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'Title I Helps Children.
This 16th annual report provides a summary of recent

activities provided in Ohio through Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Information
presented includes basic statistics for fiscal 1981 (then'
1980'-81 school year and the summer that followed),
participation trends,' instructional impact, expendi-
ture and staffing patternt parent itholvement, and five-
year trends. t

Title I, the largest component of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, authorizes a federally funded
compensatory program for several groups of educa-
tionally disadvantaged children. The legislaticin directs
that priority educational needs of these children be ided-
tified andprograms designedtO provide appropriate sup-
plemental instruction.

Basic provisions of Title I are funded on th'e premise
that localities with high, toncentiations of low-income
families also have high concentrations.of childrenAwho
are educationally disadvantaged. Public, school districts
are allocated funds to-provide supplemental instruction
fot,such students.

Special provisions of Title I recognize a federal re-
sponsibility to improve the educational opportunities

I

available to the children 'of ,migratory agricultural
workers. The legislation: channels 'funds through state
departments of education for distribution to 'school
districts where influxes of migrant chkldren occur..

Special provisions of Title I also recognize the need
for supplemental instruction to help handicappe4,
neglected, and delinquent children who attend school in
state-operated.facilities7

Pages 2 to 15 in this repOrt explain the basic Title I ser-
vices proviqed through Ohio's public school distracts,
Statistics' for the current year and five-year trends'clearly
indicate that this program helps children become suc-

cessful learners.
- Pages 16 to 2; describe the special Title I services pro-

vided fo'r the childra of migratory agricultural workers
and those, handicapped, neglected, or delinquent
children beitig,erucated in state-operated schools. Here
alsO the statistics indicate the,benefidal human impact of
the supplemental services provided through federal aid
t o e dt ation, ..
,Title I in Ohio is adininVern by the"Ohio Depart-

ment of Education, Division of Federal Assistance. A.
dekription of the 4tate's leadership role is on page 28.

o
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BasiC Programs
Nearly all s hool districts in Ohio

qualify for It le I funds.and, except
fora few with all allocations, most
participate. In fiscal 1981, a total 602 /
of 015 districts operated Title I pro-
grams. This is consistent With the
trend of 97 . to 98 'percent of all
school districts using this source of
funding.

Fiscal
Year

Districts
.Participating

Percent of
All Districts

1977 ' 599 4.- 97%

978 599 97

11979 602-1° 98

1980 601 98

1981 602 98

.
o . The allocation for each school

district. is based on a fbrraula.depen-
dent''on the number of children aged
five through seventeen residing in

,the district who are:

From low-income families:,

; °Frcln families receiving Aid for
Dependent Children.

In institutions for neglected. or
delinquent children.

In foster homes in the cliStrict,
.

2

4' t

Grant awards to Ohio School
districts for basic Title I for the last
five years total. over. $348,000,000.
Note that the amount for.fiscal 1981

Was slightly lower. than that for
1980.

.- Fiscal Year Grant Award

1977 -$51,107,975

197cf 57,263,893

1979 71:843,792

1980 84,609,916

1981 83,244,360

Title I is forward funded, a term
meaning that the money approved
for the fiscal year which begins_in
October_ is .available. for use during

the school ye-ar which begins the
next September Provisions are also
made for funds to be carried over
and used the following year.

The, rationale for forward funding'
and carryover is' t' provide school
'administrators with the

onneeded to employ staff on a timely
basis and to adjust to changes Which
oceur during the school year.

During' the past five years, with
the exception of fis"cal -1979,,
carryoy'er. funds, have enabled
districts to provide ,more instruc-
tional services than would have been
provided by the grant award- alone,

All basic program statistics which
follow re4ate to actual expenditures
of. Title I funds rather than grant
awards".

....

. .

Five-Year Trends: Title I Expenditures
--

.

Fiscal.
Year

4 Current
Funds

Carryover
Funds_

.

Total .,
Expenditures

J977

1978

1979

1980

'1981

. $43.086,556

52,371,578

60;412,386

74,675,344

77,255,662

Ilk

1

,

.$1:1,103,243

9,619,739.

'''' 8.335,94/
11,642,053

,15,22,4.388

...1-

,

.

$(54,189r799

612991,317

68,748.3.33.

86.317.397

92,480,050

-:

.

, .
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Student Participation
'Most °Title I activities in Ohio are

conducted during the regii lar term

0, serving children in grades one

three and four followed with 21,8'43 and 20,903

and over half are directed toward

served 1,554 students. Of these stu-

through three. The 602 school
diktricts providing Title I instruction

respectively.
- Very few school districts provide Title 1 services at the

'students. Grade two ranked second with ;15,248. Grades

143;756 students. The 13 districts

secondary students. Instead, it indicates that priorities

and currentleveli of funding.

secondary level. On a Combined basis, only 7 percent of
all participants in fiscal 198.1 were in grades seven or
above, The lower percentages of older. students do not
mean that there are ho educationally disadvantaged

have been'establishe'd in line with local needs assessment

having summer term instruction

during the regular term serted

dents, 681 "participated in both terps.

ticipants was grade one with 29,027
The grade leyel with the most par-

_ .

1981 Titled Students , 4

Grade.Ranges

.

Regular Term Summer Term
,-,-

Either or Both Terms

Participants Percent Participants Percent Participants Percent

Plet-K

Grades 1-3

Grades 4-6
. .

Gr'ades 7-8 '

Grades 9.12

Totals

11,198..

75,899

, 46,417

8,689

1,553

143,756

8%

53

32

6'

1 A

100%

144

585

494

219

112

'b., 1,554

- 9%i

38

32

146,

7
100%

11,334

76,16-8

46,681

-.: 8,763

1,683

144,629

8%

53

'32

6

1

100%

414`Ori the average, 134,000- children,
were in Title I classes during each of
the last five year's: Regular term

*students are Usually provided over
3G minutes, of ext;a4daily,instruction
for 33*-or 34- weeks. Summer school

:students typically study. under
teacher guidance for an hour ortwo
a day lot' six w,eeks. .

011.

.

Five Year Trends: title I Students

- Fiscal
Year '

.Regular Term
, . Only ,

SLimmer%
Only

BettlfTerms Total

197.7'

1978

1979

'1980

1981

,

a,115,803

. 117;652

120,817

.442,562

143,675

.
,,

, 3,791

'4,280
.

3,537

1,901'

873

5,450'

4,284
.. .

, 5,912

1.692

681

,

125,044

126,216

130,266

146,155

- 144,k29

r. 6 ,"

o

I

. et ,

t 3
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Private school stu'Clents who rtlC t the selection criteria
and who resid4 in qualified atteridance areas are included
in the planning 'for basic Title I prOgrams and provided
appropriate services. In fiscal' 1981, a 'total of 6,466
priv.atV 'students recsived Title I instruction. Of
ttiese students, ,'i6 pai-ticip.ated in both terms:

,
.. -

1981 Private School Students

Grade Ranges.
Regular Term Summer Term

Participants Percent Participants Percent

Kind.-grade 3

Grades 4-6

Grades .7-12

Totals i

3,571

2,403

880

8 ,854

52%

35

13 .

-100%

12 -
16

.
i

28

43%,

57
- ,

100%

During e ach of the past five yearsan average of 5,900
private school students were helped by Title I teachers or
tutors.

Five-Year Trends: 'Private School Students

Fiscal
Year

' Regular
Term

Summer
Term

Either or
Both Terms

- 1977

1978

'..1979

5,460,

5,517

4,485

°.tt .,

03
693

626

5,741.

5,887 '.

4,693

1980 6,040 839 6;412

1981 6,854 , , 28 - 6,866

pr

Local school districts receive extra Title 1 dollars to
help' students in homes for neglected 'or delinquent
children. In fiscal 1981, a total of 2,396 such students
,were served. Of these, 211 participated both terms.

1981 Neglected and Delinquent Student;

Grade Ranges .

i
Regular Term Summer Term

rarticipants Percent Participants Percent

Kind.-grade 3

Grades 4-6

Grades 7-12

Totals.

221

264

1,539

2,024

11%

13

76,

100%

103

151

. 329

583

18%

26

56

100%

The trend is'Eo serve about 80 percent of the neglected
and delinquent participants during the regular term: 30
peicent in the summer, and 10 percent both terms.

1
. .

Five-Year Trends: Neglected or Delinquent Students

fiscal
Year

Regular
Term

Summer
Term

Either or
Both Terms,

'
1977

1978

1979

1980

1981,

. 1 ,pe
1,670

. 1,635

2,242,

2,024

vs

4-
520

837

671

772

'583

E.,
2,1.13

' 2,257

2,106

2,666

2,396
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Instructional Areas
Reading. instruction is almost

. always identified as the most crucial
, area of need. Parti6pants are

students who score at or below the
33rd percentile on a stanciardied
achievement test. Prrsta priorityafor xn
instruction is given to children most
in need of additional help. In fiscal
1981, nearly 127,000 students were
involved during the regular term and
over 1,100 during the summer.

The usual procedure is for groups
orfour or five students to leave their
regular classroom for 30 to 35 min-
utes a day and meet with a Title I
teacher in a separate room. Instruc-
tiOn is geared to a level Wkiere each

'child can be successful.
Math. instruction, the second-

- ranked area of need, is usually con-
ducted 'in a small, groups setting
similar to that 'for reading. Over
15,000 students participated during
the regular 1980-81 school year, but
less than 800 in the summer.,

In a few instances,. the district
determines the need for extended-

' day kindergarten or preschool educa-
tion for children:undei six. As noted,
over 3,700 youngsters were involved
during the 1980,81 regular term.

Percentages of participants in each
instructional area provide a perspec-
tive beyond that of numbers. Eighty-
eight percent of fhe 143,756 regular
term participants received reading in-
struction. During the summer term,

OisoRrrifili§

sic(

r.

es.t4
-sratp17'

1981 Title I
Instructional

Areas

Regular Term
.

Summer Term

Participants

in Area

Percent
\
of AU

143,756
Participants

Participants

in Area

Percent of AU

1,554
Participants

Reading

Mathematics

Preschool education

Other
f:

126,968

15,531 .
3,739

1,104

. 88%

11

3

1

1,161

742

6

127
_

73%

48

8

i
*Almost entire tutorial services for neglected and delinquent chi dren who reside in institutions

73 percent of the 1,554 participants
were in reading: The difference in percentage of
youngsters served is especially, great in mathematics.
Note that only 11 percent were involved in the regular
term whilei48 percent participated in the summer.

Through the years, the extra instruction provided- by
Title I has emphasized improvement of basic reading and
mathematics skills. Percentages of all participants involved
in these and other instructional areas reflect this trend.

. Five-Year Trends: Participation by nstructional Areas

Percent of AR Regutar Term Participants Percent of AR Summer Term Participants
Instructional -Areas

1977 1978 1979- 1980 1981 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981.

Reading 4 87% 88% 89% 89% 88% 84°/0 91% 81% 80% 73%

-Mathimatics 9 1 8 . 10 11 70 . 67 75 54 48

Preschool education 4 4, 4 °' 3 3 3 1 1 -

Other 1 1 1 3 2 3 3 8

Mostly tutorial seryices for neglected and delinquent children residing in institutions. ,
. .

a

5



Impact of 'Reading InstruCtion
To evaluate' the effectiveness and impact of Title'!'

reading instruction, each local school uses standardized
tests tp check students' skills when they begin instruction
and again when instruction ends, Differences in test
scores are reported in normal curve equiv-alent (NCE)
units.

The NICE system of reporting measures academic
gains which can be 'attributed to extra instruction:pro-
vided by Title I. To'interpret tin data, the reader should
understand the following:

11,- This evaluation model is designed for students in
grades two and above. Younger children are tested
when instruction begins and ends,, but NCE gairis
below grade two are not included in this report.

Scores are reported for only those students who take
both the pretest and posttest. Test scores are con-
verted to NCEs and corn posited to the 'state level.

With only regular classroom instruction, children are
- expected to maintain their own position relative to

other children in' the class that is, make no NCE
gains. , ,

10- With extra Title I instruction, children are expected to
achieve (and make NCE, gains) at P. faster rate than
classmates who have only regular instruction A gain
of 7 NCEs is considered significant. As the graph
above indicptes, Second graders in-Ohio who received
Title I reading instruction in 1981 were five units
above this rate. This gain, and that of third graders, is
especially significant since larger numbers of younger
students are served. Average gain for all students was
10 NCEs.
The extra instructipn provided by Title,I annually

helps over 120,000 youngsters improve their basic
reading skills. S,tated another way, about nine of ten par-
ticipants are selected for Title I instruction because of
reading deficiencies.

During the past five years, average gains in reading
have consistently been at or above the 7 NCEs con-
sidered significant. These gains are especially impressive
in light of Ohio's policy of limiting Title I participation
to children who score at or below the 33rd percentile-on

b

12
NCE

1981 Gains in Reading

.8
NCt"

8
NCE

7
NCE

3

NCE

Gr ?de Grade .Grade .Grade Grade Grates

2, 3 4 5 7-12

Gains reported 'are for a sampling group which generated 22.774 sets of test
scores to child' en in grades two and above who participated during the
regular term and for whom pretest and posttest scores were available

a standardized test. The only exception is the minimal
gains made by a small sample group of grades 7-J2
students in 1981.

-1kikliaira.Ardownio.

I

. Five-Year !'tends: Gains. in Readidg

Fiscal . Average NCE Gain by Grade Level i Average for

Year 2 3 4 5 6 7-12 All Levels

1977 14 11 8 8 7 9 11

1978 1 '10 9 9 8,, 9 12

1979 13 13 12 110* - 9 9, 12.

1980 15 11 9 9 9 f 8 11

1981 12 10 8 8 7, 3 '10

6
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Imp,actsof Mathenatics Instruclion
Results on standardized tests are also used to evaluate

the effectiveness of Title 1 mathematics instruction. The
system for reprtins is the same as that used for reading.

As 1981 gaff* irk mathematics are studied, keep in
mind that there were only 15,5 3 I regular term par-
ticipants in this area compared with 126,968 in reading.

Note that participants at several grade levels averaged
gain twice that considered significant. The average gain
for all students combined was '10 NCEs.

1981 Gains in Mathematics

es.

"ft

4

19 15 6 11 7 15
NCE NCE NCE NCE NCE NCE

Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grades
2 3 41, 5 6 7-12°

Gains reported are for a sampling g'roup which generated 4,148 sets of test
scores tgi children in grades tvio and above who participated during the
regular term and for wttrn pretest and posttest scores were available

During he past five years, about, one of every to
Title I participants received extra math instruction. G
tend to, run much highet than those for readi so,
because of the small numbers of students involved in
mathematics, gains tend to fluctuate more than in
reading.

- Five-Year Trends: Gains in Mathematics

Fiscal Average NCE Gain by Grade Level Average for
*

, 2 3 4 5 6 7-12Year 411 Levels

1977 18 16 15 %, 14 11 10 14

1978 17 17' 18 16 13 8 15

1919 22 18 26 22 23 10 22

1980. '15 15 16 14 14 11 15

1981 19 15 4: 6 11 7 15 10

-.

7
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1

Expenditure 1itterns
People trying to understand tfte size and scope of Title

want to know when and how the money is spent.
In Ohio nearly all expenditures are made during the

regular, school year. Less than one-half of one percgrit
used during the simmer months.

The money is used for extra instruction, especially in
the area of reading. When expenditures within the

Aitt

V
..'

various instructional areas are N.icwed as perLentages,,the '2'

importan'ce placed on regular terminstruction and
reading is obvious. Expenditures during the summer
term are more dit ersiliesi with noticeable.percentage in-
creases in Mathematics and in the "other" category,
in/ t ich is primarily tutoring services provided for
ne Ylected and delinquent chilsir in institutions. ,

,

19111 Title I

lbstructional Areas

Regular Term .

.
Summer Term Fiscal Year :.

' Expenditures .Percent
.

1
Expenditures i Percent Expenditures

..,
Percent

.

Reading

Mathematics

Preschool education

'Other;

'Totals -

.$76.874.605

. 9,296,743

4,667,974

1,460,197

$92,300,119

83%

10

5' .
2

100%

$139,076

31,726

9129

' $179,931

79%

18

5

ii30%

$77,013,681

9,328,469

4' 974. "
1,469,926

$92,480,050

'

83%

10

5

2

100%
.

1,

*Supportive services and tutonng for neglected and delinquent children residing in institution . , .

S

The trend for Title I in Ohio, not
only for the last five years but for the
previous eleven, has beef to concen-
trate expenditures on the improve-
Ment of reading, skills. Secondary
emphasis has consistently beer) on
the improvement of mat' The
,Only other significant area is pre-
school education.

iftrtf.VrifififfirriVgiffiWAVOAVM11

. .. . . -
Five-Year Trends:TExpendittizes by Instructional Areas

Instructional Areas - 1977 197,8 1979 ' 1980 1981 .

Reading .
Mathematics

Preschool education

Other"

81%

10 ,
_

8

i
,

0
82°k ,.

. 9

7
2 .

84%

9

'6

1 1

85%

10

. 5

83%-

,10,

5

2 ., .
...

*Supportive
,

services and tutoring for neglected and delinquent childeen residing in institutions

4.

.

'
y.
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1981 Title 1

f Function Areas

- Regulars Term ,. . Summer Term
i

c " Fiscal Year
.

...I,
Expenditures

.

Percent Expenditures : Percent Expenditures Percent

Salaries and fringe benefits

Instructional materials,
supplies, and equipment

. .
Supportive services

Totals

.

$88070,438

2,472,779779

,
3,456,902

.

$92,300,119'

.

.

93%

3
...

- 4

.

100t'
.,

. .

$165,20,

11,145'
.

- 3,558 -
)

$179,931

s

92 °,
%. .

6 ...

2

100%

$86,535,666--

2,483,924'
.
3,460,460

$92,480,050

93%

3

...or....

4

96%.

Expenditures can also be' categorized by their use for
salaries, fringe benefit's, instructional materials, suppli4
equipment, and supportive services. As indicated here
and on the followirig page, most of the money is'used to
'employ teachers, aides, and tutors who work ditectly
with children. In contrast, less thari one-half of. one per-
cent is used, for equipinent. -

, . .. ..

five-Year Trepds: Expenditures by Function Areas

Function Areai j d 1977 1978.- 1979 1980 1981

Salkes and fringe benefits. 94% 93% 94% 92%
. ,

93%

Instructional materials,

supplies, and equipment

,

3.
.

3 3v_ 4 , 3'.-..
4 .
Supportive services e 3 4 3 4 4

1

".

,"
,

-Another way to look .at expen-
. ditureS' is byaverage coit'Ver student

receiving extra instruction during the
regular term, summer term, or both.

'In fecal 1981, the 1,43:76,shildren
in regular term activities only were
served at an average cost of, $642
each, or abOut $3.77 a= day. In the
summer bf-1981,the average cost'for
eackof,1;541 students was $116, or
about $3.87 a day.

During the past five years average
participarit expenditures have in-
creased at a rate much less than the

dinflatiOg.
(:

Average 'Participant. Expenditures,,I.
Fiscal
Yeaf

,

Begat -

Term -;.,
fimmer

Term
BoTh

Terms

.19
-

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

.

$441

- 503

536

,m595

642

,.,
$N

83

83

132

116

' $516

:, 586

619

727

-758

r

9



Stall Positions
Ninety-three percent of al} Title I

expenditures in 1981 were for`
salaries and . related costs. Who
received these. salaries apd what ser-
vices did -they provide to students?
An overview of staff positions pro,:
vides a general answer.

A total of 3,688 teachers, some of
whom worked as tutors, were
employed during the regular term
and 126 worked during the summer.
The average regular term teacher
met with eight .groups of five
:children daily. In the summer, the

teacher met with two or thee
groups of four to eight children. Tutors often\work one-
to-one with youngsters who have more sv-ious or
unique academic needs.

Title I teachers are sometimes assisted by aides. In
144 a total of 1,230 aides assisted Title 1 teachers dur -j
ing the regular term. In the summer, only six served in
similar staff positions.

During the regular term, 91 percent of the full-time
equivalent positions were filled by teachers, tutors, and
aides who_worked directly- with children: In the sum-

- i
1981 Title I

Staff Positions

Regular Term
.

Summer Term,

Full-
Time

PaFt-

Time
Full-Time
Equivalent '

Full-
Time

Part-
Time

cull -Time
Equivalent

Teachers/tutors
4

Teacher aides

supervisors,
directors

Counselors/psychologists

Secretaries

Other supportiye

Totals

3,043

991.

63

6

49

° 130

4,282

645

239

t.,
212

17

205

264

1,582

3,382

1,112

139

12

. 97 ,

f71

4,913

123

6

Co_ordinators,

2

15

6

152

3

,

1

2

2

8

125

6

- ,....1.-

15

6

;154

merw hen more supportive staff must be pro-
vided-85 percent' of the positions were filled by-
teechers, tutors, and aides. e'

The effectiveness of Title I depends on concentrated,
direct instruction of childre'n. BetWeen 1977-1981, the
average tegular term Title I teacher met with 37 to 43
children per daywith four or five per class. During the
summer, when morning only sessions are typical, the
average teacher met with 12 to 15 childrA per day with
six to eight per class. .

,-,---
Five Year Trends: Title Staff Positions

... ...

Staff .Positions_.
- , '..... Regular Term

'
Summer Term

1977 1978 fan 1980 1981' 1977
- .:.lis /sr:, t

.1979' 1980
.

1981

,, .

Tpcliersflutori* '

ParticipantS-- .

Average pupil-teacher
per day ratios

Average pupil- teacher class. .

size ratios

'':2,996
.

121,253
....,

.
. 39-1

5.-1

3,126
.

..121,936

39-1-

.5 -1

3,449..:
' . -.

126,n9

. 37.1.

4 -1 ...-

3,679

._

144,254
. -,,

39-1

----1...;

3c382

.
143,756

, 43-i'

5-1

741

1 ...
9,241

12-1

6-1

156'2

8,564

15 -1 "--

8-1

664

9,446

.. 14 -1

7-1

174

3,593

13-1

7-1

,125
,,

1,554

12-1

8-1

"Full-time-eqinvatem . '

13



Inservice Education
T1i teachers,' tutors, aides, and others who are respon-

sible for helping Title I plrticipants become successful
learners need to renew or upgrade their skills peripdi-
cally: For this teas° ,teven though many Tide I teach-
ers have masters grees and numerous years of success-
ful teaching experience, inservice edixition is con-
sidered an important Title I activity. *.

.In 1981, a total of $290,206 was used to provide inser,
, vice education for 4,501 of the persons who held Title I
staff positions. An additional 919 otherntaff members
who worked with Title I participants also had the oppor-
tunity to improve theirskills and Understanding through

sp these inservice activities.
,

In some instances, inservice is provided by thee local
district. In many counties and multicounty areas districts
work together to provide more comprehensive inservice.;,
education.

1981 Title I .

Inservice Participants .

Title I
Staff

Other.

Sicr

Teachers/tutors

Teacher aides
.

School administrators

Curriculum specialists

Others

Totals

3,203

865,!..
- ...la,268

29

136

4,501

"-

415

12/

201

34 .
(142

919

`e.

..
t.S, ..,';.

V:,...%,'-' , ,

1...0,. .-.

VVO,

A

. --'---1°40!"

C

14
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Pareht Advisory Councils

Title I t..stalations require each school district to have a
district Title I parent advisory council. If Title I instruc-
tion is provided in,. more than one building, separate
school councils are usually required.

The size of the district council ranges .from.10 or less"
, to over 100. A,majoriiy of the memkers.must be parents
of children currently participatiq in Title 1. Other
members include yarents orchildrcn'who pirticipated in
previous yearsOmmunity representativps, and other
interested person_s.,,..;

Involvement o(parents in an advisory role signifi-
cantly increases the effectiveness of Title I. Council'
members review applications prior to annual submission
to the state department of, education, make recommen-
dations for improving Title I activities aAhey relate to

t!'"'" the needs of children, and continue to serve throughout
the.y-e`az in a variety of ways. Typical roles include Work-
ing on committees, observing in classrooms, organizing
activities for, other parents, and working as volunteers
within the school. , .

During fiscal 1981, a total,of 2,031 district council'
meetings were held inihe ,P02 districts rgceiving Title I
funds. Membership totaled 8,172 persons. Another
5,007 meetings were held at the school level. Member-
ship totaled 6,177. In addition ,to local school and
distract meetings, council members are encouraged to
organize and attend county or multidistrict meetings.

1981 --
Council Membership.

District

' councils
School

Councils

Parents of public
school participants

),.,

6,982' 20,933

Parents of private school
participants 385 1,955

Parents of eligible
.

but unserved children 294 1,680

Community repregentatives,
other interested persons

,

511 1,609

Totals ., 8,172 26,177

Annual district council membership for the ,last
years has averaged over 9,000 parents and other in-
terested persons. The apparent decline for 1980 and
1981 reflects' better criteria for. reporting elected
members only.

School council membership has increased significantly
since 1977. Reasons include dedicated efforts by Title I

-teachers and building principals to reach parents and
convince them of the importance of council activities in
relation to their children's academic achievements.

Five-Year Trends: Council Membership

Fiscal
Year

District
Councils

School .

Councils

°

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981,

8,911

9,0559,0

. 10 176

9,144

8,172

--

16,645
, .

20,746

2,956

25,217

26,177

15



Other Parent-Involvement

The major goal of all parent involvement related to
Title I is iMprove'd student achievement. As would be
expected, involvement extends far beyond advisory
count roles.

arents of all Title I participants are encouraged to
meet with Title I teachers to discuss the progress and

Jarning problems of their children. Classroom teachers
are sometimes invited to participate in the same con-
ference to provide a more coordinated approach to help-
ing thes. child. - . .

4rettts(iyhether council Members ocnot) frequently

.

1981 Type of Involvement Parents

Individual conferences with
Title] staff members 91,239

Classroom visits by parents 33,739

Group meetings .

' --', (in addition to council meetings);

Home visits by Title I

24,900

staff members 14,715

visit their own child's Title I class, help make instruc- .

tional games for use at school or at home, attend
meetings with guest speakers, and help out as volunteer,
tutors, storytellers, and monitors.

Teachers/also visit homes to encourage parent in-
volvement and to gain a better understanding of the
needs of individual children..:

One noticeable change in parent ihvolvement,,,inVe
past five years has been a shift in emphasis from:hcime
visits to confererices at the school with Title r staff
members.

....,,, Five-Year Trentft: Other Parent,Involvemeht

"''Fiscal Individual Classioom Group la Home
Year Conferences Visits i Meetings Visits

1977 76,8011 30,244,1, 28,969 . 19,151 (

1978 78,776 . 31,729 29,460 16,401

1979 91,857 31,641 32,058 4, 13,131

1980 94,018 33,808 `28,94G 14,798

1981 91,239., 33,739 24,900 14,715,

AWL

c .

13.
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flue I 01ps, children! elealuation data gathered in local
schooldistricts,and compiled at the state level clearly in-
dicate that thousands of childrehelped annually and
permanently.

The following list provides supportive evidence and a
summary of Title '1 operations during fiscal 1981 (the
1980-81 `schkol year and the summer whipHellowed).

Of Ohiti's 615 school distiidts, 602 or 98,Reicent con-
ducted Titre I programs. .

Local school districts spent $92,480,050 to provide
Title I 'instruction for 144,629 educationally disadvan-
taged 'children.

Most :Title I activities were in the regular school 'term,
during which 99 percent of the participants received,
instruction and nearly all expenditures were madet
Ninety-three percent of the students receiving Title I
instruction were in grade six or below. Theireatest
concentration of pupils, 67 percent, was in grades one
through foqr.
Highest priority for Title I services is given to reading.
Eigh -eight percent of all regular. term participants
and 3 percent of all summa, term participants /received-.
instr 00 in this area.

Title I Basic Programs:

0:Title 1 participants are making significant achievement
gains. Students receiving extra instruction in reading
gained an average of 10 NCEs (the normal curve

, equivalent unit of Measure especially, designed to
measure Title I progress. Students, receiving
mathematics instruction also gainediau 'average of 10
NCEs. (A gain of 7 is considered'significant.)

Eighty-three percent of all expenditures for the year
were directed toward reading instructio&Next in
money expended were mathematics and preschool
editecation, with ten and five percent respectively.

2'Ninety-three percent of all expenditures, for the year
were for staff salaries and related fringe benefits.

Sclukol districts hired 3,382 teachers or certificated
tutors, on a full-time equivalent basis; to instruct Title I
participants durin he regular term. During thectum-
mer term, districts ed teachers on a full-time

',equivalent basis. .,

. parent advisory councils are an integral part of,Title I.
A total of 7,661 parents served on district councils and
24,568 were on building councils.

.A7
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ummary of Successes

Several reasons fd'r the success of Title I in Ohio
through the years are apparent:

'Provision of concentrated instructional services for
selected educationally disadvantaged childreii.

Emphasis on needs assessment and diagnostic-
prescriptive instruction.

'Concentration on improvement Of basic reading and
math skills.

Coordination of Title I and classroom instruction.

DP' Reliance on .building principaN as instructional
leaders.

Meaningful inv6ivement of parents in advisory roles.

Title I is working in Ohio, but much more must be done
if the instructional needs of eligible children are to be met
in the future. Several courses of action by school* ad-
ministrators are recommended:

C.ohtinue to use available funds prudently. °

Encourage teachers, principals, and parents to work
together to plan and carry out Title I instructional ac-

,,

Urge teachers to,c'Ontinue developing personalized
; itructional *Whir each Child receiving Title. I help:

is

tr A
,

z,

b. Seek ways to motivate rlibre children to. improve their
reading skills. '
Continue. to involve parents in meaningful advisory
roles. , .

Convince legislatori and the public through' the
developmbnt of effective publications, audiovisual
presentations, and speaking engagements that Title I
helps children. ,

,Concerned parents avid educators must also convince
the President, members of Congrpts, and other govern-,
meiktarofficials that:

Title fbelps thOusands of children annually to improve
their reading skills and to be successful in school.

Much remains to be done to help tholisands of addi-
tional educationally disadvantaged children each
school year.

Children who aren't helped to master basic academic
skills,are more likely to end up on unemploynient and
welfare rolls in the future and cost more jn tax dollars
instead of less.

. Local school diitricteand states cannot solve educa-
tional problems alone. Federal aid for areas of special
need is essential.

18
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Special Program sgfor Migrant.Children
Educational programs for children of migratory

agricultural workers are funded through special provi-
sions in Title I of the Elementary *id Secondary Educa-
tion Act.

Annual grant awa4ls to.the,Ote are based on a count
of school-age children did the number of days they are
ha Ohio. Recruiters locate families as they move from
st to state and community to community, have inf&-
-mation about numbers of children sent to the national
Migrant Student Transfer ,Record System, and tell
parents about the educational services provided through
Title I.

, In fislal 1981, twentyfsix 014 school districts coh-
ducted programs and 2,860 children participated Enroll-
ment was down ii percent from that of fiscal 1980.
Reasons for the decline 'included increased use of
mechanical tomatb harvesters and employment of fewer
migrant 4aborers. The only major crop which was hand-
harvested in 1981 was pickles.

,
,-. . ,-. ''' ..,

The table 'below reflects the number of children
counted for the past five years and the grant awards.

Ohio Child Count and Funds

Fiscal Year Children
Age 0-21

- Grant Award
,-..

1977

1978."
4979

1988

.1981

7,406

7,228
A

5,695

-5,615.

. 5,400

..

$1,489,974

1,494, /70

1,488,656

1,712,154

1,712,1-54

's4sf

School districts w.hith anticipate influxes of migrant
students apply Th the Ohio Department of Education for
funds. Allocations and budgets are based on the number
of*Students expected and thvervices to be provided. If .
enrollm'ents run higher or lower, adjustments are made.

16

Districts and Participants

Fiscal Year
- ,

Districts Participants

.

1977, .

le 1978

'1979

1980

1981

,

%

,

,

30

31

28 ,

29

, 26

.

-

..

,-

5,791

5,078

1

.3,203

'12,860

,

t

Air

A. few migrant families arrive in Ohio in tine for!,
spring plowing. The greatest influx- is dur% the months
of July and August. Many families stay until the first.'
frost in 'are September or early October. Enrollment for
the last five years illustrates these trends.-

. Enrollment by"Spasonsiof the Year e

Season 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

Spring 172 261 82 133 128
.

Summer 3,323 . 3,243, 2,259 2,382 1,905

Fall 2,416 , 2,120 1,899
.

1,622 1,429

19
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Over 60 percent of the migrant youngsters receiving
Title I instruction are usually enrolled in grades one
through six. About 20 percent are in preschool or
kindergarten. The remainder are in grades seven through
twelve.

k
Enrollment by Grade Rages

Fiscal.. Year PreK-k 1-3 4-6 . 7-1?

1977 21%. 33% -;',' 28% 18%

1978 22. 35 27 16

1979 22 ,36 26 16

1980 23 36 25 16

1981 19 35, 27. 19;-

Instructional emphasis is on helping younger children
develop 'English language skills. Oral language, in
particular,^ is stressed because many of the children
use Spanish. as their native language. Improvement of
reading math skills is also emphasized. The same stu-
dent ofen receives instruction in more thanoone subject
area, especially during the summer.

Elementary InstructionaLAreas . s -,...

Percent of 1981 Enrollment
SubjecrAreas

. Spam' Summer Fall :.

Oral language .36% 83% 531/0

Reading = ,36' 82 59

Mathematics 36 85 - 49.

,

. At the secondary level during the spring and fall,
migrant students have the *same course choices as local
students. Title I emphasis is on tutoring and pullout
classes as needed. During the summer, both academic
and vocational ',subjects are offered. Several schbol
districts schedule summer evening classes so that older
students can both work and attend schoole

- Secondary Instructional Areas

-
Subject Areas .

i i,

, Percent of 1981 Enrollment
' .

Spring Summer Fall

Tutoring/4100f classes-,

English/ESL

Mathematics :

VocatiOnal

Other

00%
f i

:.- .

,

42%

A r
. 38

31 °,/

t

''

100%

-.

;7
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About 84 percent of Title I funds for migrant educa-
tiji is Used for staff salaries and fringe benefits. Because
Or the nature of migrant education, supportive expenses
tend to run higher than in other Title I programf During
the summer, month& pupil. transportation, food, and
health services are provided. Other supportive series

',include student recruitment and transmission of health
and educational informatiqn to a national data bank.

Expenditures by Function areas ,

Function.Areas 1977 1978 1979 p1980 1981

Staff salaries, fringe '
^ A

benefits 85% 84 %. 85% 84% .83%

Instructional materials,
supplies, equipment 3 -, -. a' - 3 . , 4

i c
2

'Supportive services 12 7 13 ' 12 12 15:

Since 1979, parent involvement re:
quirenlents for migranLeducktion have been
similar to those for basic Title I. School coun-
.cils are-formed in each parti'cipating district.
Beyond,these,'a state-level council serves a

role similar. to that of district councils for
basic Title tprograms.lh'earlier years, parent

a councils for migrant education were en-
couraged but not' required.

bthk types of involvement by migrant
. parents -include recruitrrient .asSistance,. ebb-

+. , --ierences with teachers abouk--their.. own
children,. and 'attendance at 'cipen 6-Use

A

=. -

3..

?aren't Involvement . --

Type of Involvement Term 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

Advisory council ' '''

membership

,

Spring

SurTimei

Fall

14

' '449-

30

50

23

2

113

70

13

138

103

7,,,,s

.155
96

_ _

Recruitment assistance

. .

-Spring

:SOmMer

fall

':4-12
96

. ,63

15

120 :

77

p
'75
84- .....:.4

. 14

40
'22- ---

10'

103
-:20

..
Ingiviquaf c.Ortference

"'

Spring

Summer

Fall ,,,.::

.. 2

.226

; 187,

12

517

72,
-96

114

7 4--

.-.172,
138 '

_

-.147

149

. .

Open house -,
.

..---
"S-U9m*.-41,529
Fall .%'- '. 34

: ,-
.1,436.:

50

789 ..,
4

,.11018

80

.965 .
55

.10.1.,

4
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Title I for IVIijOnf:Children: Summary of Successes

14'.'C; . Z' i t :
,'? . ) , . .

Fiscal 1981 'highlights and 'stittitsbs .06' migrant' -,-- °Eastwood,'Fremoot, Old Fort, and Woodmoreserveda b ;
education in Ohio include the Now ..,:se. : , ,, so over 100 students in the fall.

...E 1-..,
...4...f..

IIAbout.'91 percent of the 2,860 partic ,.."'Verqin_as-'. kiT,o dritricts Provided year-round programs, with 67
ierstate travelers, most with home base adtlfe4es 4itir

, students enrolledlin Fremont and 50 in Toledo.
. Texas or !Arida. The :Parents of about itilte, pbecent '4, .

were forrner,migrants.who have permanent1V,seNed41$1&:!'nurirrg the summer, 123 .high school students earned
Ohio withiirthe last five years. Less than one percefit. ':-Or-ie,, wailer . or ,more 'unit i of credit which 'were
were from families who traveled within the .state,t& ,7'i.trartsterierillithe high school of their choice in Texas,

4.-- 01)tain agricultural employment. - . ?A:. ),, '?..FlotIda,.or wherever they plan to yraduate. During the,T .,. . . . . , A.,.. 4.- i t -fall- 39 ;Wants had cregits transferred. ,.

,ps Oring the summewonths when regular schools pore. ', , . .
' 71`tbt in session, districts operated 'special MOM. .403lie,state migrant-education'cAter provided consul-'

schools. In the spring- and fall,,,, both' 61ementarpaitc(4":',. tint services, developed instructional and recruitment
secondary migrant children spent most of the datilck ' 'aterials, and distributed media resources.
reggir classrooms. Those who needed OAP, : : '

-..

Nr-State-sponsored workshops were held for variousassistance were "pulled out" for extra instruction,
v, groups, including administrators, teachers, transferwhich*Ikas tutorial in nature. , --

-record, clerks, recruiters, and nurses,-
Emphasis was on instruction 'which helps younger
students improve ,their basic skills in oral !Aguayo, Ohio's termtnal for he national Migrant Student
reading, and mathematics. Older studentestudiet in . Record Transfer System continued to send and receive

subject areas sa'nging from English to welding ir,alito. infymation about egrant-Children. living iii Ohio.
- mechanics. ' , c ,

The five districts enrolling over 150 migrant student's
Auring, the summer were Elmwood, Findlay,,Fremont,.,
aid Fort, and Pike-Delta-York. Four districts..

A state-level parent advisory council met three times.
'Members included two active migrants, three former
migrants .; a farmer, a processor, and tWb state govern-
ment officials.

c,

;v%

,
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Special Programs for Handicapped Children
Another of the three special sections of Title I p'ro

vides supplementary funds to meet Important educa-
tional needs of handicapped children- in state-operated
schools. In Ohio, during'each of the past five years, an

- average of (:),400 children have ben helped through this
source of federal aid to education, 6. -

The reduction in pa4icipants from 1977 to 1981
reflects declining populations in residential institlitions
and provision of more services through local schools.
The gradual grant award increases enabled school

- ,
, Programs, Participants,, and Funds .

Fiscal Year Program' Participants Grant Award

; 1977 98 7,637 $5,560,236

1978 -40,98 6,883 6,175,712

* 1979 '100 6,915 6,788,169

'1980 '''''' ..,-. 1o2 , 6,731 7,331,154

1981 98 , 5,885 6,,993,862

20

S.
officials to keep pice with inflation-related costs and to
provide more - effectkle services to, the yoingsters
selected for Title I activities.

In fiscal 1981, the Ohio Department of Menial Retar-
dation and Developmental Disabilities provided Title I
services to 5,341 youngsters. Participants entolled in two
types of special-purpose %chools were involved:

10- Eighty-seven day schools for trainable mentally,
retarded children. (These schools' are operated by
county boards u4Ar the auspices of the state agency.)

0- Eight schools for mentally retarded children residing
in in state iristitutionsApple CreekBroadview,
Columbus, Gallipolis, Mt. Vernon, Northwest Ohio,

'Orient; and Warrensville.

it> The Ohio Department of Mental Health provided
Title I services in four residential schools for emotionally
disturbed chilaren..Aototal of 236 students benefited at
Central Qhio Adolescent Center and at 'Dayton,
Millcreek, and Sagamdie Hiltslrfchiatric hospitals.

'1



The Ohio Department of t dun-
tion operatevtwo residential- schools
for todkapptdichitdrenthe State
School for the Blind and the Ohio
School for the Deaf. In fiscal 1981, -
these schools, provided Title I ser-
vices to 308 students.

Eighty-ix percent of the 'handi-
capped children in Ohio who received
serfAtes,through the state agency pro-
visions of Title I lived at home and
were bused to a school in the county
of° residence.. The others attended,
school on the premises of, the -state
facility where they permanently or
temporarily lived.

Title I Participants by Type of School
e '. .

Type of Settl. 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

Mentally retarded 6,069 5,797 5,647 5,637 5,072
-day schools

Mentally retarded
residence schools

714 337 450 431

Emotionally disturbed 284 261 332 282 236
residence schooli ,

Deat/hearing imparted
residence school

388. 333, 345 249
.

187

I:Hold/visually handl- 182 155 141 132 121
, cappedresidence school

. ,

Totes _ , 7,637 6,883 6,915. 6,731 5,885

Special Title I funds for handicapped children are used
to provide educational services that supplement those
provided by state and other fecTeral funds. Aroassess-

'. -anent c4 instructional needs often leads to a provision of
services for 'children Who are under or above the tradi-

tional school ales of six through seventeen. Information
abo'ut the age ranges has not been reported consistently
in recent years, but the data clearly indicate that a trend
to include services for those under age six and above
seventeen js emerging.

Fiscal

Year

-
Participants by Age Ranges

_ .
1977 40%Age 9 or under 52%Age 10-18 8%

Age 19.21

197.8 51%Age 9 or under
.

r

42% -Age 10-18 '
_

19-

7%
21

Age

1979
.

23%Age 5 or under 64%Age 6-18 '
13%
Age 19.21 '

1980 26%,:-Age 5 or under
t

59%Age 6-17 .
6

15 /..
Age 18.21

1981

i

27%Age 5 or under 56%Age 6-17 -

1 7%
Age 18.21

ick g ills

inn

t 2

6
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Nmety-eighLpercent of all funds ade available in educational needs are being met though this'Source of°

fiscal 1981 through state agency proyi ions of Title I foi ,funding.
handicapped children "were used for instructional
salaries, fringe benefits, or contracted gersonal.services,
The remainder was split-as.indiCated beldw. ,

.

(--4.EliPenditures by Function Areas

punctiqn Areas 1977. 1978 1979 1980 1981

Salaries, fringe benefits,
contracted personal
services ' 194% 99% 99% 99% 98%

Instructional materials, :
supplies, equipment,
sepportive services

Administration

6 1

*
1

.

, 1

*.
1

* 1

..-
*Estimated 1.1.5 %, mostly in salaniaor 1977-1980. ,

Instructional activities. and services for handicapped
children are quite diversified. The percentages of Title1
dollars used in fiscal 1981, for certairrtypes of classesror
services provide an overview of the manner in which

ti

. ,
1981 Expenditures by Instructional orrervice Areas

Preschool, early childhood training, infant stimulation . 24%

: .
Developmental lasses forIchildren with severe and

profound disabilities .20

. : 4--
Classes for multihandicapped children 20-

Ph-ySical therapy, mobility training, phy§ical development 6

.*. ...

Speech and hearing therapy. , language development ' - 7
.9"..;

. Occupational therapy to promote body control, balance,

and functional independence . '
4

. 4

PreVocational training; work-study classes
.

Home training; parent involveriient <ft 4

Other instructional or service areas 10 11

4

0

4



Another way' to look at the impact of Title I funding
for handicapped children is through the typical, services
being provided within eSch of the types of,schools.1

The schools operated by county boards serve the most
children and, as would be expected, their Title I services
were the most diversified7- Services for preschoolers,
extrf 'developmental classes for _children with severe
and proldund disabilities, and classes for schoolage
multihandicapped children Were typical priorities in
fiscal 1981.

Institutionalized vier ta4 retarded children .'weis-e
served through extra developmental classes, physical

. development activities, and supplemental service.

Title I instruction for hospitalized emotionally .dis-
turbed children was directed toward improvement of
reading and math instruction and vocational awareness. .

Students at the_Ohio School for the alai were pro-
vided work-study classes, occupational therapy, and
counseling. , - .

Tikle I at the State SchOol for the Blind included orien-
tation and mobility training and improvement ordaily

Many s'choOls'`recognize a need to provide more occupa-
tional and physical therapy services. Expenditures,
however,, were, lower than bcidgeted betailse.certificated ft
therapists andltained aides were not always available:

Title l'ipr Handicapped: Summarystf Successes
vided. In someMances, home trainers or teachers help
parents learn ways to cope with the child's deficties
and to reinforce skills learned at school. -

'Title I funds are also vied to provide inservice-training
desigiAti to increase teacher effectiveness under very.
challenging .circiimstancey. . 4-

In summary, severely handicapped children _haveil
right to appropriate educational services and Title' is'one
piece of legislation 'Which addresses this need.

Because of the severity ,of handicap; and diversity of
Title I services, statistics related to specific types of stu-
dent pregrespare not compiled at the gal Idyel. Typical
achievements are learning such taken-for-granted skills
as sitting without support: toilet training, self-feeding,
nVking intelligible unds, and .communicating with
timbers and pare t6

Parents are involve, isions related to placement
Of the child and types of initructional.services to be

a.

Akt

1 ,

,a
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.8pecial Programs for Neglected and
Delinquent Children

Separate provisions of Title I also provide funds for
improved educationalopportunities for neglected and
delinquent children who attend state agency school
The Ohio Department of Youth Services, the Ohio
Department of Rehabilitation and Corrections, and the
Ohio Veterans' Children's Home receive funds and con-
dttct Title.I programs.

During fiscal 1981 the Ohio, Department of Youth
, Services, as the:former Ohio, Youth Commission is now

I

1 known, used Title t funds to help 0.4 -delinquent
youngStersin.nin'e schools. Emphasis was pfaced on addl.

Ftional basic skills' instruction; in the areas of reading and

f

The Ohio Veterans' children's Home .in Xenia pm-
vided 94 residents with extra reading aricl,math ingtruc:
tion. Supportive, activities included psychiatric services,
tutorial assistance, ancrspeech and hearing thezipy..

During each crf the fast five years_over one million
dollars in Title I funds have been used to provide extra
instruction to over 1,300 neglected and delinquent
children, nearly all of whom were wards of the state or
the couri§.

mathematics. SuPportiVe services included speech and
.T.: '. hearing therapy.

, .:.

:Thep Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Corre. c-
f,./.,;`- .'. Hons. pi.' ed supplemental .reading and math instruc-

- ,. ..,--
,.-.. tion to 55 ,,sixteeri-Araigh twenty-year-olds serving
1...,_:-

_ terms at 'Lebanon' Correctional Institution, Mansfield..
Reformatory; or the Ohio Reformatory:. for Woolen at
Marysville. SjIpportive "services included educational
-changeling aricl, staff,deVeldPinent,

fc',...' : `-. ---. ,

, .1--`
.- Programs, Participants, and Funds

- hsciliOar Programs Participants -Grfret. /Ware,

197, ''' 13

.
1,689 ..,,i1,11i,37.1.''''

1978 13 1,396 1,184,262'

1979 . 14. p 2,231.. 1,205,061

0980 13 , 1,369 1,370,301,

1981 13: -log . 1,244,522



The number of I participants served each year
tends to vary in line with the number of children com-
mitted to agency care.

title I Participants by State Agency

Agency 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

Ohio Department of
Youth Services 1,205 944 1,713 746 694

Ohio Department of Rehabili- .

teflon and Corrections 358 370 438 545 552

Ohio Veterans' Children's
Home 126 `! 82 80 0 78 94

Totals 1,689 1,396, 2,231 1,369 1,340

Over 4/ percent of all expenditures regularly go for
instrucational salaries, personal ser.vice contract';, and
fringe benefits. The remainder goes for instructional

'resources and supportive services.

e
Expenditures by Function Areas

I.
Function Areas 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

,Salaiiei, fringe benefits,
personal service

',7

contracts . 95% 96% 97% 94% 93%

Instructional materials,
supplies, equipment, ,.=

supportive services 5 4 3 . 6 5

Administration .
2

'Estimated 1-2%, mostly ufsalanes for 1977-1980

Expenditures can also be categorized by instructional
areas. During each of the past five years, over 50 percent
of all available funds were used to improve reading
skills. Another 35 to 43 percent of the expenditures were
for mathematics instruction.

Expenditures by Instructional Areas jv

Instructional Areas 1977

_
1978 1979 1980 1981

Reading 50%5 51% 54% 51% 61%

Mathematics 38 39 43 43' 35

Other 12 10 3 6 4

Nudes tutorial services and speech and hearing therapy

VA,
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, Seventy-five percent of the 1,340
participants in fiscal 1981 received
extra °instruction' in reading. To
evaluate academic progress, stan-
dardized tests were used to check
students' skills when they began in-
struction and again when instruction
ended. ,

Outstanding success was reported
in reading with 73 epercent of tide
students gaining 15 months or more 4.
for each 10 months of instruction.
These results. were even more en-.
couraging than those for the
previous four years when between .,.
57 and 70 percent of tFtese 'difficult
to teach" youth made similar im-

4>proyements.

,,Z.1S '211111r.

:.4.

- Academic Plogress'in Reatfing

.

Per Ten Months of instruction* ,

1.,

Degree of Improvsement 1971 1978 1979 1980 1981'

Marked improvement -

(15 months or more gain)

improvement.
(10-14 months gain)

Some improvement
,

(5-9 months gain)

Little or no gain'
(4 months orless gain)

57%

1 k;
.1

9

i
0,

lx:-?28

59%

.

8

.

6

27

6_55'4

10

10

15

70%

8

7

15

73%

'''':,8.

7

,..,

12

Number Of students 1.595 ' 1,245 1,425 1,050 1,004

,
",Based on standardized,test scores and prorated as necessary.

ti ri

Sixty-six percent of the 1,340 par-
ticipantS received extra instruction in
mathematics instead Of, bi in.additioa-
to) ,extra reading instruction.

Effectnieness of this instruction was
evaluated in the 'same_ mariner as -

reading instructig.eburirig 1981; the/;
extra inithemaks instruction enabled

f*744,percent of 887 students to gain one
and' a half months or more ,for each
month of instruction., This compares
with similar gains by 55 to67 percent
of the student's in the previous four.
years:

wi

-Academia Progress in Mathematics

.
.

Per Ten Months, of Instruction's . ,

, ,
Degree of Improvement

. ,
1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

Marked improvement
{15 months-or more gain)

IniiroveMent
(10-14 months gain) .

'4.
Some improvement :
. (5-9 months gain)

Lillie dm gain
(4 months or less gain) ,

58%

13

t

1,1 .

18

.

62%

,'
5

25°

,.

., ,,,,,,
55%

a

11 .

25

= ,

67V:

8

,

21

72%

8

WkIS

',

13

'Number of students 1,436 1,130 1,972 ' 780' 88i4.
"Based on stohdardized test scoressand prorated as necellarye'% .



Title I for Neglected and Delinquent ChildreeSummary of Successes
Moit neglected and delinquent youths who are housed .

or confined in state facilities which operate their own
schools desperately-need supplemental opportunities to
learn basicicademic skills. They also need personalized
instruction designed to overcome negative attitudes and
the effects of previous school failures. -'`

Special Vie I funds are set aside to be:Nchanneled
through, state departments of education to correctional
and rehabilitation facilities.zlhis routing of funds assures
emphasis on instruction rather than provision ormore
caretakers ancrbetter security.

Statistics only partially summarize the impaCt.of this
component of Title I in Ohio': Other highlights include:

Individual students who need `extra help with basic
reading or mathematics skills ,are identified, their

o

academic needs assessed, and appropriate instruction
provided.

Instruction funded through Title I supplements the in-
struction provided by the state to all students being .1

educated under similar circumstances.'

EiralUation data indicates that over 10 percent of the
youngsters receivipg extra readinLand mathematics'
instruction in fiscal 1981 made onkmonth or more gain
for each' mentii of instruction. To appreciate the
significance of these gains, keep in mind that most of
these students Iga poor or failing grades in previous
school settings.

Title I funds are also -used to provide inservice training
designed to.iperease teacher effectiveness under very,
challenging circumstances.

4

ti
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State Leadership
All Title I funds are channeled through state depart-
.

t-nents of education., The Division of Federal Assistance,
which was created within the Ohio Department of
Education in 196.5, administers Title 1 in Ohio. Tlifou
the years, a staff of 15 to 18 experienced schoo( ad-,

, -ministrators and educational consultants has helped local
school districts and-State agencies to insure the delivery ,
of concentrated and effective instructional services to
children.

Major services provided by the Division of Federal
Assistance to local school districts and to state-operated
schools eligible for funds are: ,

0-Assistance in the plan and deveippmenLof project
proposals..

0-Review of project proposalsleceived from applicant-
/agencies.

k!'g'

Assistance with revision of proposals to meet federal
guidelines.

10 Approval of project proposals.

0- Assistance with project implementation, _staff
development, evaluation, fiscal accounting, reporting,
and dissemination of information.

10 Determination of allocations, disbikseinents of funds,
and pi=eparation of statistical and financial reports to
state and federal agencies.

1 ".

' 4.7;

re0

Sene
ThePrincipal means by which division staff members

provide information about the various' programs are
(1) office conferences; (2) field services; (3) meetings with
local staff and parent advisory councils; (4) state. and
regional workshopsAnd meetings; and (5) publications,
audiovisual 'presentations, and speaking engage-
ments,

During fiscal 1981, numerous conferences and work-
shops were sponsored by the Division of Federal Assis-
tance. Major events included a tWo-day cpnference for
Title I parent advisory council rrkembers* and school
employees with parent involvement responsibilities; a
meeting for ..new Title I coordinators, and school
treasurers; several meetings for federal program direc-
tors from large districts; and various meetings for
migrant education coordinators, teachers, aides, and
support personnel.

,.,Guidelines for Title I require the state educational
agency fo disseminate pertinent information. The Divi-
sion of Federal Assistance distributes printed inforrna-
tion about guidelines: application procedures, and
promising,eduCational practices. ,

State publications fspr fiscal 1981 included the
preceding edition of Tide/ in Ohio,' and The Clipbottr4J4
periodic .report about the various programs administered
by the Division of Federal Assistance.

-supetinteliden 6n-
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Title r in Ohio
. .

FiveYear Finandial Summary
.

. Grant Awards

Programs 1977 1978 1979 , 1980 . '1981

*Basic

Migrant

Hindicapped .

Neglected & delinquent

Toials,

$1,107,975

1,489,974

5,560,236
;

1,016,371

$59,174,556

$57,263,893

1,494,770

6;175,712

.1,184,262

$66,118,637
.,,

$71,843,792

1,488,656

6,788,169

1,205,061

$81,325,678

4,609,916

1,712,154
Sp

7,331,154

1;370,301

195,023,525

$83,244,360.

1,712,154

6,993,862

1,244,522

$93,194,898

wF

. FiveYear Human Impact,Summary
-t'`

Number ofStudents ReceiyiricEiir;' Instruction .

,Programs 1977 ..e:2:'-4978 979' 1980 1981

Basic- - . 125,04 \-- 126,216."11130,266 146)55 . 144,629
. --, . , r ,,,

Migrant '5,-791 5,078 3,872 3,203 2,860

Handicapped 7,637 6,883 7,35T 6,731 5,885

Neglected & delinquent 1,689 1,396 2,231 1,369 1,340

Totals r 140,161 139,573 143,726 157,458 154,714

V
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PUBLICATION CREDITS

Ohio Department of Education
, Franklin B. Walter, Superintendent of Public Instruction

' R. A. Born, Executive Director, Compensatory and
Habilitative Education

Arlie Cox, Assistant Director, Division of Federal Assistance
Eileenyoung, Editor

The activity.which is the subject of this report was supported in whole or in
part by the U S Department of Education, However, the opinions expressed

rein do not necessarily reflect the position or Policy of the U.S Department
oCEducation, and no official endorsement by the U.S. Department of Educa
tion ihOuld by inferred.
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PHINOGRAPHY

Public school systems of Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus;
Fostoria, Hamilton City, Lancaster, Lorain, Marlington, Min-
ford, Parkway, Portsmouth, Rock Hill, Springfield local
(Clark county); Youngstown; Four County Joint Vocational;

state supported or special ,purpose schools operated by Fair-
field County Board of Mental Retardation and Developmental
Disabilities, Ohio Veterans' Children's Home, Sagamore Hills
Children's PsychiatrirHospital, Sciopyillage, State School for
the Blind, Training Institute of Central Ohio; Ohio. Depait-.,
merit of 'Education,

The Ohio Department of Education insures equal employment and equal
sducational, opporturuttes regardless of race, color, creed, national origin,
handicap, ur sex in compliance with state directives and federal recom-
Mendations. .
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