee more ' I
than 4.1 million dollars were budgeted for the 1973-7h program. About 87 - *
. cents of each dollar were budgeted for direct progrdm costs; ‘ten cénts G
went for indirect program costs, and three cents were budgeted for . . 92-100

evaluation. About two-thixds ‘of all program funds’ were budgeted
exclusively for elementary school programs. Ninet; -percent of these N
’ elementary program funds, was allocated for basic E ills programs. . T

" .+  What impact did this éxtensive effort have on' the achievement of S

il

Title I pupils? Attempt® to measure impact were made By the Redearch

and Evaluation Départment.of the Minneagolls Public Schools at the - =~ 26827

.~ request of the Department of Planning, Development dnd Federal Programs,
. the administrative ‘agency for the ‘schools’ Title I program. .

- A number of individual'projects.vere evaluated Substantlal gains

: . for children in grades 7-9 were noted, but these gains could not be ’ .28-55
attributed solely to the Title I effort %aﬁ ins were also noted for )‘ »‘,_ i
several projed%s involving elementary 1 ¢hildren. - ]

Al

l

1 Three of the five proEram objectives for 1973-7& ware reached.

"T$tle I children in 1973-74 did at least as- well as Title I. chlldren

~ in 1972-73. Title I children maintained. heir distance yrelative’to non- 56-68
Title I children. Students in/secondary chool_programs made substantial
geins. ' ‘m : Yo :

\onsiste ;ly been designated

€ CC -aqts in non«Title Ilﬁchool%

and Bchools which e not con31stently been dagignated asnTitle - .
While students in the Title I schools continued {o held their own relatiwe' ‘ 68-78
to students in the other schools, the Title:I popdlation has changed ‘
substéntially In 1967 about three of ten student} in the ‘Bitle T . :

. schools” came from AFDC_famities. Im 1973, the figure wvas five of tén. |, . ‘.
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.The prpportion of minority students-rose from less than 30%.to SO% ’ _ L ’
’ Long ‘term test aﬁore trends showed growth in grades’l-3 fOr T1tle I (' ﬁW: /f
‘and non-Title I schools, Achievement trend lines for grade 5 and, 73=79 ‘
6 appear tlat. (Data were not available for'.grade L), - _ t |
For now, our best evidence suggests that Title- I.children in ~ : .
. Minneapolis are not falling further behind their non-Title I classpmtes, . 101103 '
" although changes in student populatlons suggest that one could, expect .
. the gap-tb’widen, ) , ) , s . .
7o Recomendat:i.one arevmde,r,-ﬁ._“,___,m o R » 103-10k4
P e T
April 1975. o e _ ‘ Resaa?ph and _Evaluation Departmentn; B
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L “e, i ' The program described in this report was conducted in the
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..+ .. THE TITLE h ESEA PROGRAM IN
\ = MINNEAPOLIS: 1973-74 -
B AN EVALUATION -
) THE CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS
- — - S &

Public Schools.. Minneapolis is a city of 42L,000 people lofated on the
" Mississippi River in the southeastern part of Minnesota. With i s@ébmé-‘_
((rwhat smailer twin city,'St ‘Paui, it is the center of a seven=county
metropolitan ares of over 2,026,000, the largest population- center between
Chicago and the Pacific Coast. As such it serves as the hub for the entire
‘ Upper Midwest region of the country.
7 The cit§\ and its surrounding area, long has been noted for the high
quelity of its labor force. The unemployment rate. in’ Minneapolis is lower
than in most major cities, possibly due to sthe variety ‘and, density of"
“,  -industry,in the city as well as’ to the eapability of. its work force. The
Twin. City metropolitan area unemployment rate. in June of 197& was b4 0%,
" compared with a 5. 2% national ra%e for the same month.‘ Ks the economic
center of a proSperous region, rich in such natural resources ‘as forests,
~minerals, water power and productive agricultural land, Minneapolis attracts

.k
. commerce and workers from throughout the Upper Midwest region. Many .

residents are drawn £rom Jthe neighbor\;g states of Towa,, Wisconsin, Nebraska ‘
and the Dakotas as well as from.the farming areas "and’ the Iron Range region

of outstate Minnesota. T e

‘More Minneapolitans (32%)'work 4n clerical and sales jobs than in

any other. occupation, reflecting the city's position as a major wholesale=

' \\w : retail cénter and a center for banking, finance and insurance.’ Almost as

" many (26%) are employed as ,craftsmen, foremen and operatives,\and 23% of
the work férce are professionals, technicians, managers, and officials.
.. One out of five workers is employed in laboriqg and serviée occupations.
Minneapolis city government is the council-dominated type. Its .
mayor; elected for a two year term, has limited powers. Its elected city
council operates by committee and engages in administrative ‘as well as

s . EY 4

legislative action. .

Minneapolis is notgancrowded .city. While incredsing industrial

development has occupie re and moz; land, the city's population has

A
K




- | e, o o \_ K . | // ; - ; .
declined steadily from a peak of1522 006 innlééo. The city limdts havej .

- not been changed since 1927. Most homes are sturdy, single fAmily e,
- dwellingS*built to witﬁstand severe winters. Row homes are practically

‘ inonexistent even in low income areas. In l970, h8% of the housing units

- in Minneapolis were owner-o%cupied. a0 ", . S , ' “

o

'Most Minneapolltans are native-born Americans, but about 35,000 (7%)

are forelgn-born. Swedes, Norweglans, Germans, and Canadians comprise' .

. : most of the foreign-born\population.

Relatively few non-white citizens live in Minneapolis although their' _;
: numbers are ihcreasing. ;:t§§6@\only three percent of the popuIation was-
non-whﬁ%e. The 1970 census figures 1ndicate that. the nondwhite population
had more tharr doubled (6.4%) in the intervening 10 years. About 70% of -
the non-whites are black. Most of the. remaining non=white population is
. American Indian, mainly Chippewe and Sloux. Only a small number of resi-
dents from Spanish-surna%%d or Asian origins live in the city.' In 19?0 _' ‘\-;
\ . non-white residents mede up 6% of the city 8 population but accounted
for lﬁ% of the children in the c1ty s elementary schoolB. .
_ Minneapolis has not reached the: stage of many other large cities ;
" terms of.the level of social problems. It has been reiatively hntouched o

- by racial disorders or by civil unrest. Crime rates are below national i, e

K

A

. averages., - : ' : J N
Al vt One's first 1mpression is that-Minneapolis doesn t really haVe serioms )
problems of blight and decay. But the signs of trouble are, evident to one i
who- looks beyond ‘the parks\and 1akes and tree-lined streets. As wi h many :
other larger cities, the problems are focused in the core. city and ) . ’
' reldted to increasing concentrations there of . the poor, many of them non-
* ' , whites, and of the elderly. For example, nine 'out of 10 black AmeripanSf‘ -
. ,in Minneapolis live in Just one-tenth of the c1ty S area. bhlle Minneapolis
. a conta1ns 1r% of the state's population, it supports almost 31% of gphe . ’.
‘ state s AFDC famllles. . . Co.
" There hs.s been a steady migration to the city by ﬁfmerlcan Indians "‘ . B
‘ 'from the,reservations and by poor whites from the small towns and rural v
areas of Minnesota. .They come to the promlsed ‘1and" of Mlnneapolis look-
ing for a job and a better way’of life. Some make it; many do. not. Thé
Amqslcan Indiap pop&latlon is generally conflned to the same smsll geographlc '
areas in which black,Americans llve.‘ These same areas of the city have

‘ the lowest median incemes in the city and the hlghest concentrations of ,l

. _ ' ﬂ. S - I? vp% R . \\\;v;\ ’




'schools (grades 10-12) two junior-senior hlgh gchools, ‘and elght special,

. Funds totaling 11.4 million dollars in 1973=74 from many different federadl

- - . ‘ R ‘ﬁs X |, L5 ,
dllapldated ‘holdsing, welfare cases, and juvenile dellnquency.
~

The elderly also are concentrated 1n the central city. In l??
15% of the c1ty s population vas over age 65." The elderly, llke th . ‘j'c o 4
l8 to 2L year old young adults,‘llve near the central city because of the .
avallablllty of less expens1ve hous1ng in multlple-unlt dwelllngsa Younger

. families have contjinued to migrate toward the outer edges of the c1ty and /

to the surroundlng Suburban areas. : : , ) .

4 v " ; . . )_&‘
. N ., . . )
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R B . THE MINNEAPOLIS SCHOOLS N
’In M1nneapolli, 65 456 chlldren go td schoolt\\ﬁkst of them, 57 s 715, '
attend one—of the c1ty s. 100 publlc scbools, Ty 7hl attend non-publit \ )
schools. : ’ S . R o
The M1nneapolls Public Sﬁhools, headed by" br John B, DaV1s, Jg., -{ ‘ ':
ho‘tecame superintendent in l967, eon31st of 66 elementary schools - ) .

(kindergarten-6th grade), 15 junlor hlgh schools (grades 7-9),'nine high - . l

schools. Nearly 3, 500 certlficated personnel are employed° o
Control of the publlc school system ultimately rests Wlthua seven-gg

‘member;péﬁrd which lev1es its own taxes and sells 1ts own bonds. These,
officials are elected by popular vote for staggered srx-year termser The - - . \\;—

:superlntenden% is selected by the board and serves as 1ts execdtive officer

1

~

.and profe551onal adv1ser. ~ . SN SR \\\<\‘

Almost hO cents of each local prOperty taxQdollar goes .to support a
schogl system whose annual operating general fund budget in l97h-75 1s i .-
$78 008,036 up, from $75 493,430 in 1973-74. Minneapolis received fedegal o

a1d programsok The EIementary and‘Secondary Educatlon Act provided about | 7
5. l ‘million’ dollars, of which. more than L. l million dollars were from

'T1tle I funds. The adjusted malnéknance cost per pupil unit in the system R

was $1, 038 in l972-73 .while the range “of per pupll,unlt costs in’ the state

for dlstricts ma1nta1n1hg elementary andifecondary schools was $5h8 tp . ;
% D

$1316 ) | ¢ . .

-

One of.xhe superintendent s goals.has beehn ' to achieve gr;aten com="

[]
municatlon among the system s schools through decentrallzatlon. In1t1ally, v




f two p amids or groups of geographically related schools were. formed A
' F1rst\to ‘be formed, il l96f; was the North Pyramid, consisting of North . ?'

' High School ‘and the elementary and Junior’ high schools which fed 1nto - k ,
B it"wln 1969 the SOuth-Central Pyramid was_ formed around South and Central

* ngh Schoolg Each pyramid.had an area assistant superintenﬁent aa well .

- -

. . _as adv1sory‘groups of prunclpals teachers, and parents. The goals of the °*

' o pyramid struthre~were to effect greater communicatlon among schools and % !
. between schools and the communlty, to develop collahﬁratlve and oooperative '

J

S 4
- «In the summer of'l973, decentralmzatlon wa.s carr1ed one ‘step further

programs, and %o share facilities and expertlse of teachers..

. when the entire school d;istrlctL with the exception: of five schdols'
L ) involved in an experimental program-called ‘Southeast Alternatiyes, was ¢ . .. .

. -'. divided into three areas. ' Each of these areas--East, West and North--ls» N

0 . | “headed by an Area Superlntendent who, has autonomous dec1s/>n-making power

S T w1th1n the guldellnes of schqpl aistrlct policies and phllésophles.

‘ W.J, ﬁhsed on s1ght counts on Gctober l6 1973 (cbmplled by the Informati&?
Serv1ces‘Center of the Mlnneapolis Public Schools) the percentage of black
American\pupils for the school d1str1ct was ll Tk, Nine &ears before,;the’ ‘

¢ " percentage! was 5. 4%, American Indian children compriSed k. 3% of tHe :}: -

‘school population in l973,~more than double the proportiop of nine year :

* g0 e Aithough some non=white ‘pupils ‘Wwere enrolled in every elementarx e j <

-

.~ schqool, hon-white pupils were concéntrated in two relatively small areas
of‘the city. Of the‘66 elementary sc ols, 12 had mbre- than 30% non- R ;7 m,“.
.white enrollment and seven of these had over 50%. There were no,all-black

~nor all-white schools. Eighteen'elementary schools had non-white enroll-‘

w e

: . e
/ . - : p )
»

N ,( o ments of less than 5%
o ., The Minneapolis Schoo}. Board-approved desegregation pian involving

two-way buslng~took\effect in secondary scSools in September 1973 aqd

o elementary schools in September l97h This plan was designed to achieve
= racrally balanced schools. . ot

. ' The proportlon of school age children in AFDC homes has more than o t A'

reo ~ddubled from -about 12% in- 1962 to 28% in 1972_ : . o .
Whlle the medlan pupll turnover rate for all Qhe city schools 1n - 0

. l97h was- about 26%, this figure var1ed widely w1th locatlon. (Turnover
rate is tﬂé percentage of st/dents that comes new to the school or leaves 1
the school at some time. durlng th sphoolﬁyear, us1ng the September enroll-

e Y .
. - ment as a base flgure.) %3 o . cl -
. fa % = LT
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The Target Area: is. pa.rt of the city "“if‘linneapolis in which schools et
are- eligible for programs funded under Title I of the Elementarf a.nd l
Seconda.ry Education Act- (ESEA) In 1973=74, a. school was eligible to

. recevre Title I aid if the percentage OZ ft‘htnilies within the school
attendance area receiving AFDC payments in excess of $2 000 a yea.r, br .
ha'.ving an annual income under $2 OOO, exceeded the citywide percenta.ge
" for faﬁxi.lies in those ca.tegories., , (Mofye deta.il on ellgibility is given
on p&ges.l? and-18). S : , \

~ Becording to 1970 census data, more ‘than 170, 000 persons rehided in

the Ta.rget‘Area. ) Qf that group, 11% were black a.nd 3,5% were Indian, . -~ -\
more than double the citywide percegtag,e of minority group members. o ;?
Mére than ha.lf oft. the Target Area - residents over 25 years of age ha.d .
not completed high school, compa.red fﬁjj of the non-Target Area. t “’q

residents who ’did not: have high scho
y Area. residents ‘over. the a.ge of 25 hai
had completed four or more years. Orie”
renidents had gone. to ¢bllege, and 15% had completed four or more years
of college. - . , } S 5 ) i )
The income er an <a.vera.ge ’Bas:lget Area family was- $9,1]3 in 1970, U '
apeut $2,000 less than the citywij 6 a{verageo The homed in-which'they :
1:1Ved had an average value of $10,885 , about 40% less than ‘the average’
g éMinnea.poliso Twenty percenﬁ of

diplomas. One out of five Target Cﬁ;

- -

one to college, a.nd nine percent
‘ou't of four non-Ta.rget Area

" Target Area cgildre‘n between theﬂ 3s: of 6 gnd 17 were membérs of -a
J‘:a"mily tbat had an income below "overty level, ‘while 'OnJEy six percent

" of the non-’l‘arget Ared childrenb : ml;ers of 'such fa.mili/eso ‘ '

In 197374, in‘the 25 ele“ thry schools, seven junior highs, a.nd :

ten non«-public schools t&mt rec Title aid there vere 19,'Z3l+ students.
One-third of theééjsmdents we °
10, 500 students were elig—ible
Terget Area sohqols general]y

fact only four of the Target A

m minority ethnic groups. About
eive Tita.e I program benefits, Title I
ence a fmch higher turnoVer fate; in

* the city median, Compared. wi? e city, the' median For the 'I-‘arget Area. _—

schools was aborut 1+3%°

) - . . '

N




Table 1 on page 7 llsts the Target elementary, secondary and non- .
publlc schools for each year s1ncp 1965-66, when Title Ivfunds Jbecame .,
avallable. The table shows* that 14 of the 25 publlc S ementary Target .

Pour Junlor h1gh schools and %our nondpub

)  since -1965~661, e schools. ‘ L
“ ‘v " have been de31gnated§as‘Target schools cons1stent1y srnce 1965, The - :
" threa senlor highs which recelved Tatle I services fromyl965 to 1972 :
a ~ are no longer served due to, llmlted funds and state guldellnes which. ™ e T
P 'requlre that elementary children be served before older students. d :
R In Mrnneapolrs, in l973b7h— there were a total %? 66 elementaryk/ S f'ﬁ
o sehools 15 junior high. schools, 11 seﬁior hlgh schools, 27 parpchlal o . e
- . .schools and 8 specxal schools. Thus, about one~third of all Mdnneapolls e
) . schools wpre deslgnated as T1tle I schools for theayear.,» ?,. C . _\
-fr.g_ This. section has described the Clty'Bf Manneapolls, its schools, s'_ f;f o
" and its Tltle I Target séhogis., In the next sectlon, :ibrlef historlcal '
- » T
L rev1ew_of Title I programs.ln Mlnneapolls, andfhow the developed, 1s f . i
a . . ! * . By : “, w“ . ‘o T . |
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- Ty ~ Se . Tablel & - AR °
"'” : -Minneapolis Title I Schools Cis e, v ;o
4, \ - .;. = B \ -
. . : 196571974 . NN _
N - \../. . . ’ - . ~ R
lementaty=- 65 66’? 66 67% 67 68 68- 69 69-70  70-71. 71-72 * 7273 73-7k -
) - . . P ‘4 . ] - < N . g X \, ”
dams e )x X X @ X x X X" Closed - .
ancroft g ) ” R o X NP X '
daine . | X X -, +X ° Closed = ° ) '
remer . X .. R\ X e X, -
- ) . ’ﬂ o .. X‘ ( ",\ - , ‘e
alhoun | R T o x7{ X -
linton ' . "X, "x\ x Xs X v \x . X° "X X
orcoran . ‘ . / X XL X X o0 X X . X v X BX: _
ouglas - " v /‘} o t‘ \ . b Lo . N X X
erSon T _ ‘ X o i X J . s ~' ° ’ *
rant/Bethu.ne X X X X, X XN Xy ox '
- \ ) . Y N v . . ) ® ) 1 .
reeley Looe X.. X X4 X X, " X - X X - X 4
. . ‘ “ . Lo . L T . : ' - . & - .
211, - R - X g X o K X X W X X / X o X "

IR O \ S S T ; .
arrJ._so?“ | g ‘.’X' . X ;)@-AQ X . X X %X + X
awthorne . ' X X X X . 4 X . X, X X-

- - ! q e . - N D . . o B
oy . ©° TX L X X X \«Vx\ oX \ X. X
olla.nd - s ) o o X X

S : " . , , e . \ .

rv:!n,g; B SR QUL ¢ XX X X- X X
o : . b .

drell X X : - L X X ¢ X

yndale ks oYX x o x X X X X X

ladison X x e oox , X X ‘XX X

ann X X O & X X X X

arcy ” X B . . 2

o \‘\ E i { ' ' &

onroe - ] X Closed < L .

otley . )‘(, X X ¥

bratt X . X X ., X X X\~

Pierce o ’ X Closed S

brescott | | o x o x * X

3 e 2,

Putnam o . ’ X X -

. . . . . n R . .

Beward X. X X X g X X X X

Bheridan X X X X 4 X X X X
arrington - X+ "Closed s ‘ -\

Jebst &k CX XS X X X % X
nittier . 3 % % X X X X X

, ’ s T .

illard" Xt )X X, p: X . X . X -X
Elementary Total ~ 26 = 2 1 20 20_ 21 2l ©5 25

v w715 -

[Kc

o Provided b ERIC




B / . - ' T : y
by / R < _ e ‘
./ ’l b .t N o e |
/ . o B '13 N ( \_t/. d‘) f , 8 f j
* _ . : able 1 (con 1nuti » N . ] / .
. - . : x—v . N ] R » e ﬂ;
Secondary: .  69-662766-67  67-68~ 68-60y 69-70 70-21 71-72, 72-73 7374 i
: Junlor ngh ) o S - ? A / e - : }
o & \\ i ‘ ¢ N . ) -9 (. - i
Bryant J& X X ) SR 4 X’ |
~— . 14 . . v ‘
 / Frankkin ° ) X X~ - X X R SR
/ Jeffersag . - N N | X |
| -Jordan : "y N . ’ YN . 9(.\* . T X .
v dincojn . . " x . X X S X X X X D - X }
- . , . . . » k. . —_— . ) ‘
Olg’on ) ._ ) . :,.V . . ' Xl 4
Phillips ©. * 1 | X AT X X X - X
Shetidan * X X - X X X |
. ® ' - - i ‘- v . ./ ’ .
N ’ ) . : - 1 * \
Senior High - . B . s ,
. : . . T~
) ‘ N B : . N
Central “ X X X ,‘ X . X« . X & ¥ X S
North R SR TS S SR & X X X X
. . . T : 4 (Ninth
South’ . - & .X X X~ X . XL X X X grade
A , _ . only)
Sekondary Totsl - 8 8 8 g: 7 8 v 9. 8 -8
0 - ‘ . t oo R o ¢ |
> y No@—'p.ub;_lc Schools 4 » v |
~ Ascension Y oxe X X X X X . l
.\ Basilica T X X X X X X X \
Holy Cross ' T X ‘\ : X . x!
Holy Name - ' X X
" Holy Rosary X C X x 77 x X X - X X )
Immanuel Lutheran , . ' ) o
-/ Incarnation/ - Lo T o .
© St. Amme s - ~ X X X
J St. Boniface . = . X X X Closed o
o . 7 :
St. Cyril X X X X . <X X
St. Josepn® X, X Closed A . ‘ :
St. Ph1111ps X X X X X . Closed
St. Stephen X X- X X v X X
. Nom-public Total 9 8 o7 7. 9 7 10
Grand Total bz 38 3y 36 35 .35 Lo Lo . 43
s Y *5 iy *
LY 8 ) ‘8
£ 16 ‘
* ’5‘4 "
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HISEORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE TITLE 1 PROGRAM IN MINNEAPOLIS

¥ . .‘ .,\ R o . . ,

L] ‘
* “ K

4 How aid the M}nneapolis Title I progfam develop. What services are '

. provided to childrgn? Has the program changed s1nce its beginning an
~ 39659 This section deScribes th background .of the Title’I program in

-

Minneapolxs and tel s how 1t has char?é’ed over the yea.rso c A

« In 1965, in commanities across the nation, Title I meant' :~ ’
v A e - '

* . Remedial readitig centers

-

: S/ . Family counseling ' \ . ‘ R
Y -~ . Art Action Cenfters for first graders j e L 7
ve . Clothing for low-income children to wear,jh physical education'cLassgs.‘-
< -, + .Freg-breakfasfs for poor children L o .
P Work=study progrqms for teenagers o IR : o . o

.

It meantaservices for chlldren who were economically, educationally,\‘ .

and culturelly dasadvantaged,' 1n practiéal terps, for all children llVl

in/TTtle Iﬁgligible areas, - e ‘ , L e e
‘ln 1973-74, Title I meant. . - N u,&. _ . . S ’
. . - G *

Intensive 1nstruct&on in reading and, arithmetic for children who N
~ lived in low income. areas who were at least one, year below grade

level in these suﬁﬁects . ‘
Emphasis on reaching -children of elementary age o o
( Detalled evaluation of children s progress in reading and- arithmetic

Why the change? - o . ‘u,
When the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was passed in LN
’l965, it was called.a "new front” in the "War OZ/Poverty. Educators and e

legislators assumed that ESEA would offer servi es to poor children and that

the poverty program would provide for low-income adults--health care, s001al

serv1ces, cultural opportun1ties=-as well as better education. The assumption '.&
" was thet if poor childfen got more of the kinds of experiences and services °-
L that middle clasg children typically got they wéuld do better in schoql. .

_ ~A brochure sbout Title 1 published in 1966 by the U 'S, Office of Educationz}// .

scated' ”_ . ‘ N ’ oo )

: . .~ Educators who serve children in low income areas of the country now. o

) realize that a major' reason their youngsters do not succeed in school. I~
is.a lack -of proper food and clothing. They have learned......of the )
necessity for Special enrlchment, cultural and récreational dctivities

. to0 help fill the vacuum in their students' Aives. Their new programs
also are being geared to overcome the social and emotional .inadequacies

.that are partially responsible for the'failure of these youngsterso

\)‘“ . }'} 9 * ° ? )
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) ! . »  But the expectatl%ns of those early years were not realized. The - ;__
"5 : '/ lw1de range og services and programs may have, beneflted many children, .}%' {
\5'-> " but evidence~of measurable gaigs in school achie\ement .was lacking.u T Pl _
\ Mh_’ ' Apparently, T{tle I-was trying <to do toco many°thinga for top maay children !
L'iai B _w1th too little money. In Minneapolis, fdr examplé, the number of low
W income chlldBen in the city rose from 9,000 1n 1966 to 1k, OOO .in 1970, ‘
'i]§.- -, but the amount of Ti{ie I money stayed about the same. 2 o ) -
By 1969, Congre S and educators were concerned about Title I“

o ./‘
.. . There was no proof, frrom the &ollection of test data, that Title I
' . x programs worked . . . . T~

. ~ . , N Al
' . In somg cases, the schools were roviding services-ﬁylth Tltle I
funds--that were the responsibllity of é@her agencies. < J

~ . The result vas a new empha81s for Title I programs that would ﬂ‘
a measurable difference in children 5 learnlng of basic skllls, in'short,

|- an emphasls on.reading end arlthmetic. It meant concentrating the moneyﬁg,
© ot _“ on children in lower, grades’ who were Just learning these skills. ‘It meant

i.' » "3' 'iconcentratlng on chlldreqfwho were already beh1nd or who were mpst likely )

| Qto fall behind. - It meent limiting the progranskto those programs hav1ng e

a direct effect on teaching reading and arlthmetlc--through extra teaChers, -

] etter teachlng materials, more training for teachers. Portunately, the

federal funding requlrements coincided with what M1nneapolls teachers’ wanted

{rom Title I-=more help in teachlng’reading to young children. The Tltle

Readlng Ppogram began in the M1nneapolis Publlcf%chools in 1968, in part,

v chause teachers requested it. o P

I Among other changes 1n_programm1ng over the years.

'f . Title I.;:ograms not: related to teachlng read1ng or drlthmetlc
~§g§\\; : were . gradually phased out or’ shlfted to local fundlng.

. C . Programs in’ line with new national and local priorities were .,
' | " developed. The most recent 'addition was a math program for
elementary children started in 1972 L :

» Title I programs for hlgh school students were phased out.

‘,i S ". o+ New programs concentrated services on elementary school children
i or, on junior high students with lowest skills,
. . . Cy
g \?¥i?¥0nly two Title I programs--the Lincoln Learnlng Center and the teacher
' ‘a

ide programs-have been in continuous operatlon sihce 1965. Both have been/'
LI receiving federal and local fundlng.° The Lincoln Learning Center has been .

speclal program for'Junlor high students who need an 1nten31ve program

10,
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away from the regular schpol. The teacher aide program ‘has been training

nides to'help in reading and’ math instruction aqdkto take over nonrteaching
-4

jobs from. teachers, who can then spend more time teachlng T1t1e I chllgren. o L
. . A .

"'- What Kinds oﬁ Pnograms are Supported bx Title I Funds’ ’
Most of the Title T funds have been uéed in programs which teach

children. to read. A major effort has been made to teach children to read L ‘

-1

e through the Title I reading-program %;~<f ° , f. L - . .
i - 4 * Q ! ' .
I :', ' The Tiﬁle 1 Reading Progrem. "When the Title~I Readlng Program began

in 1968 20 different reading textbooks were. in usen in Minneapolis schools.
Teachers wo\ried that’ children who moved from ‘school to school--as- many

~ inner city childréﬁ do--would get confused“and lose ground.v So the first
o _ * step was to standardize the reading curriculum and teaching methdods in all .

Title I schools., = ‘. ° e [ R .

: Thep, two more steps were possible.' First, a team of readin experts
: and teachers created instr&ctional materials to go with the adopted boo@s.f'ivﬁ 53
° Second, teachers attended workshops and classes to learn how to use the =, D
. nevw meterials. . T . . .
Why new’ materials? They gave children more practice than the text- '

v

" books, ‘and they, let: children learn in different ways. v
' gIn 1973-7h children listened to ‘tapes, built words with letter cards )'.3
"and ietter blocks, and played a .variety of word games. The idea was to

?

\\ get children actively involved in a lesson ‘and to give teachers more Y

ch01ces in reading skills instruction.
Separate materials have been produced for - ohildren in the primary and
intermediate grades by two teams of specialistsj
Some materials, such as those fbr kindergarten, built pre-reading
kills° %here weré tests, too, tp help teachers decide what lessons &
child needed and to- measure the child's progress. Flnally, to help class-
"room teachers -put it all together,' experlenced reading teachers v1s1ted
clasérooms. They shovwed teachers how to use- -the materials, how to decide
which materials were best for each child, and how to uge progress tests. C
! Teaching materials were produced by the Minneapolis Title I Instructlonal
Materials Center (IMC). , ' A .
B The IMC has beentlmke a print shopo' It distributed to teachers all
materials designed by the Title I reading teams. And it produced "1ittle"

“ Ty

[y
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_trained teacher, aide to maiptain its library. * - &

o, . R
vy, | - ’ ,‘ .
Q ‘ L .
o . . : L
. ) . ¢
» q

‘books' written by teachers, as well as games, worksheets, tests--all color=!

ful and original. Rapid productlon for low cost has been the IMC's
speclalty. If the writing team prepared a game, for«example, it was - o ‘
prlnted, packaged and readi€d for delivery 1n one dayo -

A lot has been golng on to help k1¢s learn to read . But while they ve.

been learning, what happened to 5th graders who were asked to read "f'rom

w?

a 9th grade science or math book, ‘but whose read1ng achievement was at _,&A_

the 2nd or 3rd grade level° “To help these students the- Title I Cassette.
Program was started in l969 at Cllnton_Elementary School. The 1dea :

" was to record lessons on cassetté tapes, 50 the chlldren could learn by

| o - : o %,
e It worked so well that soon«teachers at the other Title I ‘schools
wanted cassette lessons. So the CaSsette Program was moved td the’ IMC P

llstenlngh

.

~ where -the staff had experlence in mass productiOn and d1str1but10n of

teaching materials. In l972~73, the Cassette Program supplled eaeh

Title I elementary school* w1th 300 cassette tape l%ssons, all catalogued o

‘and ready for teachers to check out, just 1like 11brary books. Another 1oq._
Y
tapé% yere d1§tr1buted in\l973-7h " Each schoolJWas asslgned a %peclally

The Cassette Program has provided tapes on langusge arts, llterature ]
for llstenlng, math, science, and social studies. Tapgs have been made to' -0

.

go with the basic reading books, too. %\;
Chlldren liked the taped lessons because they could use them by
themselves. Teachers .liked the flex1b111ty théy allowed._ One group of\
children used the tapes while the teacher worked with another group. ¢
’ In spite of these concentrated efforts to help them in regular class-'

Yooms, there were some children in grades’h through 9 who stlll wgre non-

., readers or who read at the first grade levelo These children were

embarrassed,at_thelrgfallures and did riot seem to profit from the‘classroom
réading program. That's where the Basic Skill Centers came in;,
‘The Basic Skill Centers (BSC). In,l968, the Minneapolis Schools opened

two Basic Skill Centers to helpgjolder" children in Title I schools learn:
£o read. The Centers operated mainly with local funds,qﬁowever, teacher

ajdes«~an important part of the<program--were paid with Title I funds.ﬁ
.The Centers Served about 600 children a year in grades k4 through 9
1n l973-7h These children spent L0 minutes each school day at a Center-- -

T, A 2
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~ youth in need of help with basic math and reading. . oL )
Y ‘.

\ Skills Development Project served all Title I Junior Highs° Students -

3

part of the tipe in a classroom--the rest with a number of teaching niachines‘°
The $irst grade bopks, originally used in the program; were fouéa to

be too-childish even for kth graders, let alone for junior hlgh students.-

So Center staff had to sta*t from scratch, The new cﬁrriculum has been 7

called simply, "The Beginning Read}ng Program.' Tt was conveyed to the é i ).

chlldren by film strips amd cassette tapes, made by the ¢ ‘

in.machlnes that looked like small TV sets. Programs or other

were .coordinated with the Beg1nn1ng Reading Program. k
Where did ‘the teacher eides come in° They tutored chiIdren in the
Center s elassroom., And they helped children with &11 the maqhines-- ?

answering questions, encouraging, providing an essential human element. € .

The Title.I Math Program. The Title I Math Program has been a new ' R

effort It began in 1972 with the¢ same approach used for reading--getting
all Title I schools to use the same series of books. Then a Title T .
" Elementary Math Team of ‘teachers develOped games and cards that" teache;s in
kindergarten. through grade three used to help Tit}e ‘I students learn ’ !
arithmetic by what' 1s called - the discovery approach. That meant ‘helping ' '
the: child discover for himself how mgth works.

"The. Mattheam has helped primary teachers use the d1scovery method in
_three ways: team membens taught in-service training courses--more than’
300 teachers have been trained 80 far team members '*ﬂited cla;srooms and
demonstrated teaching skills, the Team made colo 1 new}feaching materials
that were mass produced at the Instructlonal Materiald\Center for much less
than commerclal cost, ) : S 0o e

4 -~

:'Beyond elementary school, Title I.programs have reached j%t to older
E

N

=ii . The Mathematics Basic Skills Devel;pment Project. - The Math Basic

- Q

were tested at the end pf. sixth grade° Those who were beh1nd 1h math were
ass1gned to spec1al classes._ Then, they took more tests to f1nd the exact
areas 1n ‘which they needed help.

Teams of experlenced 1nner=c1ty teachers prepared curricylum units,

for ‘each topic., Wookbooks on Ifactions, decimals, percents and five

‘ kinds of measurement wer% used. Metri(. measurement skills were introdu(.ed

14
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in some units. Workbooks on adding, subtracting, multlplying and dividing

o &

" weré planned, "

\

|

. . |

.. Since many of the, students with pooxy ‘math skills were also poor readers, ‘ . ‘
|

the new units were designed to require little reaing. o
" The new workbooksjﬁave a small number of pages. Instead of’ faclng a S
book with. 506 pages, a student got ‘one w1th 39 pages. He felt a ‘sense of jrf

M <.

accgmpllshment when he flnished a book in a few days.

e \
The Title I Ref___g,Programs in the,Junior Highso There wés no S1ngle \ ‘l |
remed1al program for Title T Junlor highs. . : ,
‘Some schools sent students to the Basic Sklll Centers for help. Most -
schools operated remedisl math and English classes in their _buildings. '
Phillips Junlor High,” for example, used the readrng mater1a¥§ created by—Q

the ‘Job Corps for men and women with poor read1ng¢sk1lls. Speciallsts ‘at

Phllllps adapted the. materlals for their students and added several thousand -
selections. ' . , o SN R L v f( ,*J
-4

Bryant<Junlor High™and the ninth grade at North High used a different

N

approach. The1r remed1al reading’ classes met in mobile vans parked outs1de

each sehool, ° ‘ : o " c R L L e

The vans contained Dorsett teaching machlnes--the TV-like machines .also 3 -

used in the Basic Skidl Centers." Theﬁlessons were d1fferent than those used
at the BSC, however. _They took up where the othgrs left off ‘at about the
' Lth -grade level, and were aimed at help1ng students to learn new words and
j _to understand more of what they read -Each van served about 280 students a

“year. A teacher and an éide worked in each van. - ‘ -

Lincoln and Bryant Junlor Highs used Title I funds to support satelllteb
schools called the Lincoln Learnlng Center and the Bryant Youth Educational
Support Center (YES) ., These satellltes were for students who learned better

in small classes away from a regular school,

e ' &

Teacher fAides. Each ?itle I school received'.extra funds which the

faculty used to plan special programs for the, school's educationally dis-
advantaged chlldren. Funds were used to offer T1tle I chlldregimore

1nd1vidual attention and speclal materials' than were possible within the

regular school programs,
Every school usell .gome of+its funds to h1re extra teacher aides. ,
There were about 1,200 aides worklng inh the Minneapolis Sghools in 1973-7h

One-third of them yere paid by T1tle I funds. These aides made it possible
o " .

R L 22 R
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for teachers to spend~more time actually teachlng T1tle I children.
An aide' s JOb depended on experlence and tralnlng. Experlenced a1des--ﬁ-
- some have been on the Job for six or seven’ years--actua&ly\helped chlldren
A with- read1ng and math lessons under a classroem teacher s superv1S1on. New
© a1des took OVer more routine but 1mponmant tagks such" as correctlng tests,
B making worksheets, and Qperafing equlpment .
Most elementary Title I schools also h1red“eftra readlqg and math o\

teachers to COnduct speclai classes’ for Tltle I chlldren. ‘ _‘ o

-

' Non-Publlc uchools. How did’ non-publlc §chools f1t 1nt6 the Title I
program Educatlonally d1sadvantaged children. who llved within the

./éttendance ‘area of a Title I public school receiwed T1tle I services -even }

C:i-" "if they‘attended a non-public school, _ o . . .

o ~In 19737k, ‘sbout, 1,000 children in grides’ 1 through B at ten = .
U Mlnneapolls non-publlc schools received special educatlon servaces and ’ 'y ‘¥

,' extrajhelp in reading and math, thanks to $146,178 in Title I ﬂunds.
| (At Ascens1on School Title I funds werezused to/hlre five teacher .
a1des and two extra“readlng and math teachers, and ‘to buy educatlonal
¥ ‘materlals and equlpment Thdse’ p ople and materlals were housed in
g Ascens1on sv Title I Resource Center" for children in grades one through
: ;'three. Each half-hour throughout the SChool day, small groups of children
1eft their regular classrooms and came to this . Center. Their classroom
‘teachers decided what kinds. of extra help they neéded and assigned act1v1t1es.
S o In,the Center, the Tltle I teacher and a1des used records, cassette'
tapes, talking alphabet cards, math games, card games, worksheetsjrnd little”
books to help the children learn, Many. of these materfals were provided
by the Instructlonal Materials Center.-f fv' ,
'ﬁ; Title I read1ng and math programs were many and var1ed. They were
developed to meet the specialized dﬁ%ds of students. *For a more detailed
descr1ptlon of each project see the section on Evaluation Summarles of

Individual T1tle I ProJects, starting on page 28.

- "

\\

s Lot N -]

- HOW ARE THE TITLE I ﬁROGRAMS PLANNED?

o

. Tltle I progranm‘have been planned and funded one year at a t1me, based '

on approval of a detalled annual appllcatlon submltted to the State of
Minnesota Department of Educatlon, wh1ch has admlnlstered Title I funds for
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the Federal govermngntg The Office of Pla“nriing, Development a'.nd'Federal '
Progra.ms of the Minnea.polis Public Schools lias cobrdina.ted the planning, _ .
Which ha.s involved the efforts of the princiml and staff in every Ta.rget &’
public and participa.ting non-public Bghool, the Title }I Pa:;ex& Advisory e
Committee N Area. superintendents , and top &dministrativ’e staff of the ,
* Minneapolis Schools. (The Areas are groups of schools tmt were organized
into decentra.lized planning and administrative units in 1978-7&- with a.n
area superintendent responsible for the overall program in ea'.eh a.rea,») N
In addition Ko state and federal guidelines a.nd suggestions of staf.fv |
- and ‘parents, a8 meeds a.ssesserent has been conducted ea.ch year. This seé;tion ‘
_ descr1bes ’d~he Parent. Advisory Committee, tthe needs a.ssessment procedures s B
a.nd “the number of* c‘hildren eligible to receive. Title I services. . ! -

o
0}

Pl -

f\} _ _.ThglPa.;r_gnt Advisom Committee e - i N ";;
o The /Minne‘@otis Public School Pa.rent Advison; Commrttee (PAC) vas - -
. . esta.blished in 1970, It ha.s grown from 8 members in 1970fto 67 represen- _
v o ta.tives and a.lterna.tes in @,9?73-7&- The PAC répresented 25 public elementa.ry
L schools, lO nox'x-pu.blic~ elementa.ry schools, t(a.nd 7 secondary public schools '
. in1973-Th. o T Lo T
Initially, 8 members were appointed by the Schools‘ Federa.l Programs - |
-Oﬂ‘ ice with the ,help of a.dministra.tors in the field. According to the o .
' ‘ 'PAC constltution, a.ll members are "selected by the principals oﬁparticipating

.schools of the Title. I progra.m. The members selected by a parbicipating

‘school have usua.lly consisted of one delegate and an alternate with only one

vote for each pa.rticipa.ting school, A delega.te or a.lter‘nate may consist of
"V -2 husbénd a.nd wife combination. The term of office has been two/yea.rs. a

o The intent hes bee\n ‘to select PAC members who have children eligible
to receive Title I program assistance, In'l'973-7ll-, more than half of the(
PAC vwas composed of Title I pa.rents. No pz:ofessional staff of the
Minneapolis Public Schools served as voting members of the PAC,

The objective of the committee has been to assist in planning, imple-
"menting, a.nd evaluating Title I programs, using all available means and
lines of communication to help childreh eligible for"Title I programs. } .

Eleven meetings were held between July 1, 1973-and June 3d, 197k. “
'Meetings were held on the, third Wednesday of each month, Du.ring ’o’he 1973=Th

] J -
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&chool year the av&r&ge attendance at PAC meetings was 28 Minutes were;
'kept and are available for each meeting. : i
A review of the dgenda.for the meetings é@owed t%it the Committee

concerned itself W1th subjects such as Title L student- eligibility, ¥

budget, needs assessment, comparabiiaty, evaluation, goals and obJectives,

8

and Title I legislation.j In addition, programs were visited and reported
_ on, and the function and role of ther PAC was discussed. +In general, PAC
: \members were deeply involved in all aspects ofwthe Title Iuprogram. Each N
" member signed and-approved the Title I'§pplication for funds. :-
In Septembe£ l97h all PAC members and - alternates ‘were survef/d t0v v
obtain information for 1mproving Title I programs and PAC activities. 2
-Questionnaires were answered anonymousLy N 34‘ oo R
SR TWenty-six responses were received._ This response appears toIrepresent
; about two-thirds to three-fourths of all regular committee participants' i "
. 'sté alternates were not called 6n to atteng meetings and ‘thus had ldttle
‘;fknowlqgge about PAC’ activities._ Eighty-one percent of the respondents were
:.fbgular members; 19% were alternates.' R ‘ . '
Three out of four respondents said they had attended all, or: nearly
all, RAC-meetings during the year, Fifty-three visits were reported,
covering sixteen sites. . . = - J N : ’
' Inkggyeral, responding PAC members appeared to have @ favorable view
of the Minneapolis Title I program. More than eight out oﬂ ten members\\
zeporbeu that they had a clear understanding of the purpose of the PAC -
"and that they had a good picture of the Title I program operating in the
""school they represented. . .
PAC member reactions describing likes,'dislikes, and suggestions'for,
improvement are given in Appendix A, . - )

A

Neegs Assessgent . ' ., -

A1l children in\Title I schools in Octobeg l973 were assessed by their
classroom teEché}s to determine if they were eligible to receiye Title/i
program benefits. Each teacher used the State Wide Needs Assessmer%-Forms
| develope& by the Title I Office of the State of Minnesota Department of

LYY

-

Education. ' .- * * _ . N . . e

* The form' had fourqcategories. achievement test scores in re;ding\ind
math, teacher Judgment of pupils reading and math status, teachers ratings
of pupils' work habits, and teacher ratings of pupils' behavior and
adjustment. Each of the Judgment categories hed 4 four point scale on
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whlch teachers rated eC c]iyild to 'be excellent, a:vera.ge, poor or: serious.
Q J
p - of readmg and math’ statis a.ccount‘ed“’ for up to 60 points., Work habits

. Test scores accounted fog up to 30 points whiles t/eachers Judgment

a.nd beha.vmr/adjustment had'a. ma.xlr‘uum ‘ofi 10 points a,sslgned. It wais
possible for a ch11d to have -a ma.xlmum ‘score. of 100" on the ‘Qasjbs of
'welghtlngs a.ssigned to each ca.tegory. Thus,. teacher ,judgment wa.s the
* major determining -factor in.the’needs assessment, a.ccounting g,for up to’
70%*5@‘ ihe total index. In gra.degn K-k test scores Weré got includgd in -
the 1ndex, teacher. Judgmend; was the sole determining factore _
5' K sarnple of the form uSed for -grades 5=6- is shown on- pa.ges 19 a.nd 20
' Any stud’ent gwho' received g score of-35 or more.wa“s eligible for

-

D

i IR !T:Ltle I progra.m benefits.
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Needs Anununm%nt WOrksheet (Intermndiate Grades 3 9nd 6) .

.

Columit L

é«"

o

esnmont is belng made.

>

Lntur ‘the grade placemnnt of the child at thn tim: this

o »

Columh

B

quumg

© Column

Column’

2

A

~
’

<P
0l

[ 34

) Cnlumh'7‘

2o -~ . 0 -
Ented thé name of the ‘child 1n alphabegical order
by last: name. . )

.Enter the qpprd’riéte value for readfng comprehension’ ands

3 ..
'\

mathematic compftation. For ‘child who, according,to
the test scores} is more than 2\years below grade level

d value, of k5 would be recorded {in the appropriate column.

The ch11d who has a score between 1 and 2 years below.

grade level a valuo of 7 would be re;orded in the appropri< -

ate column. | .
\ L.

.

This column shoild reflect the teachers eyaluation of the
ch1ld'° progress in Reading and Math- as recorded on his
report card. A falling nr pnsatlsfactoryagrade would be
considered a seriqus pgoblem and-a value of 30 would be
recorded and.the next‘to.falllng would be considered poor
and needs improvement and a value,of JS.Would be re¢orded.

. . . Y B
Futer the value score that best describes‘%ie child.
t:ansider such items as participation-in Tlass activ1ties,
use of study time, ‘accuracy and neatness. -

Enter the value score that bgst dﬁscr1bes “the ch11¢,;
Consider such items as dapendabilitygn1nitiat1ve,
‘courtesy and distractability. 0

s

A check mark here indicates that,the health status of

the family and/or the child may

- :, .. R . “.. . ‘e o : - : . ]

i

af enough edugatiqnal
. significance to interfere with
“ _attainment. . .

' . .
2 R N .

"Enter the sum. of the valuesdass1gneq}to the child in - . . - )
‘.columps 3 thru 6 as the composite score. =< ¢ . s

‘,4,' v

. ' "7 % Schonls that -can Justify a Title Ifrogram beyond the Sth grade .
«@nd desire to include target childpen in their program above
the Sth grade must use the Appendik E form in conducting. the
s needs gngescment fof the applicablp grades. JWbtification, \
: indicr*es that the needs of all idpntified target-children
‘i: : ) : in lower\elementary grades are being met. =~ | <
’ N— ) . A
o - . e S .

“ . : .
.

&7
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. A . A9 . . . . 1_"; \
. Chi&dren Eligible»to Receive Title I Services S ‘
) Thé definltion of aﬁTitle I eligible child is cho sing o many (

people.. Eligibilf%y was determlned by two factors. the income level of .
the school thd“hild atfended and the child's own acadg%ic standing.
- " Title I~sLhools were identified first. glf the percentage of low - o
. income families in the school attendance area was greateﬂ thén the ‘ :
‘A-percentage of low iﬁcome+families throughcut the city, then the school ) | ck
g called e "Mtle I School." , , , : , -
- ,,Notb_ a1l children who attended. e Title I school were eligible to

-.'receive Title I serviges. . Only those chilaren in Title I schools. who

g ‘were educatlonally dlsadvantaged received such services.. The needs
" assessment was used to idéntify educationally disadvantaged children. ,

. Children with a needs assessment index of ézjmﬁ%move were coﬁsldered . v -
. o educationalLy disadvantaged in l973-7h The index was based on a combina- ’
o " tion of staagarddzed test scores and teachers' ratings. T - v
S | Table 2 shows that in 1973-Th, there were 10,597 children eligible R
| ‘to receive Title I services. This number represented all educationzlly
?disadvantaged children who attended schools which were designated as
- el Title I'Schools. - ? ? - ’ o
. .- (1% ‘should be clear that not all/ed&sationally disadvantaged children/

were served by Title I. An educationally disadvantaged child who did not
fattend a Title~I school could not servsd with Title I funds. In sjmilar : .
é%%iserved by Title I. If a poor child .

: fa...um, many poor children Jere
'f' ;'was not educationally disadvantaged, he could not receive Title I services, ‘ »
even if he attended a Title I school. Educationally disadvantaged poor - ¢ '
_children who did not attend Title I schobls did not receive Title I services.)
Table 2 also shows that 9,058 (85%) of the 10 »,597 educationally - °
- disadvantaged children in Pitle I schoo“? had problems in readinﬁ--according
. to their teachers. Slightly fewer, 8,523 or 80%, had problems in math.
: These percentages are not mutually exclusive, most Title I eligible students
"had problems in both reading and mathematics.
T_L_vo-t-hirds .of all Title I eligible child.ren were in vgrades K=6.

F W2 %
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L

Number of Title I Students by
Program for 1$W3-7

ps

e

-
Table 2

.
&

Grade and

&

~
] e Those Those
. 3522211\“ e e
Grade Level ' S;_dentsa Readigg_Ezgggg______ﬂgsh__zggzame
' ' g L6 409 y
1 ‘ 1,060 988 930
~ 2 1,150 . ‘ . 1,083 | 938
3 940 863 809 -
by 1,040 %6 931 , :
5 - 4 " 821 821 g
6 1,056 937 893 |
T 1,395 '¥ 0 1,109 9%
- 8 1,294 . ,1,076 ook T - ‘\ A
9 93k 57 89 808 ) f |
Total 0,597 - 9,058 8=;=523'”~
Represents those students who had a Title I needs index of 35 ¢r above .

bRepresents thosge studenti who haé&ELTltle i index of 35 ‘or abtve and -
who were Judged poor or Serious in reading by their teachers. .

Represents those students who hed a Title I iqdex of 35 or &bove and
who were Judged poor or serious in’ math by thezr teachers.



R by Title I in the parochial schools. » Tabie 3 shows the types of personnel

. o L
e L% THE TITLEL STAFF - T 1 , LT

.
a . - . . . N
¢ .
- )

During 1973-7h, 173.6 staff positions and L full and parttime teacher.
aides were_ funded by the Title I program in the Minﬁeapolis schoolss An s
additionalrlo staff positions and 32 full and parttime aides were funded o

Ky employed and the schools /in which they were employed. - .

Forty-two percent of the stsff pouitions were occupied by Bupplementary N
_kreading and math ‘teachers, Most of the a1des employed in the parochial
B ‘8¢hools were parttime employees, - - ‘

L

‘ ¢ Teacher aides assisted classgpom teachers in non-insfructional and
”instructional classroom activities and performed liaison duties begween °
. the school and tne commupity. They . took attendance, corrected pap s,p
éégstened to pupils read and helped st ents~individually\and in griups.
- ,Instructional activities occurred under . the supervision of a certified #
teacher. . — o
Supplementary teachers diagnosed specific needs of“Titde I children
in cooperation with the regular claserom teacH\r. Supplementary teachers
pLanned individualized programs for each child in ‘reading, math, and
language, development. They supervised and assisted gides, de;eloped supple:
mentary activities to aid children in Hhsic skills and conducted in-service
training for teachers. - . L
$ob descriptions for aides, supplementary‘teachers and all other ) R
Title I personnel listed in the Table can be found in the 1973-74.

Title I project application. . R R 2 '
F
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| EVALUATION; OF  TITLE I-PROJECTS -
N . , 5 /

This section dedcribes approaches«to evaluating Title I projects and
~ the Title I program in Minneapolis in l973-7ﬁ“\ . .

A distinction is ‘made between programs and projects. The Title I
proggam refers to the total, continuing effort to provide compensatory ‘
education to Tigle T eligible ch en in Minneapolis° Title I projects °*-
. "are, specific‘aizévities devoted t0 oné aspect of the Title I program,v

e.g. the Mobilé Hearning Centerq” :

‘- ) _ ‘ .. | \ |
P “ Who Exaluates the Title I Program ‘and Projects? ~ S
' . ‘ MostQTitle I evaluation studies are conducted by the Research and : i

Y ' Evaluation Department (R and E) of the Minneapolis Public Schools. This o

.Department has emphasized the evaluation of long range program impact, A//
The Department seeks ‘to answer the question: does Title I really make a
difference in the achievement of children? Descriptive and evaluative
studies of individual projects are alse performed by the R and E Department.
Administrétiv 1¥ independent of the Office of Planning, Development
and Federsal Prograi , the. Rﬂand E De artment receives Title I funds to N ﬂ
- hire staff and to cohtract evaluators.® 1? ' ‘ L -
« Monitors, working out- of the Office of Planning, Development and ) -
‘ ' Fggiial Programs, perform certain evaluation activities. Their Job is
to see. that ‘the program operations are carried- out in accordance with
State, Federal and local guidelines and regulations. . a
The Title I Parent. Advisory Committee also plays a role in evaluation,
is committee reviews all evaluation reports and observes Title I projects
' __in action. As the Farent Advigory Commlttee moves to individual school |
L . commiftee operations in 1975 a new evaluation committee will be forﬁed.
"At times external evaluatofs are contracted to conduct or assist
with evaluations. | | o
What Gets Eyaluated?‘\ T ' | § : v
Each year the school district submits an application for Title'I funds
. ‘ " to the state. The application contains specific program objectives, stated

e

in such a way that progress toward these objectives can be measured. A
general plan for. evaluation is also submitéed. o ¢

.
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In 1973-Th, considefable discussion about the precﬁives and the-
evaluation plan took plﬁce. The original objectives were rewrittén ini\

August‘1973. The evaluation plan was still being discussed in March 197h.q
Eventﬁélly, agreement’ to foll the state guidelines, which called for
using the needs assegsmeht‘i ex as a measure of program impact“was
reached. : o : .

The next three Sections describe results of various program and

: pioJect evaluations., First, results of a number of specific project
evaluations are given. Next, progress.toward grogram goals for 1973=Th
is- given followed by an analysis of long range achievement in the Title I
schools. Finally, two measures of program cperations or processes’ are A

- reported. These éhree %sdtions give a picture of project, progyem, tand
operatioml or management impact. | Y [ T

4 -
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_ EVALUATION' SUMMARIES OF INDIVIDUAL TITLE ‘I PROJECTS *
ThiS‘section of the report presentaothe evéluation results‘for-ten
Title I projects. Six,of the projects‘sefved students'at specific
locations, while two proJects were centralized services that operated
in Title I Schools throughout the city. One project ‘did not serve
students directly but developed math materials and one proJect operated
in ten parcchial schools that received Title I funds in l973-7h
s Other components funded by Pitle I in 1973-7l were not evaluated
' and thus were not'included in this section. Beceuse a three year. study
of the Mlnneapolis Title I Reading Progran was completed in 1972-73 it
. ) was felt that it was not neoessary to evaluate the Primary and Intermediate
Reading Programs and the Instructional Materials Centar (IMC) in l973-7h
Elementary Compensatory Services, which were specific compensatory education’

- ) programs that operated in each of the 25 Title I elementary #chools, were
also not evaluated. Instead, ‘evaluation activities in the elomontlry .
. program area were focused on centralized services or projects that

served Title I students from many schools. )
V In order to familiarize the reader with each project, a four part
format, is used., It includes a ' PROJECT PROFILE, an OVERVIEW of the .
project, KEY EVALUATION FINDINS, and a BIBLIOGRAPHY. Projects are
listed alpha.betica.lly. ‘ . . - 7 ; .
The PROJECT PROFILE provides a brief Outllne of the prbdect. It
gives the names of the evaluator and the ;roject administrator, and
the address and telephone number of the project. It also tells what ?F
- grade levels were served by the proJect, how many students and schools
participated, how, long the project has been in operation, how many and
what kind of staff the project bad, the amount of Title I funmds allocated
to thE%;roject in 1973-74 and the cost per pupil. Some pro&ects-received
¥ . fundlng from sources other than Title I so the amount of Title I funds
- llsted in the project profile should not bé interpreted as the total
\'? budget.in all instances, Slmilarly, the estimated cost per pupil was
derived by dividing the amount of Title I funds by the nunber of pupils,
¢ and is not necessarily an accurate reflection of a project's total cost
per pupil. 3 ' . ’ .
The goals and history of the proJect are summarized in the OVERVIEW.
The KEY FINDINGS section of ﬂ%e project report reviews the evaluation |

:
2 3 1 - § . . . aw
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. - results for the 1973-711/ and, in most cases, for previous years. The ‘
evaluation reports from which the key findings were derived are listed
in a BIBLIOGRL}&PHYV at the end of each project report. Rea.ders interested o,
. .
. " 4in obta.ining these reports should wa'_'(te to: ' TN ) .
Y ~ Research Evaluation Department * :
- MinneapoXis Public_ Schools

* . 807 N. E. Broadway . i ot

. Minneapolis, MV 55413 ' * -
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growth of children in Target Area schools. Since “19'(0 the Centers have selected

RN

© BASIC SKTLL CENTERS °

¢

PROJECT PROFILE

Prb,ject Admlnistra.tor: E ' Mary C, Kasbbhm 4

. . s v ’
Fava.luation by:. . , Sara H, Clark, Research and Evaluation Department
Pro;ject'Loca.tion_s: ' North Bagic Skill Center

1306, Plymouth Avenue North
South Bagic Skill Center
2500 Park Avenue South

i
Telephéne Numbers: ‘ (622) 521—76;h (Noféﬁ) _ _ , w
‘ o . : o (612) 339-8839 (South)
Grades Served _ 1 | ﬁ -9 | » ' ' l
No; of Pupils Served: . 555 | SN ‘ N
No. of Schools Served‘ B | -22 | . o B . .

No. of Years in Operation. 6 | S -

Staff: ‘ - Professional 5, Paraprofessiomal 36, Clerical 3

Title I Funds: =~ - $136,218 / : ’ .

Cost Per Pupil: . , $229 T .~

OVERVIEW

Two Basic Skill Centers, one on the near North Side, the other on the South
Side, were set up in 1968 to help inner city students inmprove their reading
skills. The Centers have been supported‘for the most part by local school
board funds although ESEA Title I funds have provided for the teacher aldes,

The goals of the program have iqcludeddremediation of gub~skill weaknesses,
achievement of functional reading levéis, and raising the rate of reading

the most disabied readers in these schools, and have developed & new curriculum.
Individualized instruction’is provided for grades,4 - 9 using a multi-
medié approach. Materials by the Cénters'.staff have been used in conjunction

i with commercially produced programs during the developmental period. In 1973-Th //

the Basic Skill Centers Readiﬁg Program was used exq{£Siveiyo

.
.,
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KEY FINDINGS

July 1968

“

1g§é~69 :
Sehéol Year

Snmmer‘l9§§

1969-T0

 8chool Year

" rate of the Centers' ‘students was better than expected for these

‘children in both Ekperimentaf and Control groups. were further

Basic Skills Centers (Conmt.)

The Centers opened for partial operatiom. -The Sullivan Programmed
Reading materials (Bebavioral Research Laboratory) were used with
enrichment programs developed by‘Center staff,

-1
P

Gains apparently favored the Experimental group, but generally

behind at thé end of the year. Vocabulary results favored the
Control group. There was no control for regression. Stanford
Primery Achievement Tests were.-used. . .

There was no control group, but attendance and Sullivan Books
completed correlated‘signigicantly with Paragraph Meaning

Achievement Test.scores when pretest differences were controlled.
Possible sampling bias occurred with only 23% of students | ,
available for testing. _ | . T Va
Gains were not high for either the ExperimentaL or Control groups.
Vocabulary gains favored Contro} group. South Center gains were .
significantly higher than gains made by North Center students,
The Sullivan: Placement Test was found to be functioning inappro=-

" priately. L 4 . -

N ) ' .
Originally, intact clagsrooms had gggen&ed the Centers. In 1970-71
individual children githfthe“ﬁrentest need for help were selected. °

' The Stanferd Achierement Testé, used since 1968, were discontinued

and the Gates-MacGinitie Achievement Tests were used.

'
Pre-post test results were obtained from h60 of the 701 students
who received services from the Centers. Their average length of
attendance at’ the Basic Skill Centers was six months. These
students mfde substantisl gains in Reading Comprehension and
Vbcabulary About seven out of ten children in this group made
geins of one year or more' during the stx month time span. Iearning

educationally disadvantaged children who were initially two to

_ three years below grade level. ' _ ’

Individually administered tests yielded results which weré similar

to results from group testing.

3 I .
> a9 :'/
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. Basic Skills Cenmters (Comt.) - =~~~ . . .. T
197172

A

Services were provided f‘or 675 students.' vao-thirds ‘of the SOl

o

‘ " than expected for average children in the grade levefa at whi ch

1972<73

\
\
|
|
students with complete testing da.ta. ma.de gaind equal to or greater =

tH@y were wornking. According to questionnaire respénses, the
Centers were viewed very f¥vorably by perentg& home school -
teachers, and the pa.rticipating stiidents.

Tast results were obta:ined for 384 of the 60h students who attended A
the Centers. The grade equivalent gains were well above what. would '
ha.ve been expected for average children wnrking -at the grade levels
specified in the Gates-MacGinitie (Comprehension) and Stanford -

Primary nchievement (Wora Study Skills) Tests which were ‘the

measuring instruments. About 70% of the students made grade

equivalent gains on tﬂe Cya.tes Tests greater jhn/expecteédif‘dr the pre- g
-post span of six months. " Two-thirds oﬂ pupils me.de such ‘gains

on the Stanford tests, N S e ) ’

Services were provided for 595 public school pupils. “Of the 190 .

- students' tested w:i.th the' Ga.tes-Ma.cGinitie, ;devel B, Comgrehel_zﬁlon »

Test, 81% showed gains of seven or more mohths for the seven-months
they were on roll. Of the 195 pupils tested at the C level, %%,

"ga.ined six or more months An their average time of six months

between the pre= and posttests. “The median grade equivalent .
gains were 1.6 for theK B level testing and 1.7 for the)c level.

The staff=developed Basic Skill Centers Reading Program was near- 2
ing completion. It 'provided e.ll the curriculum ma.teria.ls for the . ' “
Centers as well as supplementary materials for home and school use,

4 .

Clark, S. P.

Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools,’ 1971. - NS

Clsrk, S. H.

Bagic Skill Centers Evaluation, September 1 - June .1

Basic Skill Centers of Minneapolis, 1971-72. _Minnea}()lisz“

Minneapolis Public Schools, December 1972.

Clark, S. H,

Basic Skill Centers of Minnespolig, 1972-73: An Evalua.tion.«

, Minneepolis: Minneapolis Public Schools, Jamary 1974.

Cla.rk, S. H,

‘Ba.sic Skill Centers of Minneapolis, 1973-7h. Minneapolis.
Minneapolis Public Schools, November 197k, . _
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BRfANT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL CONOENTBQTED'EDUCATION CENTER” _

&% lPIiOJ'ECTI;ROFILE . ot

| Project Admihist;ator: . ' Melvin West, Principal h
Eyalnation by: - “- . - _Thomas.McCoi;;ck, contracted evaluator
Project Location: - - ' ST éryant Junior High School . (

. . ;a«:‘ ‘ ‘ 373? Third Avemue South .

‘Telephone Munbers _ S (612)¢§22-3161 ,_.

Grades Served: L 7.8 - ] R

No. of Pupila Served: o 483 o '

. No, of‘SchOOls.Served: | 1 | |

No., of Years in 0peration: | 5 o N |

Staff': " Professiomal 8, Paeapiofesaional lS,fClericai 2
Title I Funds; . v$36e21 . -

Cost Per'Pupilza d"- . . T $277i ' .

OVERVIFW . R ' - v '

- A Concentrated Education Center (CEC) was created at Bryant Junior High
.School with Title I and local funds in 199 to provide remedial basic skills
jpstruction for economically and educationally disadvantaged students. - In
'.*973-7h 483 of the 798 students-gmrolledﬂgt the school were eligible to receive
Title I program benefits. . A

Title I funds were used to hire additional Special Learning and

‘Problems (SLBEP) teachers, tutors and teacher a1des~ and to develop s

basic skills instruct;onal programs.

..




«

Bryatit Jurior High (Cox;it.) \ - ‘ g . ' }

KEY FINDINGS

1972-73"©  The G't:.tes;hthinitie Redding Voéabuiary a Co}nprehension ‘.l‘ests
S and the aneapolis Arithmetic Conput@.tion Test were administered
to students in mid—Septemher and ni&-)hy. Thus, an eight month
t gra.de equiva.lent gain might: have been expected from the average, or

' typical, student. Only the pre- and poattést scores of seventh o,

and eighth graders who attended Bryant @he entire yeAr were

-

. amalyzed. Simiflar test data were “not available for sixth ér

ninth graders. S B o >

~

. '1'he Title I eligible ‘seventh ‘graders did not do particula.rly well
“on the. Vocabulary 'ne_st. As a group, they made a five month gain

"

AN

on Survey D of the Gates-MacGinitie Vocebulary Test. Howe}rer, 4’

the Title I eighth graders gained six months ‘on the -more difficult

Survey E of the same test. Students in both grades made excellent
E progress on the Reading Comprehension Test; -The Title IA se’venth

gra.ders gained 1.2 years and the eighth gra.ders, 1. 7 years.

L]

o g Students mede less than average gains on the Mlnneapolis Arithmetic
! - Computation Test. While na.tional norms do .not exist to measure
R o student progress on this test, Bryant student test results were
.. ,compared to citywide percentile' norms. Both the Title I aeventhhh
. % L8

and“eighth graders gaihéd about six raw score points Jn'thé 33

© item test. ﬁowever, in both grades the students percentile
s+°miings %clined compared with other M:mnea.polis students.

- 1973-Th An evaluatlon.was made by Bryant staff nembers. Achieve‘men't:, test

‘

gains were siniilar to those made in 1972-737 } ‘ %%%;éz ,

™~ . ~

‘MaCormick, T. An Ana;xsis of Bm&nt Jynior l{igh School Student mdlgg and

Math Achievement, 1972-73. Minnea.ﬁolis.' Minneapolis Public Schools,
-  November 1973. ' . . ‘ '

[ ) \i.:.; ) . LY
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'\ BRYANT YOUTH EDUCATTONAL SUPPORT CENTER

— - » . : T
. | \moé‘xc'r PROFIIE o
\frOJect'Adminigtrator: ' Thomes Kitto _. o
’Evgiuation by:~ ‘ . " Robert Bergeth, deeedrch and Evaluation Department -
Project Locetion: , Bryant YES Center R ' ' ' w
) . } 2633 FOurth.Avenue South . ‘» . “i
-'l'elephone Nunber : - . (612) 870-0101 e S - »
Grades Served' ) ,£ -9 o B /
No. of Pupila Serve | o3 '
hNb. of Schools.served.. o 3 ~ e ;&—ﬂ-
No. of Yeard;in Operation: 6 | ) . ~ -
. St;;f:. R 'f- - Profeesional 5 Pareprofessionel 3, Clericalil. - .
Title I Fundst B $1oo,obm | y o =
’.Coqt Per Pupil: | ‘ $3,33§f: . | ' T o .
OVERVIM = . o Co " ) - S

The Bryant Youth Educational Support Center (YES) was estdbliahed in 1968
thgough the combined efforts of the school,”community and industry to meet the
needs of Junior high school studenta who were socially maladjusted and/or
academically underachieving. The Center is 1ocated\\h an area with many socio-
economic problems. :
- Generally the students referred to the Center ‘have been two te four years
below grade level in basic skills achievement. Many havé exhibited severe anti- ‘
,- : social behavior. The primary objectives of the Center staff have been to provide g ﬁ
f _basic skills remedial instruction, modify inappropriate behavior and explore
- long-term goals. - : ‘ . .
Conventional grades have not been used. However, behaviorel objectives,
.‘ . based on demonstrated academic performance were written for each student. Students
o achieved their objectives received course credit, students who didn't try
‘ received no credit, - - o ~N

a . o 41:3 o ’ o i .

®
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. ,Brya'nt YES Center .(Copt,)' \ . L

ey Fmomes . T ' ~ S
19711972 |

Forty-seven of the 50 students enrolled at the Center during: the
year were tested in mid-Gctober 1971 and m:ld-b!ay 1972. o

v

* The utudents made excellent progress in reading. They ma.de an
average grade equivalent gaﬁz of 1.4 on the Gates-MacGinitie g
-Vocabula.ry Test and 1.5 on the Word Meaning Test over the seven’

~ month pericd. Only thsee of the h7 students had grade equivalent
gaine of less thnn seven months on the Vcca.bulary Test and only
six had grade equiva.lent gains of less than seven months on’the
Word Meaning Test. The studente made, an average grade equivalent

t gain of 1.2 on the Gatb@cGinit’ie Comprehension Test and 1. 5 on
the _Stanford Achievement’ Pa.ragrnph Mea/ning Teet. Again, ‘only & -

few students made less then. the expected seven month gain on_both‘ :

tests. - N o _ o : \

V.

The students also fiade good, if not excellent progress in Arith-'

metic Computation Skills, Understanding Arithmetic Concepts and

Arithmetic gpplication. In all three areas, the average student
made a grade equiva.lent gain of ;r.o. ' '

The students continued to make\ excell“ent gains, ,q_'l‘hirty-nine
students were tested with the same achievement tests used in
1971-72‘. There was a sb{c\uvxcnth. qie’riod between the pretest and
the posttest. L B )

The students made average gains in Voce.bulary of one and ‘e half
months and two months on the Word Meaning Test for each month™
they were in ¢He program. In Reading Comprehension, the students
made 1.8 months gain for gach month in the program dnd 2.2 months

'o'n the P%ragraph Meaning Test. Results for Arithmetic Computation

*  were 1.8 months gain for each month in the program, 1. 8 for

Arithmetic Concepts, a.nd 2.3 months for Arithmetic Application.

Evaluation results indicated that for the thir stra.ight yeny" the
students made good progre;s{a in reading and mat .

d

The students made or exceeded the. expected grade equivalent gain
of .7°on’5 of the 6 standardized achievement tests they took.

¢ Greater than avera_ge-gai'ns were made in’(Vocabnlnry {.8), Woifd'

& -




Bryant YES Center (Cont ) N

Meaning (.8), Paragraph Meaning (1.5), Arithmetic Concepts (7)),
atd Arithmetic Applications (1.5). The students didn't make the
expected gains in Reading Comprehenicx'x} (.5). '

s - A
-

Bergefh, R, L. An Ag;xsis of thg Mnt YES Center Student Reading and Nht
Growth 1971-1972. “Minneapolis: . Minneapolis Public Schools, August 1972,
. ®.Bergeth, R. L. Bryant YES Center Student Roading and Math Growth, 1972-T3.
Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools, October 1973. .
: RN -
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ENGLISH BASIC SKILLS

) . -
< _ o ° PROJECT PROFILE - | :
Project Administrator: "Adeline O, Mgrty b ' s
T . | ) | . _
Evaluetion by: .\ ‘ . Sara H. Clark, Research and Evaluation Department
‘Project Location:” . ' Ph1111ps 'Junior High School PR ;
. : -2218 Thirteenth Avenue South '

3 : . - ! g o f |
Telephone Number: (612)’335-3158, ext. 22 ..
’Grades Served: - ' - S 7T=9 . . QQ§§i§.7§
No. of Pupils Served: 268 ‘ - ) , l
No. of Schools Served. o o1 -

~ " 4 ‘
L No. of Years in Operation. ' 5 AN e ) ‘.
. o .
. . v\’
Staff: ) ; o Professional 2.7, Paraprofessional 3.5, Clerical- 0
. : : o . L . -
Title I Funds: ' . $57,276 . ;-
% o ’ _ N : . . .
Cost Per Pupil; s " $21k — . . = |
. —F - - — l
# ' OVERVIEW '

This program started in l969-70 whenl Job Corps reading materials were
initially used by 350 pupils in 7th and 8th grade English classes at Phillips
Junior High. This systemtized progran of materials supplemensed the regular ‘\\
;/? curriculum and was used .about three periods a week in each of the participating

classes. The major goal of the program has been to bring the reading level of
'underaehievers closer to grade level. Gates-MacGinitie Vocabulary and Compre-
hension Tests have been used as‘standardized measures of achievement. %

In 1970-71 anothér Job Corps program, Language and Study Skills (LASS),

' vas added in the 8th and'9th grades for those pupils with a reading level of
at least the fifth month of the fifth e. This program, using film s£rips,
tapes, and worksheeto; also supplemented the, regular curricuium about three '
days a “week. The Gates-MacGiQitie Reading Tests have been used for evaluation.

. ~ The prpdect has remained essentially unchanged since: 1970-71.,
| . ' - .
e ’

. J




~ English Basic Skills (Cont.) S ' ' 5 k )
KEY FINDINGS - | . . .

1969-71’ Fo:;mal evaluationa were not conducted. Accordmg to tests
v given in the classrooms and teacher ,judgment, the progra.m was  \
a worthwhile addition to the regaular cur;'iculum.

19_2}_1-:72 ~  Despite a highly transient popula.tion, ga.ins were obtained for

, . 60% of the 305 students involved. Sixty percent of those

' L gkudentg made ,grade_ equivalent gains in Comprehension as = ~
" great or greater than might i:b.ve been expected for the lengbh

g )

L . of instruction. Forty-thi'ee percent made similar ga,ihs-on Voc= '
B & abulayy 'ﬂests. ’ - o
) _ .
~1972-73 Greater gains were made on Comprehenaion Tests: tha.n on Vocabulary o
> oo Tests. The 8th and 9th gra.ders in the Iangua.ge and Study Skills
L , ‘(IA§8) program showed expected gains in Comprehension, but were - i i

: below average in Vocabulary gains. The students, primarily from
_ the 7th and 8th grades, who made use of the Job Corps Graded 3
_ Reading Program, showed: greater gains than they ‘had the year before,
. N especially on the Comprehension Tests. Gain scores were obtained g ,
for 60% of the 429 stude:xt/s who were assigned f

. ‘ the brogre.m at
. : any time during the school year.

,& 1973-7}‘/ = Ga»in%corea were again obtained for 60% of the 268 Title I S -
.stud%nts in this program who received no other gpecial reading .
assin%a?hce during -t@year. Comprehension gains were greater than
expected for the pre- posttest apan of six to seven months, The
8t“h grade 1ASS students showed the grea.test median gain (1.8)
whereas the 9th grade LASS students shoﬁed the smallest (.8).

. ©  The 8th grade _students fell below expecte.}:.:.on on the Vocabulary ‘ /
. Tests while tlnle 7th and 9th graders showed median ‘g@.ins as great
#°  or greater thé.n'_"might ‘have been expected though thesc gains were

¢

not as large as the overall Comprehension gains. A

.

s Clark, S. H.,, and , ‘and Marty, A. 0 Job Corps Rea_.dix_xg Prgg‘ am, Phillips Junior High
School, Minneapolis, 1911-12. Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools,
January 1973. . ’ L .
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LINCOLN LEARNING CENTER . =~ . .~
. ' R h / R . ‘
i _‘ _PROJECT PROFILE | o \
Project Adﬁinistrator:; . v Duaﬁe_Raﬁbe;B o - ﬂt;' ",
wEvaiﬂ;tio;'my{' i ) Roﬁeit-Bergeih,'Resgarch and Evaluation Department
Projéct Locaﬁibn:"v to Lincoln Learning Center - | ’ |
St : - 1225 Plymouth Avenue North -
.. . Lo . R >
Telephone Mumber: . - . (612) s21-k7h1 .
, Gfades Served: -~ ' "7 -9 . ‘ .
No. of Pupils Served: | '  . 60 J . _ . ‘ i\v
No. of Schools Served: N 6 | | "
No. of Years in Operation: *~ - 9 ] . ‘
Sthff: . - 'Profeégiona; Ty éaréprofessiénal 33‘C1erical‘l
\T&itle I Fﬁnds; . ‘ $38,882 : ; ] |
| Cost Per Pupj‘.iu: \," S , $648 » _ IJ‘: : j,,s

H

OVERVIEW * = A .
The Lincoln Learning Cente} was established’és a school for junior high age v
boys who were having Q}fficulty adjﬁsting to typical c}%ssrooés. All students
have been one or more years below grade Jevel in reading, math or both.
The Center staff emphaqized basic skills 1nstruétion, career education and
social development. ‘Ehch.student was éiven daily objectivesjin each of his
c];a.sses° 'Tﬁg degree to which he'accomplished hisiclass;oom objecéives determined
his success in séq;?1£< Students who did not’ complete their objectives were given
individua; contracts suitable to their needs. These‘céntracts; whigh qoveffd social
as well as academic behavior, were completed at each student's own rate.
A unique feature of the Center has been the heévy involvement of business
and industry. A number of companies have contributed considerable finamg%al )
-support as well as”material:{tems anﬂ'technical assistance,

°
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KEY -FINDINGS

197273

. Elementary Battery, at the beginning and end of the- schoo year. s ,

A} . @ 3

Lincoln Learning Center<(Cont.) - ' - - T

The Metropolitan Achievement Tests, Elementa.ry. Battery, welre
administered to 52 ‘students when they entered the\Center and
vhen they left. Th‘e average student was enrolled for six months.
Thus, a six month grade equivalent galn mght have been expected
if a student performed typically. ‘

T

Students mde good progress in Word Kuowledge and Reading Achieve=-
ment Comprehension. '.l'hey gained six months on the " Word Knowledge
Test and eight months on the Reading Test. On the Spelling and

Arithmetic Computation Tests, the students made a grade equivalent | )
gain of .5. However, ’on the Word Discrimination and Arithmetic |
Problem Solving !ests, the average gain" wa.s three months.

Each student was given the Metropolita.n Achievement Teht 3
The students made good progress in Word Knowledge and Word Dis- .
crimina.tion. They made 1. 6 and 1.3 months gain for each month in
the program, respectively. The students made .9 months sain in
Spelling and .7 months gain in Reading. ‘

-

In Arithmetic Computation, they made 2 months gain for the seven
months in the progra.m. Similarly, they made only one month gain
in Arlthmetic Problem Solvring and Concepts for the seven months

N

in the program.

2 ! A

Bérgeth R, L. An Exa.m_:l,gg_t'ggg of Lincoln Learning Center Student Progress in

Bagic Ski
Ramberg, D. and McCormi.ck, . Lincoln Learning Cegtei' Project Director's Report,

1972-73.

1972= Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools, October 1973.

v

Minneapolis: Minneapolis Pnblic Schools, October 1973, ~
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MATHEMATICS BASIC BKILLS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT . Sl

| 7 - — | —
A | - PROJECT PROFILE i
* Project Leaders: SR Diana L, Hestwood - A,A v
- o , Earl E, Orf S ~
"EVlluation}by! : v ‘.. ' fara H Clark, Research and Evaluation Deplrtme
ProJect Office; ' - "L behmann Educational: Center!
: . C - 1006  West Lake Street
Telephone Fumber: _‘ . (612) 3u8-hose )
Grades Served: : A Tel2 - .
f"No, of Pupils Served:’ ‘ - Not applicabie.; -
!o._of Schools Served: ) Nobt abﬁliceble A v‘A B
Ro;'of Years in Operation: : k- A | fﬁgﬁ
Staffs | , . ‘ f%L " . Profeasional 1. l, Paraprofessional 0, Clerical 1
Title I Funds: ‘ : $2u 552 |
Cost Per Pupil: '." . Not appropriate for this project
. | N ’
OVERVIEN -

The objective of this project, begun in 1970, was to develop and use an
inutructional system which would enmable poorly. motivated, Jow achieving junior-
high students to learn © sic mathematical concepts and skills. More than 230
precise behavioral objectives covered computational gkills in whole numbers,
fractions, decimals, percents and measurements. Mathematics teachers in the

- Target Area junior high schools participated in all phases of the project. The

-_tecchers selected and %Ffined objectives, wrote instructional booklets and supple- :
mentary materials, and finally tried and tested the units with their -students. An
instructional unit was‘considered successfui if more than 50% of the students who
studied it achieved mastery (85% or more correct) on & criterion-referenced post=
test, Title I Guidelines required that at least 50% of the pupils attain the ,
‘project's objectives in order for project funding to be contimed. )

. . ‘ X
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Mathematics Basic Skills (Cont.) ' ' '

. KEY FINDINGS

° 'S

1970;71 - By the end of the school year, three of the newly developed ﬁnits
had been used in cLassrdcmsu About 200 students were involved.’
The evaluation of the first year, of the project's operation, by
" an independént evaluator, concluded, "ALlL test results were
‘ positive and at least indicqte an exciting potential for the

development of materials-to suppbrt~the mathematics curriqulum."

1971-72 = In the second. year of tqe'project, 1,274 individual bookiéts (10
' ‘different units) were used by 586 students who wére‘mostly_in the
~ Tth and'8th gradesd., Booklets were ,assigned to those stﬂdentsfwho‘
%ﬁgg'Qeficient in‘bertain bésic mathemftical skills, Eight of thg
- kten instructional units ‘met the criteria of having at least 50% of
the students achieve mastery. Mastery was defined asvscoring»BS%
or better on & posttest. ‘ |

- &

Writing teams of mathemptiés teachers made use of test item amalysis
““hot"pnly for the revision of the two weaker units and tests, but

. ~ .. . : o
/g also for minor revisions in“the 'successful materials.

1972-73°s  More than 2100, students completed' 6,937 booklets in 11 instructional
ﬁ// units., At least 59% of the studentg who participated in each unit- '
, achieved magtery (scored 85% or better on a unit posttest). The
- perceptagé of students achieving mastery ré%éed from 52% on the unit
' dealing with A}eg Measurement to 85% on the unit dealing with
} Division of Fractions’. All of the students had been below the
' ‘ mastery level on diagnostic tests of these mathematics basic skills.

Four additional units were given preliminary trials. Probable -

revision was indicated for two of the four units.

°The project was expanded to include Target Aréa senior high schools

, as well as other inner city school locations, Thirty-eighgfteachers
) ‘ " made use of the units developed by .the project. '

1973=Th,  Seveh additional units were developed during the year. Threw of
, ’ them, Percent 2, Metric Capacity, and Arga of Parallelogréms and
' Triénglés, were not completed until late in the school year hence

the numbe; of students'who used them was too small to_provide

reliable data. ThHe units whiéh received more extensive tryouts

; 43"
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Mathematics Basic Skills (Cont.) . o | '
. and the pércenta‘.ges of students who achieved mastery on them
vl Ty were: Dividing Whole Numbers, Standard Algorithm (67%), Whole
S Number Equations (70%), Percent 1 (Sh%) ‘and Metric Tempera.tu.re
(519).

Iwenty-four utea,c\‘il‘l\ers at ten public schools and one parochial
S ' ' ‘ school coopera.ted in the field testing of the new units. ) Kh
' Previpusly developed materials were made available to non-
Titlzq;sc : '
low cost. Another major a.ctivity)of the pro,ject was assistiﬂg
. teachers in implementing an individualized learning- system using

hools in Minneapolis and- to schools eléewhere at

project materials. o J

.

Etiucatioml Management Services, Inc. An Evaluation of the Minneapolis Mathemdtics
sic Skills Development Project. Minneapolis: Educational Management Services
Inc., 1971.

Clark, S. H., Hestwood, D. and-Orf, E, Mathematics Basic Skills Development Pro;]egt
¢? * 1971-72. Minneapolis: Mi,nnea.polis Public Schools, pril 1973.
. = Clark, S. H. Mathe matids Basic Skills Developnent Project, Minnea.polis, 1972=73.
" Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools, April 197k.

J - . :

¢
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MATHEMATICS PROGRAM (ELEMENTARY) ‘i~\;;f , ~
_ .
42 . L)
PRQJECT PROFILE ‘
- ' < ! z
Project Leaders: N ’ \\\Jlmer A Kbch, Jr., Admlnlstrator/Consultant
' ‘ . Hl ean Hq{fman, Coordinating Resource Teacher Yy,
Evaluation by: % AR »/)> Sara H, Glark, Research and Evaluation Department
«Project'Office: B ’ Lehmann Center . iq )
o - ; ’ 1006 West Lake Street ﬂ/} A "
. A 1 { . -
Telephone Number: \ﬁ_,/ . (612) 348-L067
. ‘ ' . ST .
Grades Served: K-3 2

vl

" skills in order to ensble them to function at grade level. To achieve that

.advisory commit\ees (from public and parochiel Tij}e I schools) who also

- i
No. of Pupils Served: ' A1l Title I primary, indirectly -

No. of Schools Served: 25 Public

‘ . 9 Parochial .
No. of Years in Operation: ° .2 S t
! . € R .

Staff: . - -",' Profeesionel L4, Paraprofessional 0, Clerical 1
~ Title I Funds: | $80,408 | | | ’
. Cost Per Pupil: N ' . Not appropfiate for this ;}ojeqt’ : &

Y o - 1 N O

OVERVIEW - - Lo | y ’

1]

v The goal of this developmental project was to help T1tle I primary grade
children improve their understanding of mathematical concepts and basic math

goal, the projett aimed to improve the teaching of mathematics at the primary
level in ?itle I schools, with the hopes that, the students would then attain
. certain specified levels of mastery on the Houghton-leflln Placement Tests.
The project was initiated at the request of the staff, principals, and parent

assisted in project planning.

. j:""s\ 53 . . Z ' L] "




KEY FINDINGS : | I ‘ N
. i ) o . . ,“_
Spring and A total of 163 teachers participated in three workshops, each
Summer 1972 consisting of ten three~hour training sessions. These workshops
and further planning were financed through reallocdtion;of
) 'Title I fdﬁéz from the previous year, ® o :'33 . '
: 1972-73 Iwo more: training sequences of ten sessions each were held.‘

. They were attended by a total of 93 teachers. In addition,
17 mini-inservice sessions of two hoirs each were given on
. ; fsix different subJects in which teacherp had requested help.. ~
A separate ten-houﬁ cturse was ‘attended by 33 teacher aides.

The project staff develqped and produced 30 different sets
. . of instructional msterials of which more than k4, 000 copies'
| were distributed° Evaluatlons received from teacliers shOwed a
high acceptance and use dfﬂthese materials. More thsnaizo .
demonstration lessons on- t e use of‘these materials and~\Qn

Y o 2 , \‘\
‘{ ]
— - ? =
-2 ' . .- . ‘ ‘ . .
_ . Methematics Progigm (Cont.) , _ T .

e

- ; subjects which the teachers had requested help were given in '
the schools. On a 1-10 scale, the average teacher evalnatdon

™~ ‘of these lessons was 9 b, a highly favorable response.

Test results were +obtained from 1,Q2h Title I-students whose
~

-~

teachers had received ‘services from the project and from
—~ ’ () 193- Title I students whose teachers had not received such
‘  services. Neither group attained the specified mastery levels,

@

nor were»there consistent differences between thé .two groups of"

iy “

‘ 1973-7T4 . ¢ The proJect,continued_to provide services, mterials, “and - "
training “in mathematics for ‘Title I primary teachers. A 30
hour inservick series was_attended by 46 teachers who had riot
» previously had the course. An average of 22 teachers ettended .
., | ' each one of 30 two-to-three hour mini-inservice sessions oR 51ngle

concepts such as classification, numeration, place value, and

: ’ MY

- , . ) regrouplng. In addition the resource teachers on- the Math Team
gave over 510 demonstration lessons, held nearly 500 1nd1v1dual
teacher conferences dhd distributed““bout 6,000 sets of materials.

|
|
|
|
students in the percen€3ge which had achieved masteny.v\ . ‘l
|
|
\
I
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

. An evaluation of.the_Team:s services showed that the teachers




Mathematics Program .(Cont.)

- v

_ . 7 , . - Lo
rated the materials produced as the most helpful service, the
ifservices next most helpful, apd the demonstrations as least

'vhelpful. Overall, 6Q@¢of the 153 respondents rated the Title I

Math Program és,eithef:Very worthwhile or outsﬁéndiﬁg.

A
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MOBILE LEARNING CENTERS. Q§ : -7
. PROJECT PROFILE _ : . .
Project Adginistrator: Mary C. Kasbohm
- - . "4.;,«.~ N \ . .
-Evaluatioh by: ' # Sara H. ClarkJ Research and Evaluatlon Department
A : i
Project Locations: ., . g Bryant Junior High School . :
' RS — . 3737 Third Avenue South ) )
, 5 - L . North High School 0
R . '4§(/ . . . 1719 Fremont Avenue North ' =
Telephone Numbers: . . (6123 822-9789 éBryant) :
- : . : ( 529-2239 North) S ‘
; . ;:Grades Served: . . ﬁ7 - 12 : o \\\\\ . - ‘
| ) ' BRI . ' ' . v o
E .7 No. of Pupils Served: . .351 |
! : , v ' : . . ’
No. of Schools Served: g " 2 ‘
~ No. of Years in Operation: kh& |
 Staff: . 7 Professional 2, Paraprofessional 2, Clerical O
; . Y ) v R - ’
o Title I Funds: ° S : $u3,400
Cost Per Pupil: - | IR 3 b-1 i
o OVERVIEWL : L // =
- Self- ~teaching machinés housed 1n tra11er-classrdoms were used to help -
3 Minneapolls secondary students improve the1r readlng skills. TV-like teachlna
i" ‘machines were used with both Doﬁsett materials and a program produced by the
é?é ~ Minneapolis’ Basic Skill Centers. The machines--32 in all-jyere housed in two
, large trailers that could be moved from school to school: A gain of one month
‘or more in grade equ1valents (using Gates-MacGlnltle Tests) for each month of
attendance at the Centers by at least 50% of the. students was the spec1fic
ocbjective of the preject.
3 v Although students operated the machines and tested their own progress at

the end of" each lesson, assistance was available from the- certlfied reading ’

teacher and the aide who staffed each traiLer.“ The teacher also prescrlbed

.

the coursé of instruction for each student.
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Mobile Learning Centers (Cont.) -

N : MacGinitie,Tests were used again.

.

s o - Y LT

 KEY FINDINGS - B

rd

+

1970-T1 Positive gains in Vocabulary and Comprehension wére made by the
240 students fo{ vhom gain scores were obtained. Their rate of
progréss was from two to six times that which would have been
expected based on their previous achievement. All of them had
q been one or more years beléw gﬂgde level in reading’ skills before
L o

, their selection for the program.= .

l971-72 . In the second year of operation the program vas again auccessful o
Eighty percent of the students tested made grade equivalent gains ;
opn Comprehension over those expected for length of instruction.

o : Sixty-four percent made such gains on voecabulary tests. Gates=

- . N
'1972;73 Pre-post test results were obtained’for 218 etudents.s;ggre than 85%
% : of these pupils made, grade equivalent gains in Comprehension over
. expectation for the length of enrollment in the program. The ) ‘ -gy/n
median grade equivalent gain was 1.5, although the students had \

s been én roll for less than half the school year.- " o

e -

1973-74 At the'Bryant trailer evaluation data were obtained for’f&% of * -
those enrolled in the progect. of these 9 stndents, 68 were
also in the ESAA program. Their'average length of enrollment

equivalent months in that time. At the/ Forth trailer, complete
data were available for only 20% of those enrolled. Of thege b7

|
, . |
was: six months. Seventy-aix percent gained six or more grade :
<. students, 72% gained at least & month for each month on roll. .

Secondary Schopls, 1970= Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools, 1972.

Clark S. H, Mobile Learning Centers of Minneapolis 1971-72. Minnéapolis.
Minneapolis Public Schools, Jauuary 1973. .

Clhrk, S. H. Mobile Learning Centers of Minneapolis 1212-13 Minneapofi\:
Minneapolis Public Schools, ngruary 1974, g

Clark, S. H. Mobile Learning Centers of Minneapolis 1213 ~Th. Mi?meg.polie:

Minneapolis Public Schools, December 1974,

Clark, S. P. 'Evaluation of the MObile Learning Centers in Minpegpolis ‘ . ) }
- |
\

~~~~~




éualuetion by: ’

About 25% of the students enrolled at these schools, were‘“liqihle to
© receive Title I program benefits. The parochial schools' Title I program

’
& ®
. . »

PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS® TITLE I PROGRAM

[
v

4 ™ : @
. PROJECT PROFILE . .o
. N N —' "i ‘." .. . ) R '. h
ProgrZin Administrator: o School Priﬁ%ipals o ' 2

.
h

“Thomas McCGrmick, contractedievaluator

Program Location: " Ten Parochlg{ Schools ' o .
_ . E _ : : ‘ |
Telephone Number: ' v (612) 224-1395 o .. |
P ~ . * . ) . . Q
Grades Served: R 1-8 ' [ - . } . J
A . "i% , . ‘
No. of Pupils Served: o 880 . : :
. . 1 h 1
No. of Schools Served- - 410 / "" ’ “
K ]
No.qof Years in Operat on: : Vdries for each school’ : v’\ _ ;% )
i |
Staffs - . Pro essional vartes, Paraprofessional varies ‘
. , Cl ical varies , ‘
Title I Funds: ' : $115,q32 , S : o {
Cost Pér Pupil: R . %131 . . j
OVERVIEW | ‘ . N

Ten parochial schools in Minneapplis received Title I funds im 1973~7k.

2

focused on remedial maih and ézading instruction primarily through the use of

teacher aide~\_ Most of the Title I personnel in the parochial schools part-

1c1pated in math\i f-ading in-service workshops.

In most of the schools reading rooms or resource centers were provided so

) that supplementary teachers and aides could work privately with educationally

disadvantaged Title I students. Using filmstrips, cassette tapes, and manipulative
skills materials, these teachers and aides reinforced basi\kﬁﬁth and reading ~
sxills taught in the regular classroon. -

\}




. KEY FINDINGS

Parochial Schools- (Cont.) - ‘ - . ' .

19737k

[N
*

il
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4

(
: ’ .« s . (,.’ .
Pre- and posttest, reésults for 238 Title I"students in four

' parochlal schools, Ascension, Stq,Anne s, St. Stephen and South

?ark Consolidated (a consolidatlén of St. Helena and Holy Name
schools) were analyzed. Similar test data were‘pot available - .
for Title I students in the other six parochlal schoolso

The Regaipg Comprehension and Mgth Computation portions of the <
California:Achievement Test were agministered in 0ctober 1973

and May 197 to 166 Title I students enrolled at Ascensicn and
St. Anne’s. Seventy-two Title I students at St. Stephen’s and

- South Park Consolidated also took.an October 1973 pretest and a
May 197k posttest in Reading Comprehens1on gnd Math Computation, T
but on-a different test ‘the SRA Achievement Series, Form E

A seven month grade equlvalent gain might have been expected from the
average or typlcal, student. . Student progress wa.s détermlned

by aring the medlan pretest grade equivalent scores with the | %

median posttest grade. equivalent score.

9 - A
Generally, the Title I parochial school students made good and, )

in some cases, excellent progress. Second, third and fourth <
graders whao toolk th;?California Achievement Test, Level 2, Form A

in. Reading Comprehension, gained six months. Fourth, fifth and
sixth graders who took Level 3 of the same test, made & gain of one
year, and seventh and eighth graders gained four months. . On the
Math Computation portion of the California Achievement Test, the °~
second, third and fourth graders gained eight months; fourth, fifth

' and sixth graders taking Level 2 tests, gained five mdnths; and A ;o

seventh gand eighth graders made a grade equivalent gain of l.l years.

On the SRA Reading Comprehension Test, Blue Level, fourth and fifth
grsders made a grade equlvalent gain of 2.6 years. Sfrth graders,

who took the Gxeen Level Reading Comprehension Test, galned 1.5~

years. -In Math Camputation the fourth and fifth graders had a grade -
equivalegt loss of five months, while the sixth graders’ gained 2 year.

»

No report_yas.published on these test data. i . .

v
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' READING PROGRAM .. A,

[ ' PROJECT PROFILE ...

, ) ‘ . <
Project Administrator: - Area Superintendents »

(However, readers interested in program informr

e . ation should contact Mitchell Trockman af the

i \ A telephone number land address listed below)
) C .
, . _
] Evaluation by: . . . Danie% P, Norton, Educational Testing Service
E Project- Office: : . Lehmann Center

1006 West Leke Street

E :f; B Telephone Number: ] . (61é) 348-4062 : ]
E M?ra&és Serﬁed: o ’ K - 6 oo g ' '¥
| No. of Pupils-Seryog: ' 8,600 (8,200 Public; 400 Parochial)

* No. of>Schoo1é Served: ¢7~ y 25 Pubiic j ' | _ .

. o 7 Parochial
. No. of Years. in Operation: B 7 °

- ’ L

’ Professional 27, éaraprofassional 1, Clerical.9

.
14

Staf¥:

Title L Funds: ) ' v $Lol,381 i}
Cost Per Pupil: @F 5 $57 .
OVERV IEW . )

<

The Title I Reading Program was begun in the 1967 - 68 school year in
response to a need for a unified reading program in Minneapolis Title I schools.

Teachers selécted,one ;eading series to replace the 22 different systems for

' téachiqg reading then operating in 20 Title I schobls. An in-service training °

course was,also developed to help tea®hers with reading instruction. Initially

the reading program was aimed at primary grade students but in Jaﬂuary 1972 it

was expanded to‘include~intermédiate grade Title I students.

' The Instructional Materials Center\ (IMC) is a support compoﬁent of the’

‘reading program established in 1969 to oduce reading materials. During its

first year of operation, the IMC provi§d materials to ‘about 240 teachers in
Title I schools. In 1972-73 more than 530 teachers used IMC-producéo materlals..
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1971

LI

1972

" 1973

g Program (Cont.) .

ead
Y

KEY FINDINGS

PR

The ; records for all 1 é87 kindergarten pupils participating in
the Title I Reading Program in $969-70 were examined to determine

'which had older grothers and sisters who would have been enrolled

in first, second or third grade during.the same school year.
After further determining which children had Metropdlitan Reading

: Beadiness (Form B) scores from fall, first grade citywide test

administrationsjwa core group of 343 kindergarten children and-

- 432 older siblings was identified. Five hundred fourieen other

kindergarten pupils without siblings but  with first-grade test

scores were also included in the study.

,Analysis of Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test scores revealed

that older siblings did less well at entry to6 first grade than

, did the: Title I Program children. The difference was in part
accounted for by cHanges in the age at which pupils were admitted

to school (older_f. th-grade siolings were able to enter school

two months earlier than their yonnger brothers and sisters). .The

test score differerice between the two groups of students closely

peralleied trends in readiness scores for the‘city,as & whole.

Results of the Bond-Balow=Hoyt Word Recognition Test, which was

administered to Hinneagolis second-graders as part of the citywide
testing program, were gathered for the Title I Reading Program

participants, who were second-graders in 1971-72, and their older .

g$4bTings in third, fourth and fifth grade. As was the case for’
the city as a whole, the 1971-72 second graders had-higher test
scores than the older studeénts. Various analyses performed on

the data, however, did not indicate that the higher test scores
were the\direct result of participation in the reading program.

The original group of. 1969=70 kindergarten students participating ‘

in the Title I Reading Program were third-graders in 1972-73.

Results of_ the Gates-MacGinitie Reeding Comprehension Test, which-

was administered citywide, were gathered for these students and
their brothers and sisters in.fourfn, fifth and_siith grade. As
in the two prbvions years of this study, the former kindergarten
students achieved at a higher level than'did-their older .siblings.

™
i '.'a’fi;-" i 2

.ot




Reading Program (Cont.),

Again, as in the px_'eviou's yyears, it-could not be concluded

that the higker test scores were & direct result of ﬁart;icipa.tion_

dn the Title I Reading Progemm. Tﬁis three-year study has indicated
. no important avidencé of impact of the Title I Reading Program f

*im -
on first, second, br third grade citywid% test scores, This’ ,_
- QJ analysis was consistent with the judgment oftprogram personnel -
4 that the effectiivenes’s of the’program could not fairly or |
- properly be evaluated over less than:four years. However, the. |
~ e evidence that has beeti accumulated strongly indicates, t%a.t _ i
pupil achievement outcomes o_f the project would probably not
be found even if citywide test scores were studied for additional ‘
. - . \
years. This is not to say that the program ’was‘without value. ,
On the contrary, the program was initiated with many goals in
mind, one of which was to achieve consistency 'in the Minnea.polis
rea.ding program. This, and, other goals, appee.r to have been ) . ?
ampdy met. - ' -
1973=-7h4 No evaluation was made. ' |
)2 . . - o ‘
Norton, D, P, Pyramids Reading Program Sibling Studys A Progress Report. ‘ ‘
.~ Evanston: Educational Testing Service, 1971. : ‘
Norton, D, P. The Pyramids Reading Program Sibling Studyi A Second Year' . |
Progress B_eport. Evanston: Educationa.l“ Testing Service, 1972. o
Norton, D.' P. amids Reading Program Sibling Study: Fimal Report. = -
' Evanston: Educational Testing Service, 1973. -
[l l/ |
' ' ,' |
' ¢ . -
.
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" « *This sectionlhas summarized evaluation findings for a number of
";” specific Title I projects. In t/.he next section, a look is taken at
two aspects of the evaluation of the overall Title I program.
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PROGRESS TOWARD PROGRAM GOALS™

-

Two measures ofvprogress toward program goals are given in this sgection,
First, progress toward specific program objectives for 1973-74 is described,
Then, a long range view'of achievement trends in Title I schools since 1965

~is given.

+Program Objectives for 1973-7h \\ T
Program objectives submitted to the state.as part of the 1973-T4

application were rejected. Rewritten objectives were submitted and approved
in August 1973. The evaluation plan was not reconciled until spring 1974.
For these reasons some aspects of the evaluation plan could ‘not bg executed
in°197%. (The proposed evaluation plan is included as Appendix B).

| Thenfollowing section describes evaluation procedures based on the

five original objectives submitted with the application, three in reading,

’

two in math. - ..

/

Egggiggp@bjective I Grades K-6
This reading objective is a8 stated in the 1973-T4 Title I application
with the exception that grades 4, 5, and 6 were added. The original '

objectives referred to K-3 only. Also, medians are used in place of means.

{

In the fall of 1978, the median raw scores on tests of reading

readiness 229f9v23211 reading achievement for children involved

AR in the'Tit reading program in grades K-6 will be S1gnif1cantly

, . higher than were msdian scofes of children in Title I schools in

' the same grades the previous year, That is, the 1973-7h first
.grade children in Title I schools will have a statistically

‘significant (.05 1evel) higher median raw score than 1972~
first grade children when compared on a fall testing basis.
- Comparable standardized tests will be uniform for both populations.
' \ . , . . _-’
It should be clear that this objective results in an evaluation of
the 1972-73 program, not the 1973-7L program. The evaluation of the 1973-Th

- program could not'be completed in its entirety until fall l97h test results

<

become available, \ .
Twenty-one Title I schools were used in this analysis. All schools

- \§
v . .
\

4

- ;ﬁll test data used in this séction and. the section on Achievement Trends
\ in Title T Schools: 1965-1973 were obtained from the Department of Guidance‘
and Assessment Services of ‘the Minneapolls Public Schools.«
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which were Title I schools i 1972-73 and , =Tk we}e included. They
were:? . -
Bancroft . Harrison Mann
Bethune Hawthorne _ . Prescott. _
Bremer ) Hay Seward N
Clinton Irving : Sheridan
Corcoran Lowell . " "Webster
Greeley ) . Lyndale » Whittier
Hall Madison : Willard

‘Figure 1 shows the resuits for this objective. Genera$1y, Title I
children in 1973-74 scored about the'same as Title I children in the
previous year. A gain of two raw'score points in second grade and one
point in the sixth grade was\noted. Statistical tests were not run in
view of the basic 51milarity for the two years. Scores did not decrease

in any grade. Overall, a slight net gain in regding achievement test scores

across grades K-6 was made. . E oy .
Reading Objective II Grades 1-6 . C a

.Although the socio=economic distance between Title I and non-
Title iysghools has been widening each year, the,relative distance

between the median raw score of Title I vs. non-Title I schools
(crades 1-6) will be no farther apart than the median for the three

previous years. This distance will hold for eqch grade level and N
. comparable standamdized achievement measures will be used.

In ordei to measure thi§ objective; 17 schools which were eligible

during the four years from 1970 through 1974 were compared with non-Title I
* schools. The seventeen schools were: Bancroft, Bethune, Clintoe, Corcoran,
Greeley, Hall, Harrlson, Hawthorne, Hay, Irv1ng, Lyndale, Madison, Mann,
Seward Webster, Whittier, and Willard. o

As Figures 2 through 6 show, this objective was satisfied in four of

« the five grades for which achievement test -:ﬁ%ﬁwere available. In first =~ ‘
grade (Figure 2) the difference between the median test Scores of the 3
-Titie I and non-Title I, schools was 7 raw score points in 1973-7h; The
median of the test score differences for the three previous years was 9
points. Similar results occurred in the tqﬁrd,_fifth and sixth grades,
Only in grade two (Figure 3) did the difference between the test scores
of the Title I and non-Title I schools in 1973=7h4 exceed the median'

difference for the previous three years.

Q o ‘ . ' ,65 - o _ .




ACYED K& HL=-CL6T @MV €L-2/6T ¥Od STOOHDS .
ZUYINTNTTH I FILIE T2 MI SINFAALS ¥Od S¥M0OS IS °T oamSty

N : uotsuayaxdmoy

2, ‘ - 2=p AxEWTIg  uopjTuBOOSYy
. ) . Butpsey pIOM
uotsusyazduwoy =T ‘q Aeaang STHTUTDO®Y * -~ ghop qa sssutpeay’
Suipesy ST1IUTDOBN=89%%¢Dp . «8318N =moTBg~puog uegTT0dOIYON |
ap=Ip Y3 spedp US|, 9PBIP Uf opBIp PIE apBIp pug apBIn 38T

2
WY

: % ." o1

%

Y/

. gtet oo e

eT - 0Oc.

. 66

Y/

LS

he he

L
777

o ~° hL=EL6T uf -sToouds 1 STATL . [ | _ . % + oS
TZ dWBS UT 'S3USPN}8 JOJ SOI0DS 3893 -UBTPIY ) / _ _ ‘
. < EL=2l6T Ut sToOYOS T oT3 A. h . ' / o . b
12 UT S3Uapn}s JO0J S9J0OS 4599 uBphSy V . v , / 9
. o . R M ﬁ - .
- N\




RAW
‘SCORE

80

seeene
Id
e00e ") sse

—t
[—]

e0ee ") sse

60}

50 -

™ -
40 -
/
0 [ ' 1 - [ [
1970-71 11 - 12-73C : 73-14C

a- Includes the 17 schools that have been Title I eligible every year sijce 1970-71,
b Includes the non-Title I schools for every year since '1970-71.
Number of schools ranges from 48 in 1970-71 to 41 in 1973-74.,

¢ Form B used in 1972-73 and 1973-74. ’ _

Figure 2. MEDIAN METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST RAW SCORES (FORM A) FOR
' 1st GRADE STUDENTS IN TITLE T AND NON-TTTLE I SCHOOLS: 1970-73
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3 - . .. : .
a Includes the 17 schools that have been Title I eligible every year since 1970-71.
b Includes the non-Title I schools for every year since 1970-71. .

Number of schools ranges from 48 in 1970-71 to 41 in 1973-74. o .o

/
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Figure 3. MEDIAN BOND-BALOW-HOYT READING TEST RAW SCORES (FORM L-1,
WORD RECOGNITION) FOR 2nd GRADE STUDENTS IN TITLE T AND |
NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS: 1970-1973 e . -
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a Includes the 17 schools that have been Title I e11g1b1e every year since 1970- 71
b Includes the non-Title I sthools for every year since 1970-71. =
Number of sqhools ranges from 48 in 1970-71 to 41 in 1973 74.

e .

Figure 4. MEDIAN GATES-MACGINITIE READING TEST RAW\SCORES (PRIMARY C,
’ COMPREHENSION) FOR 3rd GRADE STUDENTS. IN TITLE I AND /

@

I U . " NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS: 1970-1973
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Figure 5. MEDIAN GATES-MACGINITIE READING TEST RAW SCORES (SURVEY D,
" FORM .1- M, COMPREHENSION) FOR 5th GRADE STUDENTS IN
TITLE T AND NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS: 1970-1973
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It appears that Title I étudentSVare'hqlding¢théi%hcwn in reading
* .  achievement, compared to non-Title I students, even though Title I’
\gchools have become progressively 'poorer" over the years. Evidence on
economic change is given in the section on Achievement Trends in Title I

‘Schools: 1965-1973 on page .68. . — : §

_ ) . |
Readigg Objective III Grades 7-9 . o , .
|

A -

As meaaured by the Gates-MacGinitie, Survey D, Form 2M Reading
Comprehension Test on a preteést (Ssptember, 1973) and poattest

(Mey, 1974) vasis, those students who are enrolled in compensatory
reading programs \grades 7, 8 and 9) beginning September, :1973 and

ending May, 1974 will make grade equivalent gains in reading com-

prehension as ;follows: . - .
S 2 d'(will-make at least L1,k months gain for each month in
/- o the program. ' : '
o T ) ’
- _ b. _25% will make _1.0 to 1.3 ifonths gain for each month in
- . the program. : %
- . c. The median gain for all students enrolled in the program . , -

will be equal to the number of -months in the program. .

Parochial Schools

> !'
Parochial School Titlé I children in grades 1-8 who.receive Title I

reading program benefits will meke grade equivalent gains in reading 1
comprehension as measured by standardized reading tests as follows:

A . ' iﬂ will make 1.4 months gain for each month in the
program.. .

b. §ﬂ Wlll make 1.0 = 1.3 months galn for each month in
the program.

"¢. The median gain fqr all students served in the program will
be _1.0 times the normal number of months in the program..

Table 4 presents the data for public and parochial schools' attainment
< oof objectives. The table indicétés that both public and private schools ¢
far exceeded their objectives. ‘ ‘
For example, only 25% of the public Junlor hlgh students were expected
" to make gains of at least l L months for each month in the program in
reality, 78% made or exceeded 1.k months galn. Similar gains can be noted :
for the. parochlal schools. i
The expected median gain was 1. O whlle the: actual medlan for the "

{ 7 > >.*.
public schools was 2.8, For the parochlal schools the median galn uas 2 3 \\Q/ ;
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' Attributing gains to Title I igﬁact is risky because of sampling bias.

- Title I students, represented in Table 4, accounted for oJ&y 18% of all
Title I (reading) eligible atudents in grades 7-9. These students were

selected for Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) agsistance becauge' of their
extremely low reading achievement (two or more years bélow grdde level).
This section procedure probably resultéd in a chance improvement in test .
scores. However, it seems unlikely that the "chance" 1mprovement wouldy, -~
be as large as the improvement noted. Thus, at least some of the gain
appears to have been ''real.” This gain, cannot behattrdgnted solely to
Title I impact however, since other programs, such as ESAA, operated‘in

these schools, . RS

Mathematics Objectives I apd II Grades 7-9

Objective It 50% of t i%le I students will gain at least as mch -
‘as the mean gein made by all Minneapolis students on
the Minneapolis Arithmetic Computation Test (MACT)
given 1n fall 1973 and spring 197L. .

-* Objective IX: 50% of the Title I students will gain mastery-gain "
. points on the units of the Mathemdtics Basic Skills
. Development Project (MBSDP) at the rate of LO or
e p01nts per year. ) .

Table 5 presents sults-of objectives attainnent g%r the two

_Fifty percent of the Title I studerits were expected to gain as much
as the average Minneapolis student on the Minneapolis Arithmetic Computation
Test from fall 1973 to spring 1974. Forty-four percent of the Title I

mathematics‘objectives.%Xobjective I was not pet. Objective II was.

students acpieved thiskgoal. .

Sixty-five ﬁercent‘of the Title I studenté.made mastery-gain points
on the units of 'the Mathematics Basic Skills Development Project,at he
rate of LO or more points per year. Only 50% of the Title I students

were expected to make gains of this magnitude. ,
Again, results are clouded by sampling bias. About one-fourth of

Title I (math) eligible 7-9 grade students were involved in this evaluation.

These students were selected on the basis of having the lowest math test
gcores. Somsz artificial gains probably resulted from this gelection

procedure.
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. Sumary of Progress foward 1973-Th Objectives

Three of the five major program objectives for 1973-7h were met.

Two objectives were not met if & strict interpretation‘of success- is used.
‘Childreﬁ in the 1973-74 Title I program, in grades K-6, scored about
, as well on reading achievdment tests as did Title I children in these
grades in 1972-73. Minor differences'noted suggested some improvement.
é : . - When Title I children in grades 1—6iwere compared with.non=-Title I

; l
; , children in these grades, it did not appear that Title I children were

' falling farther behind. , . "

In grades 7-9, Title I ehildren in.éublic and parochial schools
appeared to make substantial-gains on tests of reading achievement and
on certain mathematics mastery tests. However, progress on a mathematics
computation test was not as good. Results ‘could not be attribﬁted solely-
to Title I since other reading and math programs, notably ESAA, were in
operation in these Schools. . .

Attainment, or lack of attainment of objectives should be viewed in
the light of changing population characteristics in the Title I schools.
Each year since 1965 the bercentége of low income children in the Title I
‘schools has increased. ’ S .

The next section describes changes in student population characteristics
and gives achievement data from 1965 to 1973. h

e ’

ACHIEVEMENT TRENDS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS: 1965 -1973

Achievement trends of Title I students over an eight year period,
1965-1973, are presented here and comparisons with non-Title I students

are made. : . o ) ‘
« - Thirty-four Minneapolis elementary schools hive been-designated as
Tiéle I schools at one time or another since Title I funding began in =~ = &

1965. Five of these schools closed and four other schools.were removed
from the eligibility 1ist because of p%pulation chenéa'. In 1973, twenty-
five elementary schools were designated as Title I schools.

In order to measure the overall, impact of the Title I program it

seemed reasonable to look at the progress of pupils in those schools which
<

had received Title I assistance over: a period of years.. Fo%rteen schools

were identified as having been designated as Title I schools each year

» . ‘ . o . T e
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for the=fine year period 1965-66 to l973-7h These fourteen schools
Twere- Bethune (Grant), Clinton, Corcoran, Greeley, Hall, Harrison, Hawthorne,
Hay, Irving,. Madison, Mann, Seward, Webster, and Willard. (Table 1 on

pages 7 and 8 shows Title I schogfs for each year since 1965. )

Although gii Title I Projects did not focus on teaching basic reading
and writing skills--particularly in the early years of federal funding--it
‘'seemed reasonable to expect that gains in basic skills would occur in
these schools over the years,’ since some projects did emphasize basic skills
as early as 1965. : e s ¢

Before giving evidence on the achievement of pupils in these schools,
some additional information on the school populations is presented. '

As in other large cities throughout®the nation, Minneapolis has had
substantial population changes over the last decade. Increasing numbers
of low income and minority families have become concentrated in the city.

Figures 7 and 8 on pages 70 and 71 show these changes in the schools.

« The percentage of students from minority ethnic backgrounds is shown ‘
in Figure 7 for 1964 through 1973. Figure 8 shows the percentage of
children living in families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) from 1967 through 1972.

The trends are clear. The increase of minority and low income students
in the fourteen Title I schools has been substantial while increases fn
non=-Title I schools=--end schools which have not consistently.been designated

~ a8 Title I—-have been moderate. The gap between the two groups of schools

3

has been widening since Title I began. The percentage of minority students
has risen from 21% to 48% in the Title I schools and from 5% to 12% in all
other -schools. The percentage of AFDC students has risen from 27% to 55%
in the Title I schools and from 9% £6.21% in all other schools. (The
. Minneapolis Schools' desegregation plan, which was initiated in junior high
schools in 1973-7h4, made a substantial impact on elenentary schools when
they were desegregated .in September 197h. )
(In 1968-69, students from minority groups other than Blacks and
. Indians were included in the schools' sight count for the first time. This
’change had little impact on the trené line shown in Figure 7 since QI% of
s all minority pupils in Minneapolis elementary schools were either Black or
‘ Indian.) : : _ B
Figuré'9'shows the rate of pupil‘turnover for the Title I and all

.“ ' 69 o . | - ' v
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DERCENTOF .~ | | SR
| L - Title | Schools?
STUDENTS R D A .
FROM. AFDC | ’ o S
FAMILES [ N g |
30 - —“
I "‘ ~ ) ' .
1) . et o
. eee" Other Schools”
- senee?®
I 1 1 ' J.

1 1 .
1967-68 68-69 69-70 70-11 n-12 12-13

a Includes the 14 schools that have been Title I eligible every year since 1965-66.
b Includes non-Title I schools and Title I schools not included in the above group.
Number of schools ranges from 55 in 1967-68 to 52 in 1972-73.

r

Figure 8ﬂ « PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS FROM AFDC FAMILIES IN TITLE I ELEMENTARY -
: SCHOOLS AND OTHER ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 1967-1972

.
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a prediction of declining test scores in the Title I schools.

. 7
other schools. Because the formula for determining tHe turnover rate

‘has changéed on several occasions one' should not conclude that the turn-

~over rate has been steadily declinipng. The change may.be due to the

formula ased. However, one observation is apparent'~Title I schools
have consistently had a mach greater turnover rate than other
schools. It also appears that turnover has increased more in Title I
schools than in other schools since 1971-72. :

* In summary, Title I schools have shown an increase in minority
population, an increased murber of children has come from poor families,

and the pupil turnover rate has been much greater than in other

q

schools. , 0
| Studies showing that low income children, as a group, score lower on

‘achievement tests than do middle or uppef income children are abundant.

In view of the large 1ncrease in the percentage of low 1ncome children in

 the 'Title . I schools of Minneapolis over the last seven or eight years, one
" might predict a downward trend in achievement test scores.

Research on race and achievement tests is not so clear cut as is
researeh on race and economic status although cultural or racial bias in
R

certain ability tests has long been demonstrated. If achieqement tests
are biased against minority children then added weight could be given to

The bulk of the evidence suggests that test sgbres in Minneapolis
Title I schools should have declined from 1965 to 1973, other things being
equal. .

We turn now to an examination of achievement test scores in Minneapolis

" Title I schools during a time when the numbers of low ‘income and minority

children were increasing substantially. Figures 10~14 present achievement
test trends. In these figures the test scores for the fourteen schools
cons1stent1y eligible to receive Title I funds (hereafter called core
schools) are compared with all other schools and the citywide median. In
each of the figures the trend lines are based on the raw 'score of the
median student in each group. '
Becausebthefcitywide testing program has changed over the years it

is not possible to show trends for more than four or five years for some
of the tests. o _ - .

Figure 10 presents one of the more significant\ test trends in the , ~
Minneapolis Public Schools% I¥ shows the steady 1ncrease in median scores

3 81
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that has been made by Minneapolls students on the Metropolitan‘Readlness
Test, which was administered to all first graders. Since 1967-68 the

first year the test was given in Minneapolis, the median test score for
students 1& all three groups has ‘increased at least nine points.

The most dramatic gains have been made by students in *the core
schools. The raw, score in the core sc¢hools has increased 1k pointB since
1967-68., " The median student in these Title I schools performed as well on
this test in 1973-7h as the median student in the other schools did. in

1969-70. ;. - F ,
Many factors may have contributed to these test score gains. - Educa-
tional television, changes in the kindergarten curriculum--which placed
greater emphasis on teaching,the alphabet beginning.in l969--and testing*
children at somewhat older ages in recent years mey have influenced test
scores. These factors, however, operate¥ in Title I and non-Title I
.\schools alike. Any closing of the gap between students,in core schools
and students in the other schools mey be- due to Title I programs rather .
than to the other factors. -
An upward trend, in 2nd grade achievement test scores was alsoﬁapparent.
. As figure 11 shows, this growth has been uneven but has acceTerated since
1970. Since 1970-71, the median raw score increased 7 points in the core -
schools and 8 points in the other schools. . y :
The trends in grades 3, 5 and 6 are less conclusive. (No eomparable
achievement test d&ta were available for fourth grade) In grade three,
the citywide median increased one point in each @f the past. threg Yyears
while the median for the core schools increase@ by one point for all
three years. The trend is not ¢learly established in grade five for
either the core schools or the. city. A downward trend in sixth grade
scores through 1968-69 is shown in Figure 14. Since that time, the -
trend line appears rather flat. - . ‘ T - B
This analysis has revealed growth in achievement test scores, in
grades 1 through 3 of the Minneapolis Public Schools. While there i8 mo
evidence to suggest that the students in the Title I core schqols are
closing the gap with other Minneapolis students, trend lines indicate
‘that Title I students have made gains at the same rate or nearly the same
rate as other Minneapolis students. The relative distgnce ‘between the two

groups of schools appears to have remgined abogt the same in most grades
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e o \ . ‘ ' ] h
a Includes the 14 schools that have been Title I e11g1b1e every year since 1965-66. '
b Includes noh-Title I schools and Title I schools not included in the ‘above group.

Nupber of schools ranged from 55 in 1967-68 to 52 in 1973-74. ;
¢ Form B used in 1972-73 and 1973-74. '

L4 .

Figure 10. MEDIAN METROPOLITAN READINESS "TEST RAW SCORES (FORM A)_FOR : e
1st GRADE STUDENTS IN TITLE I AND OTHER SCHOOLS: -1967:1973 . o
¥ . |
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and the pattern of gains and losses over the years are very consistent,f,
for th& two groups of children. . -
u-- , In view of’the mach greater increase of low income and minority =
children in the Title I schools, and in view of the consistently higher
S turnover rate in these schools .than in the city as a whole, these find~-
_ings may be considered encouraging. ’ ‘
Based on the experiences of other cities, one might have expected
+ declining test scores in the Title I schools and a widening of the gap ‘
between the achievement of Title I and non=-Title I students. These things
have not occurred in Minneapolis.
This analysis is not sufficient to permit cause and effect conclusions
*about the impact of Title I. Test scores were based on the median test
score.of all the students in the lh schools and thus included both Title I
_ and non-Title I students in the core schools.' Other studies are needed to
' | support these promisingvresults.
“ ' - Evaluation of student achievement in specific projects and measures
of‘Title I impact over the years have béen presented. Another aspect of

evaluyation has to do with the management or operations of the Title I

—_— program. Evaluation of operations is presented riext.
LS [}
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EVALUATION OF PROJECT OPERATIONS

%

~

@

.This section describes two approaChes to evaluating certain aspects-
of Title I.operations. First, brief Summaries of evaluations of the
proeess involved in four Title I-C projects are gi en, (Title I-C funds
are special grants made to school districts vith'unusually high percentages

" of low income children. ) Then, an analysis of Title I budgets from 1967
" to 197k is. presented. :

Evaluation of Project Processes

Two Title I instructor-coordinators, working out of the Office of '
Planning, Develgpment and Federal Projects, assisted Project Directors in
interpreting_and adhering: to federal, state and local guidelines.‘ In one
sense, these instructor-coordinators helped evaluate the processes takiné
‘place in each project. | . ) '

. A more formal process evaluation approach was tried in 1972=73. In
cooperdtion with the State’ Department of Education, Minneapolis contracted
CTB/McGraw-Hill to develop a8 process_ evaluation model. This model2 appeared
to have promise and plans to implement it in- all Title I projects were
submitted as part of the 1973-74 application. However, these plans had to
be dropped when other evaluation requirements were made. A limited use
of certain aspects of the process evaluation model was made in five Title I=C
projeots. . ) '

The major purpose of & process, evaluation is to provide information
to a project manaéer about the progress of the project. The 1nformation
mast be provided in time for the manager "to -make changes in the project .
operations if it appears that changes are needed, The ﬁature of this kind Q-;
of information feedback does not lend itself to a meaningful final report.
Useful information is often presented oral&y or in weekly or monthly reports.
The final report is basically an historical document--although a review of
prdject operations may help %in planning future projectsm _" 5 |

. Qﬁmmaries of the five Title I-C process evaluations presented here

“do not'give a good picture of the, evaluation process; however, some idea

of the kinds of topics studied in these evaluations may be gained. )

ETB/McGraw Hill Department of” Programs and Services. Minneapolis. Public

- Schopls Title I Implementation Evaluation Model=-=Final : Report. Monterey,

Calif Sept. 1973. ﬂ . . - )
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PAROCHIAL READING WORKSHOP FOR MATERIAL PRODUCTION : | o '

PROJECT PROFILE '
Project Administrator: i Sister Anne Baeckers ' /. B b’. .
* Evaluation by: j Sandra H, Schiiling, contracted evaluator
) Project Location: | 1 F; St. Helena's’School ' ' T
. c | 3200 E. Llth Street ) -0
. | a~ Mpl$..Minpe 55409 .
Telephone ﬁumbe;: - (612) 529-8327
Gradqf Served: | h -6 0 .
.. Mo, of~Pupiis %%rved: i Un&étérminéd o' - /;
No. of Schoo Served. : "é AN ‘ | ':
No. of Years Eé Operatdon: : 6° months B ‘ L ) |
‘Staff: 1 coordinetor, i consultan; “, ; :”iﬂ ' ‘2
‘ Title I Funds: | $9,573 o e o - S
. . N Cogt Per Pupil: _Y ‘ Undetermiﬂéd ‘
OVERVIEW - N ’ . ' -

* The Parochial. Reading Workshop for Material Production was developed to ;“ e

provide teachers and aides with skills and techniques for developing individuala

" ized readlng labs within their own classrooms. Specific activities provided by
the project included- (a) one half-day visit to a mddel"reading lab for each

- p&rticipating gchool; (b) two 2=hour needs assessment sessions for each school,




* Parochial Reading Workshop (Cont.)

KEY FINDINGS : _
1974 Process observations of  this prbject revealed that: - ’
. . 6: .o ~ . .
1. The project was well planned and was implemented according
) to plan. - o
2. Having teachers and aides participate jointly in fhe workshop
was approved by leaders and participants alike. I
3. Considerable enthusiasm was generated among the workshop
participants and seemed,'in’some-cases, to spill over to
) primary clabsrooms. Ea
2 : .Problems encountered during project implementation were |
, _prima:ily'technicél ones such as payment of aide stipends and
o - not receiving supply orders when needed. ‘ : .
. v
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EAST AND WEST.AREA TITLE I STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

PROJECT PROFILE _ .

Project Leader: -“ Diane Carley | _ h
% i ‘ : e ,
Evaluation by: - - Thomas McCormick, contracted evaluator .‘"““*jr*
. : . : _.\‘&__ . 1.‘.‘
. = Project Loédation: ' Lehmann Center ' : . i ¥
- 1006 West Lake Street '
] Telephone Number: (612) 3u8-4o65 = ¢
Grades Served: - ’ L -6
‘Noa of Pupils Served: No pupils were directly served by this project
" No. of Schools Served: ‘ 13 v '
- / . : s
) No, of Years in Operation: : 3’6 months ' , - w
Staff: . ) : " No permanent staff u
o . 1 T -
Title I Funds: | $lk,336
Cost Pér Pypil: B Not appropriate for this project
v . , .
- OVERVIEW - ' '

The East and West Arem Title I Staff Development Project was the result
of a joint proposal developed by elementary principals and the Title I J
- instructor-coordinator. - Morerfhaq\i:,perceny ($44,336) of the totel Part C
funds were allocated to the two areas., Thre coﬂsultanﬁs”were contracted
4o train 41 fifth grade teachers and 18 reading supplementery teachers in
reading comprehensjon strategies, instructiomal techhiques and test selectisno '
Book company represent&tives were scheduled-to'display reading matéri&lso~ At
the end of the in-service sessionsD teachers selected remedial rea&ing materials
for their Title I.students. - - _— ‘(

™




East and West Area Staff Development (Cont.):

KEY FINDINGS
1974 The Research and Evaluation Department conducted a process
| evaluation of the Part C funded project. Unlike other
' .  evaluations which measure or analyze products of a program after
\ .+ the program has ended, a process evaluation is conducted while

the program is gtill taking place. Operational guidelines were
written and three‘questionnaires were developed and administered
to the participating teachers.

»

The few prdblems encountered during the”implementation of this
project were minor and had no important impact on the project.
One difficulty encountered early in the project was a lack of
adequate meeting space. Another problem that occurred at the
beginning of the project was confusion over leadership respon- ‘
sibilities.. Both problems were resolved. -

(-3 A

By at Ieast one important measure--the opinions of the.
- participents--the East/West Area Staff Development Project Was
a success. The responses of the teachers on three questionnaires
~ indicated widespread agreement that the project was informative,
useful and a worthwhile expenditure of the Part C funds; Plans,

- ness\gfffhejmaterials purchased witp>Part.C funds.’

MnCormickpir Process Evaluation of the East and West_Area Tit;e I Staff

Development Project. Spring 1974, Minneapplis: Minneapolis Public
Schools, 1974, . \ / .

f
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< were made for a committee of teachers to evaluate the\effective-.'
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/«Cost Per Pupil:

NORTH AREA INTERMEDIATE READING CADRE

Al

. Project Administrator:

Evaluation by:

~ Project Location:

Telephone Number:
Grades Served:
No./of Pupils Served: #

v

\

No. of Schools Served:

" No. of Years in Operation:

Staffs

¢ : o

‘Tit1é I funds:

2

PROJECT PROFILE

Clarence Falk

Sendra H. Schilling, contracted evaluator

Sheridan School

1201 University Avemue N, E,

(6{{2) 336-6216
-6

The materials developed in this project will be
‘available to teachers of all North

rea

Intermediate Title I children in the fall of 197k.

12

6 months = IR ¢

3 full time professionals, 12 paraprofessionals

for 20 days each, 1 project consultant

$27,917 -
Not appropriate for this project

OVERVIEW

‘

materials to meet the needs and interests identified, and field tesf and fevise
oo s T“

the materials.’

¥

The North Area Intermediate Reading Cadre was formed to develop high interest ~
reading materials for /intermediate level Title I studentso Brief]y, the intent
of the project was to identify student interest areas, survey teacher -needs, write

3

A number of persons were recruited to carry out these proJect responsibilities.

Twelve intermediate teachers from eleven of" the Title 1 schools were.relieved

from classroom duty from February b to March l, 197h to write materials.

liaison committee, also composed of. one teacher from each building,

st1gﬁnd funds for four two-hour meetings to develop a plan'for field teﬁting
materials produced. Project coordination,was the responsibil}ty .of - two teachers

0 A

on special assignment and/an Intermediate‘Reading Team member-who was relieVed of

his duties there from Jamuary to June° In-addition, a consultant from tha Un1versity

L ow

of Minnesota was hired to provide leadership and technlcal assistancec

w -
o

was allocated R

>

A planning

L)



North Area Reading Cadre (Cont.)

KEY FINDINGS o
1974

Eyaluation'of the

original proposal

developed exceeded'expectations, (2) matEriaf; were appealing to
stﬁdents and (3) teachers were generally enthusiastic about their

use., Leadership s

North Area Intermediate Reading Cadre was a

process evaluation. . Its purpose was twofold: (a) to determine
. whether or not thé=prOJeCt was implemented accof@ing to the

and (b) to identify specific problems and
. . P

successes with project implementation.

Project observations revealed that (1) the quantity of materials

tyles of the project coordimator and vthe

consultant, the broad based involvement of classroom teachers

and their commitment to the project, and an extensive survey of

student interests were factors which probably contributed to

the success of thi
projeect were estab

Mejor problems identified in the
1lishing leadership roles and responsibilities

s project.

and insufficient all7pation of time and resources. -

w

Schilling, S.-H, Process E

“ v - ‘ \ c?\
1 ] B
tion of F Title I' Projects: North Ares

Intermediate Reading”Cadre, North Area Computer Study Group, Parochial -

Reading Workshop, §xs§¢m 80,
July, :1-97)’,h ' o

]

y

Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools,

e
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COMPUTER STUDY GROUP

PROJECT PROFILE

Project Chairman: v George McDonough

Evaluation by: | Sandra H. Schilling, oontraeted egﬂihator’
}Progect Location. | —_ —Nor}h’Area Eieméntary Principals Grouo

Grades Served} | 4 - Not appropriate for this project =

No. of Pupils Servedt v No pupils were directly served by thie'project
No, of Schools" Served: ' ~ Not ;bpropriate for this project

ﬁoo of Years inyOperationtj f 6 months . | ¢ ;: )

Staff: . o ﬁo permanent staf; ' B
Title I Funds: - E $3,966 ‘ _ i

Cost PerféUPil: o | "Notlappropriate for this proJQEt

OVERVIEW - - | = )

The Computer Study Group,was formed in response to a need in North Area Title I _

' schools ;96 develop more refined “techniques in skills management for reading and
math,"
computer management systems operating in the United States. The plan was "to seek

unds were provided for a committee of North Area administrators to visit

already designed computer management programs to institute or modify for Title I
" schools in Minneapolis.” The Computer Study Group established gix goqis to guide

its work: >

1. To gain a better understanding of the data proceSs operation 1n the tqtal
school system. J‘

2. To deviélop and maintain lines of commnication w1th computer oriented
committees.

3. To investigate how the computer assists’with student record keeping and
management of instruction in schools other than Minneapolis.

I, To work to develop or extend the present student record keeping system

to include Title I Needs Assessment data, attendance, and other data which .

may be necessary for the management of the instructional program. -

5. To develop a~management system in the instructional areas of reading and
math,

6. To explore the relationship of CMI to individual privacy and atudent

rights. . P ‘ v )
- . C& NI ¢
By late spring this study group was to recommend to the ares superintendlak;vf g

computer'uanagement program which 7ould be implemented in the-fall of 197k, - .

e

88 - o .




Cpmputer. Study Group (Cont )

o sa—— —KEY{{,:B‘D’INGS T ., ﬁi‘:,,:' T 'Tt‘fﬁ*’f s U g s O e g g “{17_‘1 - PV ——————— ::‘: e smm s npiimemTm eI o oo e bt ;—: =

e 197k The evaluation of this project was & processaobsefvatian‘to

' compare projeét implementationswith the original proposal.
For various reasons the project purpose to select a computer
management system for implementatlbn in the fall of 1974
was not met. Instead, a secq?d proposal to (a) establish ' 3
criteria for and (b) tailor-make an instructional management
system for Minneapolis was aeveloped. Design .of the original
proposal and lack of planning throughout implementation were,

) 1dent1f1ed as primary probl\ns o , o ! . N -

1‘ . 1Y

Schilling, S. H. ‘Process Evaluation of Four Title I Projects: North Area - &
Intermediate Reading Cadre, North Area Computer Study Group, Parochial . 4
Reading Workshop, §Mstem 80. Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools,- ;

July, 197k, ,




SYSTEM 80 A .

z
~ - - Y D
. .

PROJECT PROFILE

Al * v ‘
" Project Administrator: Lowell==dack Ott [ ‘
. Hawthorne==Don Lounberg;. - |
, Irving--Wally Buchanan ,- ‘ ‘
- . “n L4 R 3 N |
Evaluation by: , Sandra H. Schiiiiné,,contracted evaluator ‘
. . N . .
Project Location: - Lowell, Hawthorne and Irving Elementary Schools .
Telephone Number: . Lowell==(612) 529=9695 : I T _‘
- . Hawthdrne==(612) 52%9103 L. |
_— - Irving--(612) 721-5063 . s . |
Grades Served: ' . 4 -6 | .
No. of Pupils Served: ’Lowell-=29 '
. - ' Hawthorne=-=31 i ) . |
IR Irving==21 ) ‘ }
& % ': - - . ‘
- No, of Scnoolg Seryed: ¢fﬁw -3 ' S . “ ‘
<% LA, ) )
No. of Years in Operation: 'ﬁé- 6 months : !
- . . ) . " ‘ .o ) . |
- Staff? . . . Projé;t funds supported 1 aide, six hours.per day
N e at Lowell ahd Hawthorne. In addition buildiag
Y w0 3 principals and a regular staff member also asgumed
T T respons1bilixy for the E?oject in each school.
T
. .Title I Funds: ) . $11+ 536 . .. ' o
. . , . . \ '
~ Cost Per Plpil: \ $179.46 o ’
. . " - ‘\ > - . . . '4’ . .
| _/ ! Com e ‘
(OVERVDmI \}t ' . ) T Tk
. : Pﬁ. c, System\&Q program at Lowell and Hawthorne provided two System 80
machlnes for each school, two reading programs, one math prograit, and the services
" of one aide for six hours a day: -At Irving%,Part C funds provided one System go. - 7 '
\ \ machlne and two reading programs. "Local school funds were used to rent a second .

machine @about midwsy through the pro:::z6///f‘ : X
. System 8@&18 gn individuslized -visunal instructlonal system. Théfbasic

components of the system ‘are headphones and a small television set =like device -
. wlth buttqns in front which students depress to indicate responses to-an 1nstruc-
6’a1 programs The'programs are operated by a filmstrip-record combination,
Interm dlate Title I ‘students in each school were scheduled into the readlng
or math progyams (reading only 'at Irv1ng), in fifteen or twenty minute blocks of




. System 80 (Cont.) Moo o

- oL * . * . = > ’I
KEY FINDINGS / . R ‘ ‘ "
P s .

. 19ﬂ+’ Evaluation of the System 80 project focused on both the process
of.impiementing System 80 programs and the Jimpact of those
 programs on student achievement in readlng and math, Observations
of project implementation revealed that (a) theré were difficulties
establlshlng management respon81billt1es for the program within -~
" each of the schools; (b) it was difficult to schedule studenfs

. in fifteen to twenty minute bIocEs of time throughout the school

. day; and (e) pfdﬁlems motivating students to attend gnd achieve
in System'80 seemed to be reduced when aides at Lowell end
Y Hawthorne'developed reward systems.
. s L

-~ Regarding thetlmpact of “the System 80 reading programs on student
- achievement, it was discovered that ‘the "Learning Letter -Sounds "
and "Words in Context" programs were too simple for intermediate
studé%ts as mnst bad mastered the conﬁent prior to entering the

o
Y 2 - program. The math program, which focused- on multlpllcation and .
e ! _ *d1V151on facts, was moré on target with student needs. @Student
‘ ww - athievement in this program content seemed to warrant its con-
/) . tinuation as & supplement to the intermediate math progr&m.‘
RS . ﬂ / . 3 .
¢ . o
L ' { N ' P
. : V. e
R . . : |
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Title I Budget Allocations: l967 1974

Tables 6-10 present information about Title I budgets from fiscal year_
(FY) 1967 through 1974, exclusive of FY, 1969 for which s%milar budget
information was. not available. Budgeted funds, not actual expenditures,
are shown. This analysis gives only a partial.picture of Title I budgets

because addendums, reallocations or summer budgets are not included. W

Table 6 shows the breakdown of each annual budget into three areas:
] ’ evaluation, direct program services and indirect program services. Table 6
-glves the amount of funds budgeted while Tab%f 7 shows the percentage of ,
) funds budgeted for each of these three purposeas, .
These tables do not present information directly related to federal
* accounting categories. The information ig based on an analyais of the -
) functions for which funds were budgeted. Thus, program and project"
evaluation oosts are included in evaluation, direct instructiomal services
tJ children are called direct pro ram services, and administration, |
tructional support services, dissemination, monitoring, and, in 197k,
1ndlrect costs, are called indirect proggam services.
 Total Titlé I funds dropped from 1967 to 19703 since then£ they have
ris%n steadily. However, these figures should be related to ths number .
/iof fﬁtle I children eligible to receive funds each year in order to get

a cIear pic ure of federal funding. .
» v Tunds alldcated for direct program services follcwed the same pattern

_ as total funds, dropping through 1970 and then rising. The budgets for
~"" indirect program services did not follow a consistent pattern while

evaluation budgets have dropped steadily since 1971.
'e percentage of aX¥l funds allocated for direct program services

*ranged from 80% to 90%. Indirect program servicé€ costs ranged from 6%,
Ato'157 nd evaluation from 3% to 5%, .over the yegrs. - ’
Slnbe 1971, budgeting appears to have reached a stable pattern. One
might say that typically, out of each Title I dollar, 86 cents will be
budgeted for direct program services, ten cents w1ll be budgeted ‘for indirect

"Q; »

program services and four cents will be budgeted for evaluation.

How are program funds spent" What kinds of projects get the most money?
Does more money. go to elementary or secondary school projects’ -To basic
Skills or other projects? This section attempts to, answer these questions.
-Again, buhgeted amounts, not actual expenditures, are ufed for the analysisol

’ ' f

* 400 :

\ | 3

-




Direct Indirect
* Program Program

’ - Se;xicgs | :Services
BT "$1,622,59%:_3 © $110,250
1068, gL, 887 176,76
1969 mo “m
. 1970 | 1)401,629 - 272,4k9 |
-9 ‘;" , 1;727,891 - }p96,53§ ]
1972 . .2,103,9%9 240,234
913 v2,l+§33',858 o7 309,547
1974 2,637,980 303,855

-
-

o oy
NA= Not Available

 “ , j \\\\ “I; N | n
.’ . Table 6 . o . A .-
Title I Funds Budgeted for Direct Program Services, ' '
Indirect Program Services, and Evaluation for

iz \\ ‘ .. . Fiscal Years I967-1974

7 !

Eﬁa;pation

.$7u,5§8 -
93,533
“NA
89,89

" 108,056
104,505
N

%’911 -

NB= Only régular school year allocations are included.
Addendum, reallocation and summer budgets are equuded°

.
-

[N . A . ®

4

All Fungs‘
$l"807’w‘"3

] 1,762;£36‘.

~.

NA.
1,763,907
" 2,032,480
*' 2,418,668
A 2,890;7l+2'
3,038,746

-

1
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/ Lo ™ Table7 YV . :

. Percentage of Titie“I Funds Budgeted for Direct Program Servilées- ,
Indirect Program Services, and Evaluation for

S Fiscal Years 1967-1974 Lo
Direct @ Indirect | [ *
Program Program . S ‘
oo &rviqes . Services gEEg:uatign Total
1967 9o . . 6 b 1006 ¢ C
1968 \ 85 S (A 5 00
R/ . ) . t . \
1969 , NA R ¢ NA NA
A v . E -
970 80 15 | 5 ' -100 . - ]
. 1971 . 85 " 10 - 5. 100
1972 . 8, 10 b 100 -
N - 4 .
<1973 ’ 86 oo 3 100

‘ 197k R A 10 3 100", - .

NA= Not Available .

NB= Only reégular school year allocations are included. ’ °
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Table 8 gives the amount, in thousands”of doilars, and the percentage of
all program funds budgeted for elementary or secondary programs. Some budget -
allocations could not be separated and are labeled elementary/secondary.o
On the Surface it appears that a great change ia’programmatic allocationsg,
occurred in l973. In that year 64% of the program budget was allocated 2
for elementary pro s and seven percent for combinedﬁelementary/secondary
‘programs. In’ he preV1ous year, 1972, 37% of the budget was allocated for
_elementary progrems and’ hh% for combined eleméntary/secondary prograus.
- However, this difference appealrs to be largely the result of a change-in
accounting procedures. Prior toyl973,-funds used to pay the salaries of
\ teacher aides and Special Learning and Behavior Problems - (SLEP) teachers
were '"broken out in a lump sum- and thus it was not’ possible to identify
how mch was spent for elementary or secondary aides and teachers. In .
-1973, however, this procedure was changed and.teachers and aides were
identified by school. This-resulted.in a substantially larger amount and_‘
percentage—of TitleﬁI program funds that could be identified as being spent £§

Y

- for elementary programso;’

' While the- greatest percentage "increase in elementary program funding
is. probably due to ‘this change in acecounting procedure, theré is .evidence
in Table 8 to suggest that more attention has been focused on elementary
programs in the last few years than in the early years of Title I. The

a percentage of Title I funds allocated for elementary programs increased
¥, from 64% in 1973 to 69% in 197%. In the same period the percentage of
Title I funds allocated for secondary programs decreased from 29% to 25%.
A preliminary review of the 1975 budget shows that this trend is
continuing° : . '
It appears that currently two-thirds of* Title I fundSoare allocated
.exclusively for elementary school programs and one-third are allocated
for secondary or combined elementary and secondary program. The trend
_toward greater emphasis on elementary programs has continued into FY 1975. «
Table 9 shows how elementary, secondary and elementary/secondary,
program funds were allocatéd-amongvfive program categories: noneidehtified )
basic skills, reading, math, spezial education, and other.programs For
urposes of this analysis gon-identified basic skills were defined as all
TitIe I programs involved with remedial reading and math basic skills

' e 95 /o | r.
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Lo " Table -8

Amount and Percentage &f Title I Program Funds Budgeted
for Elementary and Secondary Programs for Fiscal

. o o Years 1967-197L . o
SR ' . o (thousgpds of dollars) ’ '
e | P ok | Elementary Y X ‘
' ' E.len'xenta.ryJ Secondary | ' -Se;:z:g.q.ry L AllFizggmm -
B 't -2 .8 & & %
g7 58 36 573 " 35 s 29 - 1,623 100 )
" 1968 el L3 | ',551 37 o j299 20 ,‘ 1,u9é ‘ 100“
‘196‘9".‘ NA COMAC m .. "‘-VNA(;
", 1970  Lus1 ,32 - - 286 E 26 _ . 66b k7 1,lk0e 9
‘ ‘mm 66 38 31 1 7L 45 ) 1,728 100
w2 e, 3t l@oté 19 . @0 W "2,1014 hu‘lOOv .
’.1973' 1,{3;‘961‘ 6l+ K ‘718, 29 170 7 2,484 100 '\
N _1971; " k"1,:8517 ".69 ‘ ) 650\. (2'5\ y 136 | 5 2 2,637‘ “ 99

X
AY s N .
‘ [

. NA= Not Available

L

- HTB— Only regular ‘school year allocatlons are included.
Addendum, reallocation, and .summer budgets are excluded.
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instruction (e.g. an aide program in which the aide assidted with reading o .‘. -

and math instruction). This category. does* not include those reading A
math programS'that could be specifically identified. The special education
category includes various special education projects and funding for ' SLBP .
teachers. \gﬁher programs includes art and music programs, health and

lunch programs, funding for teacher aides, 1n some instances, and generally, *

© N

4 1

all programs that could not be placed elsewhere. -{,f,
] Table 10 shows that the percen age of the elementary program fufids
. going to basic skills (reading, math, and non-identified basic s!illg) _—
rose from’&hgut 37% in the early years to about 90% 1n receut years. On
the surface, it appears that the percentage of. the secondary budget for ”
_basic skills dropped from over 80% in 1967 and 1968 to about 72% in 1970-7h
\ One reason for the apparent sharp increase in the percentagepof elementary
budgets allocated for basic skills:in the paqt three years was the change in-
accounting procedures previously discussed in this analysis. For the first

L.

time in the l973§budget funds used to pay the salaries of teacher: aides
were 'broken out” by schovl rather fhan as a lump sum. /9§nsequently, as
table 9 reveals, the ount budgeted for non-identified elementary basic : I
» skills programs increased sharply;mand the amount budgeted for combined B ‘
elementary/secondary programs decreased substantially. ; R . .. ) s
Despite accountlng changes, the increased-eMphasis on basic, skills ,
funding at the elementary level was Teal. .Substa tlag:reductions in the
percentage of ‘funds allocated for "other" programs and special education _
took place. In 1974, about 90 cents of each program dellar go;ng to the.
Title I schools was sPent on basic skills," : z
. The appargnt drop in emphasis on basic skills at the secondary level
is spurlous.' Since 1971, funds going to other secondary programs have )
been allotted to two projects (Lincoln Learning Center and Bryant YES) which -~ .
‘bave a heavy emphasis on the teaching of basic skills. If the proportion . "
‘of funds devoted to ‘basic skills could” be broken out of the other budiget . it
‘is likely that the sezondary budget for basic skills would rise to 80% 90% ‘
While most funds go to non-identified.basic skills projects it, may prove o
: useful to look at funds devoted’ exclusively to reading or mathematics projects.
' Since 1970, as Table io shoys, the percentage of” program funds devoted s .

-

to reading.projects in elementary schools ranged “from 18% to 35%. Math .

funds ranged from four percent to 11%. , . L s
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"In the secondary schools, r;adlng funds ranged from on%'percent to
‘Funds exclus1vely for ‘math were not 1dentified until l97h -when

-

21%

. \
o v .

49In ‘broad, terms, it appears that three to four times as much money
The bulk ' ‘

4
"

was budgeted exclusively fOr readlngngs was budgeted for math..
of the funds, ‘however, were budgeted for comb1ned reading and- matp‘projects.

+ In summary, this analysis has shown that about 87 cents of each Title I
dollar was budgeted for” programs. ’

v

Over two-thirds of program funds were
budgeted for elementary sghool programs and about 90%,of this money was C -

. ! n e

. The final sectlon of thls report dlsousses findings and- makes
/l

'recommendations.
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‘ CONCLUSfOM&’AND RECbMMENDATIONS

«9;.‘ v - ' v '
\\\‘ " This report is the Minneapolis Public Schools Annual Title I'Evaluation

Report to the Minnesbta State Department of Education.‘ . T L
In l973-7h the Minneapolis fublic School district was fairly typical -
of urban centers across “the nation. Student populatio}‘continued to "’~”,

[

decline. «Twoaway busing efforts toward desegregation, ‘and an; administrative

v . decentralization program, were in progress. ;-long term trends of increasing'

minority population concéntrations and low ncome families continued in
» the city.” Title I Target, Area concentrations of poor and minority people
", became even more noticable. One-third of the schools in the ci&y were -

deSignated as Title I schools. About 10, 500 students in these schools were -

eligible for Title I assistance. - N
Title I educational programs reflected the national trend. away from
the earLy days qf Title I which included cultural adtiVities, food and. .,
clothing proviSion. Emphasis on basiEgskills continued with further .
attempts to serve thOSe children q}th the greatest needs.
A 67 person Parent Advisory Comgittee (PAC) played an impértant role

in the development of Tﬁtle L prograﬁ% ~their operations and their

'« evaluation. .A survey of these members sthii that participation was good :;4‘

and that the involvement was generally sat ying to the PAC members. -
i fber:

PAC members endorsed the Title I Application. « S . T
" Needs of Title I students were assessed using a state develoéed .

Needs Assessment form which combined standardized achievement tests and

teacher judgment. Using this form, 85 percent of the Title I studpnts

were judged to be in need:ofr reading assisstance while 80 percent of Title I

stud?nts were jgdged to be. in need of math ass1stance. Typically, about

1,000 students at each grade, grades K-9, were eligible for Title I

- °

assistance. . . , .
In 1973-7& 173.6 staff positions and 492 full- and parttime teacher -
‘*ﬁaides were funded by Title I in the Minneapolis Public Schools. Forty-two
percent of the. staff pdsitions were dccupied by supplementarycreading and’

mathematics teachers. . .- - o] : L

The evaluation of the. Title I Program,g<onducted by “the Resear?h and

Evalnation Department of the Minneapolis Public Schools,. focused on q_“

individual project evaluation, progress toward mAjor: program goals,

g S R 101 T | .
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' 1965 was up throughout the city and in Title I schools, Title I‘students

l of poor and éinorlty Students 1n~Qitle pt schools‘has 1ncreased at'e much

trend analysis of achieVement test scores from l965 through 1973, dnd e
an analysis of progect operations and budget allocations.

Three of' the five maJor program goals were met: .
' Title I studeénts in grades 1-6 maintained a distance between themselves
and non-Title I st dents.on reading achievement "test“scorés, as predicted.
Reading achie ement test scores of Title I students in grades 7-9,
in public and parochial schools exceeded theilr reading achievement goals.
Progress on mathematics mastery tests exceeded expectationd in ,
grades 7=9." o ’ * _
" Results for grades 7-9 were clouded by sampling procéﬁures which °
*Selected ‘the lowest scoring students thus introducing errors of regressions.
It was predicted that 1973 Title I students would perform better in
reading achievemept than 1972 Title I students, . Str%gtly epeaking this
_goaldwas not met but 1973 students did perform as well as 1972 studepts.
The goal for mathematics computafional achievement was not met.
In grades 1=3, the long-range trends in1ach1evement test scores ‘since ,

A\

maintained the distance betireen themselves and non-Title I students,

closing nor widening of the gap was noted. y
Over the same period of years, the percentage of 1ow income children

In the

Ro*

an\vmznorlty ‘children in Minneapolis increased substantially
Title I schools in Minneagplis the increase was much greater than in the
rest of the city, Onghmaygguestion why test scores rose in Minneapolis
at ar time when the student population on which these t*
‘was becoming 1ncreasigglx poor and ncrgas1gglx compoSegy%f m1norit9\§tudents.

/.JL
For a number: of” reasons, test scores are correlated with economic level and

scores were based

race, One might- predict, based on previous experience in other cities,
that test scoresmyould drop in Minneapolis over this period of time,
This has not been the case.. ' ! C. ‘

One may iﬁso question why the Title I students have maintained the

distance bethen themselves and non-Title I students. Since the concentration

-

greater raﬂe than throughout the rest of the city one might‘predict a
widening of the gap. Why does titis gap not widen?

It is possible that the traditional relationship b
and minority and low income childreh does not hold,

[ ~

tween test scores g
It is also possiblé

! »
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.that the Title I program has had an impact and is overcoming these

traditional relationships. .
Conclusions are somewhat clouded by the fact that trend lines are

.

" based ppon Title I schools and not on indlvidual«Title I students. - Also, - E

other programs for disadvantaged students haye been in operation con- : e
currently with Title I., Notably, ESAA operated in several of the Title I . ,

Junior high schools 1n81973-7h. i?ecific program'i act could not be .

determined. = , ’

v Outside influences, such as educational ™V my have played a Trole.

The patterhs of achievement test scores for Tit¥e I students and non- ' '. .

Title I is quite similar. . Similarity of patterns suggest that whatever S

forces are influential are influential on both ‘groups of children..
AT

b
|

T ‘RECOMMENDAT IONS

1. Fufuré evaluations§of {rogram impact should use individual Title I

e studen test data. Deségregation of the schools w1ll make Title I
~

scl-“l pgend analysis meaningless. “ - : N : 5

<

2°’)ThepPAC should play a greater ?ole in the evaluation process in accord
with state and federal guidelines. How PAC's can do this as indi-
vidual building committees are developed needs exploration. N

\ : ) - \

3. Individual project'eyaluation should be discontimued. Several proJects‘
have been evaluated over a period of; years and results appear to have

stabilized. These proJects include. the Mobile Learning Centers, Bryant
‘'YES Center, Lincoln arning Center, and English Basic Skills. Other K

_Skills Centers, Some
e.g. Auxilisry Personnel. If project evaluations are to be conducted

they should focus on activities which have clearly defined objectives »
and operations related to those objectives. .

.

itle I acti$§ties annot be defined as ;projects,

@

L, The analysis of management proceéaes and budget should be continued.
. Initial review of Title I management, budget and evaluation has indicated
‘ that more detailed information 1s needed. Implementation of the self=- .

‘ analysis review developed by the U. S, Office of' Education’ should be

‘helpful. -t =z 5? , L é
g, ] o

‘ ) - 103 o .
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-

= ' . ) ) y .
5. The relationship Sf income and racebto.achievement test scores should: ~

]

. 6. 'Continued administrative review of the expenditures for secondary school .

[ R

. . ‘
, &. . - s e » 3
. . . . ,

. s B // ' v .

) be studied for Minneapolis studentk. ‘Research %ﬁom gther cities

Z indicates that low-income and minority ehildren typically do npt.score .

as well as white, middlemiﬂcome children on stdndardized achievement
tests., We suspect thdt this relationship holds for Minneapolis
students'but'do t have specific evidence. If the relationship can
“be shown to exiszo

will be strengthened ince Title I schools in Minneapolis have dot
fallen further behind nonnTitle I schools even though the-proportion

in Minneapolis thﬂn the\argument for Title I impapt

of low-income and minority children has’ increaseg in the Title I schools.'

L

programs appears desirable. 'For example, the Bryant YES served~30
pupils at 8 per pupil cost of $3, 333. The Lincoln Légining Center
. served 60 pwpils at a per pupil cost’ of $648. The Bryant CEC served
483 bupiis-at;a per. pupil cost of $277.’ These three projects, which
served about 570 pupils, accounted for over a quarter million dollars
in Title T funds. These expenditures mst be viewed in light of the
benefit for the students in these programs. This recommendation is
made sblely on the basis of apparently high expenditures fGEFEertain

r

<

secondary school programs. .

13

rd

7 -

™




-
-
L] ‘DY
: N . D [ 4
. ! ‘ -
A3 \ a
L]
¢ M . /
‘.
. B
.
:
) - '
~ -
. D
Es .
-
. . . N “oo
L.
¥ e
b .
@ . .
R a5y
24 //,/ Lo Py .
RN PR " 5
R 3L ,
- \
‘ [
.
.
AY
) .
o
. .. .
4 b ’
’
. > %
] -
§ '’
o . .
-
- !

b Co APPENDLX -A

SUMMARY OF 1973-74 TITLE I PARENT
-ADVISORY COMMITTEE SURVEY RESULTS
< ' ’ - N
-9
VoL
L) - '..,._g v
/;( -
e N
. . 1045-‘, i
P - 113 .
Vd - "/‘




L 4 - N . quendlx A g < ' ’:v . : »
. N Summary of 1973- 7% Title I’Parent o -
\ : Advisory Connﬂttee Survey Results !

1. Did you have a clear uhderstanding of the purpose of the Title f Advisory Committee?
\ ! Rl Yes i . 2 3 No ~2 Some Other Answer .

I don t understﬂnd quite what is expected of me as a parent or how much input
from parents ‘they wan

3

&

. Sometimef‘l feel it 1w ]ust a rubber stamp o S

- ’ ) h )
. £. Do you feel that g)u have a good picture of the Title I programs operating in\
the school that y6u represent’ ) . . . ‘(
. 3 '

) 21 .Yes S 3 No& b 1  Some Other Answer - !

~ . Have not/been 1nvided in to~eee the program-L? action : A . ‘ \
| . T know what they afe doing but ha%e not sdt\ip on and obserVed the programs -
. . \ «
Getting_belter ‘f . §\\'_ ' . ““

/ Lo ' . o N . > .

.

3., What did you particu}arly li .e .about the Committee 8 operation this: past year--
, if anything’

o
i

| , See pther sehiopl rograms Z s » . . ' )
i . - Continued participation and interest shown by imvolved parents which made

| committee operation .workable : _ 1 .

|

. . - Seeing other ‘schpols opEration

- . . ! -

Meeting at different schools ‘and 1earning their Operationh . oo : h .

Being ‘able to go visit some of the other butl\ings and seeing their different
8 .

math and reading labs and their different pro ams,
I3

Seeing the different programs that Title I offered in reading and math
Visiting programs :

Very iqformative and creates closer contact and‘understaﬁ%ing with\\he school
We seemed to have gotten more involved with operations ‘ i
'Usually quite on time, business conducted quickly . ' ' ;

Visiting other Zéhools at our meetings‘to see how' they spend their money

Everyone 8 invo vement

» . The explanation of each new proposal for the math or reading, etc.
% ; f, ®
Good pafticipation and I felt welcome ,
. Visiting other schools programs giyes a better\kﬂgite (sic) to available help
T Responsiveness to questions when asked - friendliness of representatives and ¢
federal projects staff : ‘ &
” The visiting of the different schools for their programs v -
Learning about the Title I programs th different schools have '
. Liked the field trips to schools and meeting the teachers and seeing the actua1
- materials used - liked finding out how the chi1dren were tested - I found some
of the materials very fascinating - ; 3
A . Kept to the time of" adjournment ' ' :
, e - S ' V
Wasn't Title I R
& o ’

EI{IIC . 106 114 v
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The_ definite sterting nnd quitting times of the meetings - definitoly a plus \
for - the committee - like to get involv‘p but hate, dregged out meetings - °

Parents getting 1nvolved I . ~ ,

" 4, What did you particularly dislike about the conuittee o operation), if anything?

~ . 1 felt there weren't enough opiniona being expreosed ebout whet was happening
. at 'the 3chools ’ 13 A .‘
R ;Sometimes felt lost in statistics - had to figure out /right questions.to ssk

All the papers written in language and terms the untr ined person “doesn™ t

I | understand

F

None - it‘Was operating to its best of knowledge X

e . Some long winded participate
‘ ) . We don't underotand enough ef the informntion need more education

None A oo
[ i

5. What would you say has been the mnjor accompliﬁhment f the committee this

- past year--1if any? .. -8 ]
" Better understanding of Title ﬂ ‘ ‘ e ,; |
Seeing that all Title I students get full advantage of Title programs
Undecided s - L A .
. A clear showing of parent intereot in other program in order to asiist
o the children of the area. - .

Part C funding for intermediate raading
Better un erstanding of Title I
° . Educating | parents about Title I programs ~
. The explanation of funds and the porpooe of the programs
Better acquaint more parents ,of added opportunities for their children

v .
- . . . -

Making people more aware of the programs

. GiVing everyone a clear picture of Title J and I feel we turned into‘a
: ' cooperative friendly group very dedicated to being in on what's being done
for our children,
Evaluation that have been done - insetvice )
Undecided ’
I , " . Ended year with enthusiaam to do.more this year
, =
v - A15 o
s / \ﬂ )
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. Learned @ little about Title I

. The knowl dge I was helping. to see that disadvantaged chfidren have another

"Lots ‘of info didn't have ahy friends’ : ' , o

‘Learned a lot of things - . ) IR

‘More {nterest in our school than before

7. What should beﬁdone to improve the operation of the Committee this year?

. . . . . >
r < - + s . .
. B
. PN -
‘ > R . - [
.
~
. .

6. What bengfit did you, personally, get from serwing on the Committee--i_f any?

D

P Y

A very good picture of our educational system ) . : o -

The way some of the money 18 used in the-schools is what I Learned

change té have extra he1p . . . . .

by

Visiting Title I facilities in other schools oo . ‘ ) |
More insight into the Title I programs in the city 7 7 2
Made one feel, that as. a parent, my thoughts and wishes were important and .
I felt I was helping my chi1d very definitely»by being here ang voting on

Title issues <, . . . .

. R . ) (
Seeing the’ Title I programs:{n action ) : . :
¥ , ‘ AR \
I felt I was helping my own kids by knowing more what was going on in their .
school at this time . . .

I learned that many educationally disadVantaged children’ c?uld be helped
with the aid of<Title I funds! )

»
-

ae

{Learned about different ideas and math and_reading\labs and shared them with

parents teachers and aides ;” \ - .

Pride in my school I represent and a1so inner -city schools

A better understanding of the difficulties the school system has in setting
up programs, bookkeeping and attempts to predict what contracts will do -
bringing the understanding to other parents

Makes me a better person in my school and coimunity

‘Learning more about the different programé offered the boys and girls

Learning fiore about the Title I advantages and its different newer’ programs

Involvement with more people from different areas

-*

More talking and suggestions
It'b doing fine the way it is
More education programs - ~ L.

Work on attendance™ ' g 3

s

More parent involvement from the target schools |

N . 3 W

: ’ ~ B
Get materials to the members or instruction as to how the council should be &
operating so the representatives can be more effective

Pretty well satisfied

108
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More pareat tﬁVBTVemeat//{T T : . B . ‘
Visit more schools and places like the‘Basic Skill centers \

~« . Get to know each other - be less dependent on staff for programs - better

_cbmmunication and- principals Vo - ) .
. "\~ Y \’ ‘ ¢ '} o -
8. Are there .some’ things that should be done to help all members participate more ‘:fa
£ " fully in Committee operations? \ ~
-
< . Verbal r ll-call 7 small group. - ’ ; » “”‘

i

Asking questions { receiving answers and information for thelir ownpschools

o Orientation - making pardnts understand- e =
Yes, I- feel perhaps breaking into small groups aometimes woulﬂ encourage '
some people to roice an’ opinion ( “ . e
Maybe taking part in- the discussions I «‘/,e o .
. . . More education’so we can learn how to ask questions and basic knowledge
There isn't enough discuséion among parents ’ ’ ot ' - .
N . I think some of us are less than frank wf%h our gpinioua - I don t know what
. can be done about it , . - .

6.
Making the audio part beg;er - do have some difficulty hearing in some bldgs -
mgstly 807 Broadway ' N .

Well organized
N More sub committee with meetings

L

a . To encourage the timid tp speak’ up so the meetings are not ;
same people ‘ . R ,

, N .
This ¢an be expected of veteran members and encouraged om new members,
- howevgr it should not be expected of new members since At takes a year to
begin to know what's going on : )

P
I3

9. Which ﬁitleg} programs did you have a chance to visit: since Septemzer 19737

All said this was an pffectiye program except one (the program was not named)

Ascension 1, Basic/Skills 2} Clinton 1, Corcoran 9, Franklin.6, Harrison 8,
Inservice Training 1, Lehmdnn Center 2, Madison 1, Phillips 2, Seward 12,
St. Amne's .1, St. Cyril«l .Summer School 2, Holland 3 Holy Cross 1.

‘'The names of the pro%gams and the number of people who attended them were: - éﬂ

10. Would you' be able to visit some projects during this school year?

o . 18 Yes . 3 _No 5  Not Sure
) :

11. If you can visit some projects, which ones would you like to visit?

Bethune-Motor Skills DevelopﬁEnt . .
e . Basic Skills Centers, Reading Resource Center, Math Resource Center | *
Bryant YES'Centerﬁ, -IMC, LLC : | .
‘ ) . .
. 117
Q
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North High, Webster, \Easy Side Basic .Skills
. Need to know what's available and jnew
Lincoln Leaming Centér

‘- . Webster, East Side Bas{.c Skil'ls 7, . \ )
- . Lehmann Center N ) .
TLo12. ‘About how many Comittee naetings were you able to attend? .

| 1..19- A11, or neg&ly a11, of them
o 2.3 More than half
3. 3- \Just..a few.

4. 0 _ Only one or &wo . )
~ .b . .

-’

13. Do you have any other comaiénts or suggestions about the Co

-4

3

ittee or Tit le\l

. Programs? N
;s - 4 [
More parent involvement .
¥ . Not yet ) ) L ‘
R " Please continue to listen to parents' ideas ~ - ¥ L
: .’ Kee“p/;p the good work. I know my children are benefiting from heir S
« participation in thQ Title I program.
' None-' o - ' a )
More education programs
ﬁIt‘ is g terrific program. I enjoy 1tn meetinga, committee nember. etc,
I'm pleased with them (meetings) a_nd their results. ‘I feel parents should -
be informed their children are Title I and how they are being helped '
No [/ ) . L s
R { . More education programs : o '
foad LY .

"14.  Are you a regular or alternate committee member?
1. © 21 Regular 2. 5 Alternate

.
(ome marked ex-officer and one marked both)

-

.
L]
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ST Appendix B

" DEPARTMENTAL o e . Minneapohs Public Schools”
CORRESPONDENCE. . . , . { Minneapolis MN 56413

Date_March 14, 1974

@

To Larry MoOn .
Erom._ R. W. Faunce ¥ ‘ ‘
Subject_ "Evaluation Plans For Title I n1973-7l+ B
i i . " ~
g 'i'hiJs memo . outlines our evaluation pls.ns for Title I for the 1973-714 school
: year.- Procedures for collecting the infornation required by the State Depart~
. ment of Education, as outlined in Title I, ESEAy {gulations end Guidelipes
1973-714 are described. The Operational Guidelines, attached gives detailed
% ® in:t‘ornn.tion on when information'is to be colledted, person responaible for H
' the collection of this inforn.tion, and the sources of infornftion. Minor |
‘variations” from the Guidelines, as negotiated with Mr. Bezanson, are noted
in the comments . section. ‘ ' " '
We feel that adherence to these guidelines will enable us to neet the ’ \"
.October 15th deadline for the Annual Report to the State. N ﬁ'
o Here are the major components of our evaluation® plsn°
1. We will be able to provide, essentially, the informtion outlined in the
regulations and guidelines on pages 49 through 51. This information
includés %bjectives, participants, personnel, pro edures, measuring
\ ‘.devices, conclusions And recommendations ‘budget and parent involve-
ment. Since much of this information is of an administrative nature,
such as location of equipment, Kit is obvious that we will have to vork :
cooperatively in many areas in developing this final report. _
. We view the state requirements as a minimum kind of evaluation. -
In the main, these minimum requirements fulfill the demsnds o; the state
and federal government. However, much more needs to be done if the'k A
'evaluation is to provide a better picture of the Title I -impact. for
state and local oi‘ficials. Accordingly, ve plan'the following additional
approaches to evaluation. ' W .
5. The achievement trend analysis, since 1965, as reported in our 1972-73 .
. report would be continued and -strengthened. A comparison will be made o
of achievement test scores in Title I schools, in non-Title I schools,
‘and the schools which have been in-and-out of Title I over the years.
3. Analysis of achievement test scores in each individualITitle I building
will be performed. This analysis is in.l-c'_eeping with Dr. Drvis' interest ' -
o in identifying outstanding Title l sizézis. | , ‘

i

!
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) - L4, The budget trend e.ns.lvsis since 1965 will be performed. This/malysis
¥ '.\ | will enable us to know whether or.not there has been a substantial 1
. , change in the proportion of funds e.lloca.ted’ for the varidus pro:]ects

(Reading, math, ete. ) and for elvementary or se/conda.rj schqpls. We
- shall also compare expenditures for primnry qnd intermed&ate grades
- ’ .whenever possible. ¢ - ' :

- 5. A fourth year ann.lysis “of the i\itle I Ree.ding Program e.chieVement de.ta

will be performed, ﬂolloving up on the three yea.r sibling control
study conduct‘ed by the “Educational Tegting Seryice. We she.ll also
~try “to provide a descri:ptive ‘picture of the current rea.ding progre.ms

in each of the Area.s. . . A S .
6. A number of 1ndiviyal pro;ject evaluations willte performed focussing :
! : »" on progress towa.rds specific ob;]ectives\ Tentatufely, these evaluations . R

have been identified as:

N -~

v 1. Intermedie.te. Reading Pro:]ect E

‘ 2. The Elemento.ry Lhthemtics Pro:]ect

" .3.. Basic Mathemtics Skilis Development R |

4 b, Mobile uarning Centers - - _ - R . c "
's.  Englisn Bestc skills 7
61. Lincoln Learning Center ‘ _“ \. } - )
7. Bryant YES L - O | y T ~
8.  Bryant CEC " : -

1001 emphasis in these eva.lua.tions will be on hard evaluation data;
we sha.ll not provide the in-depth descriptive ma.terie.l previously provided

.in the Project Direectors' reports. , .
7. We shall continue ou¥ e.nalysis of affective measures in Title T schools.

“» A report on student attitudes in Title I Secondary schools will be
completed in time for't/e annual report We shall make some exploration
into measures to be\Esed with elementary school Title I children.

§. Some exploration must be made to prepare us for the impact of desegregat%n

"7 “in September 197k and the effects it might have on Title I schools and
programs. Without time devoted to this planning it is hard to see haw
a meaningful evafluation design for. Title I can be developed for next

year.

N .
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.9. A process evaluation of Title I'~ C funda expediturea will be conducted.
o ‘ In view of this heo.vy eva.luation schedule, I recommend that you
C e sk the state to not require that we use the Needs~g\ssessment ingstrument
) as.an evaluatlon tool. T think that approach is unprofitable and wou(ld
. only detra.ct from other more maaningful evaluationa outlined 411 this/

.- N . plan., . . . » o - ’ - ., - )
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1973. , - . S
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