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Background
Introduction

This document contains the U.S. Department of Education's (ED) consolidated state performance instrument for state formula grant programs authorized by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).  Prepared in consultation with state officials, it includes all annual program performance reporting that ED requires of states for school year 2001-2002 under eight grant programs. 

What Programs Are Covered by this Consolidated Reporting Instrument?

The following programs are covered.

	Statutory Reference
	Name of Program
	Short Name
	Section

	ESEA, Title I, Part A
	Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies
	Title I Basic Programs
	A, B, C

	ESEA, Title I, Part B
	Even Start Family Literacy Program
	Even Start
	L

	ESEA, Title I, Part C
	Education of Migratory Children
	Migrant Education
	C

	ESEA, Title I, Part D
	Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who are Neglected, Delinquent, or at Risk of Dropping Out
	N or D
	C

	ESEA, Title I §1502,

ESEA Title X, and 

P.L. 105-78 
	Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program
	CSRD
	F

	ESEA, Title II, Part B
	Eisenhower Professional Development Program
	Eisenhower
	H

	ESEA, Title III, Part A, Subpt 2
	Technology Literacy Challenge Fund
	TLCF
	I

	ESEA, Title IV
	Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
	SDFSC
	J

	ESEA, Title VI
	Innovative Education Program Strategies
	Title VI
	E

	2000 Appropriations Act, §310
	Class-Size Reduction
	Class Size
	G

	Goals 2000, Title III
	Grants to State and Local Agencies
	Goals 2000
	D

	ESEA, Title X, Part J, Subpt 2
	Rural Education Achievement Program
	REAP
	K


NOTE:  Many states also receive funds under the McKinney Homeless Education Program (McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, Title VII, Subtitle B), and the Innovative Education Program Strategies (ESEA, Title VI),  on the basis of a Consolidated State Plan.  However, this Consolidated State Performance Report does not require reporting under these programs.   This year States are asked to report only on the un-shaded programs and on school year 20001-2002.
Why must States Submit Performance Reports?

This document solicits information under individual programs that ED needs to meet its administrative responsibilities.  It also fills an important purpose of having SEAs report on their implementation of consolidated state plans. 

In identifying information sought through this instrument, ED has been mindful of its own requirements to present performance information to Congress, including those under the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) and congressional mandates for the national assessment of ESEA, Title I (section 1501), and evaluation of the federal impact on reform (ESEA, Title XIV, section 14701) contained in the 1994 reauthorization of the ESEA.  Specifically, this information will help ED determine the results of the consolidated plans implemented under the IASA.

General Instructions and Timelines
Who Must Report

All SEAs, whether or not they receive funding on the basis of consolidated state plans, must respond to this Consolidated State Performance Report.  Reports are due on December 3, 2001, and December 1, 2002, June 30, 2003 and should reflect data for school year (SY) 2000-2001 and SY 2001-2002, respectively, unless otherwise noted below.

Reporting Periods and Due Dates
	Program Covered
	Section of Report
	Pg
	Report Due Date
	Period Covered

	General
	Section A
	3
	Dec. 3, 2001
	SY 2000-2001

	
	
	
	Dec. 1, 2002
	SY 2001-2002

	General
	Section B
	7
	Dec. 3, 2001
	SY 2000-2001

	
	
	
	Dec. 1, 2002
	SY 2001-2002

	ESEA, Title I-

Pt. A—Basic Programs, 

Pt. C—Migrant Education

Pt. D—N or D
	Section C
	11
	Dec. 3, 2001
	SY 2000-2001

	
	
	
	Dec. 1, 2002
	SY 2001-2002

	Goals 2000, Title III
	Section D
	29
	Dec. 3, 2001
	SY 2000-2001

	ESEA Title VI—Innovative Education Programs
	Section E
	33
	Dec. 3, 2001


	SY 1999-2000 and

SY 2000-2001

	ESEA, Title I, § 1502—CSRD
	Section F
	37
	Dec. 3, 2001
	SY 2000-2001

	
	
	
	Dec. 1, 2002
	SY 2001-2002

	2000 Appropriations Act §310—Class Size Reduction
	Section G
	45
	Dec. 3, 2001
	SY 1999-2000 and

SY 2000-2001

	ESEA, Title II, Part B—Eisenhower
	Section H
	49
	Dec. 3, 2001
	SY 2000-2001

	
	
	
	Dec. 1, 2002
	SY 2001-2002

	ESEA, Title III, Part A,

Subpart 2- Technology

Literacy Challenge Fund
	Section I
	57
	Dec. 3, 2001
	FY 2001*

	
	
	
	Dec. 1, 2002
	FY 2002*

	ESEA, Title IV – Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
	Section J
	77
	Dec. 3, 2001
	SY 2000-2001

	
	
	
	Dec. 1, 2002
	SY 2001-2002

	ESEA, Title X, Part J, Subpt 2--Rural Education Achievement Program
	Section K
	101
	Dec 1, 2002
	SY 2001-2002

	ESEA, Title I, Part B—

Even Start
	Section L
	105
	Dec. 3, 2001
	SY 2000-2001

	
	
	
	Dec. 1, 2002
	SY 2001-2002


*  See special instructions within section I, p. 59.
Section-by-Section Instructions

Instructions for each part and, in many cases, for individual items are provided just before the section or item.  They will appear in a box with a slashed edge, like the following

Glossaries

Because many statutes embed definitions that are distinct to the program(s) they authorize, we have provided several glossaries located within the report in the section to which they apply.  Look for the glossaries on the pages listed below.  Words in the glossaries are italicized in the questions/items in the applicable section.


Title I
Basic Program, Migrant Education Program and Education



for Neglected or Delinquent Children and Youth
pp. 21

Title II
Eisenhower Professional Development Program
pp. 41


Title III
Technology Literacy Challenge Fund
pp. 52

Title IV
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
pp. 75, 83
Assistance

If you need assistance with any item, please call the program office that administers the program to which the item is related or other contact as listed below.  For any section of the report, you may call (202) 401-0113; your request will be forwarded to the appropriate staff.

Contacts for Programs Covered by the Consolidated State Performance Report
	Program
	Telephone

	Title I, Part A—Basic Programs
	(202) 260-0826

	Title I, Part B—Even Start
	(202) 260-0826

	Title I, Part C—Migrant
	(202) 260-1164

	Title I, Part D—N or D
	(202) 260-0826

	Title II—Eisenhower
	(202) 260-8228

	Title IV—Safe and Drug-Free
	(202)401-3354

	Title VI—Innovative Strategies
	(202) 260-2551

	CSRD
	(202) 205-4292

	Class-Size Reduction
	(202) 260-8228

	TLCF
	(202) 401-1964

	Goals 2000
	(202) 401-0039

	REAP
	(202) 401-0039


Submitting Your Report

When you have completed the form, please do the following:

· Be certain the name of your state is clearly visible on every page and all attachments.

· Complete the cover page (p. 1) and have it signed by an authorizing state official.

· Retain a copy of the completed reporting form and any attachments for your files.

· Mail the completed package to the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education at the following address:

Office of Elementary and Secondary Education

U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Ave., SW, Suite, 300

Washington, DC 20202

· Mark the lower left corner of the envelope:



“Attention:  Consolidated State Performance Report Enclosed”

	
	OMB Number: 1810-0614

	
	Expiration Date:  June 30, 2003
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	Name of State Educational Agency (SEA) Submitting This Report:
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	Address:

125 S. Webster Street, Madison, WI  53702


	Person to contact about this report:

Name:     Michael Thompson

	Telephone:       (608) 266-3584

	Fax:     (608) 267-0363

	e-mail:   michael.thompson@dpi.state.wi.us

	Name of Authorizing State Official:  (Print or Type):

          Elizabeth Burmaster, State Superintendent

	    Signature 
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Data Quality Issues for this Report

In order to accurately aggregate and analyze reported data, ED needs to understand any difficulties encountered in responding to the requests for information in this section.  After completing the rest of this section, please respond to the following questions, referencing the table(s)/item(s) to which they apply:

DQ-1.
Are there any data that are estimated?  Please circle these and clarify the estimating procedure (e.g., “Table Z-7:  126 out of 127 districts reported; 1 district estimated on the basis of last year's numbers.”)

DQ-2. Are there any definitions that are different from those provided in the instructions or glossary?  Please identify the term, describe the difficulty encountered in using the provided definition and provide the definition that was actually used. (e.g., “Tables Z-32 through 47: State definition of elementary school includes only grades 1-4, not 1-5 as recommended.”)

DQ-3. Are there any other deviations from the data requested?  Please describe, referencing the table(s)/item(s).

DQ-4.What technical assistance could ED provide which would improve the quality of the data you are able to report?

Note: Some anomalies are to be expected in any data collection, and their disclosure will not be held against the respondent.  ED expects all respondents to fully disclose on this form any deviations, estimations, or other anomalies, which have arisen in data reported in this section.
Identifying Low-Performing Schools

A-1.
Using 2001-02 school year assessment data, the following 70 Title I schools are identified for school improvement: 

	Grade
	Lea Name
	School Name
	Proficiency Rate
	Enrolled FAY02
	Years Identified for Improvement
	Content Area
	‘02
Title I**

	
	
	
	Reading % 
	Math %
	
	
	
	

	8
	Augusta
	Augusta Hi
	51
	73
	22
	First Year
	Math 1
	TAS

	4
	Beloit
	Wright El
	26
	38
	31
	2nd Year
	Read 2
	SWP

	4
	Green Bay
	Fort Howard El
	41
	34
	25
	2nd Year
	Read 2
	SWP

	4
	Kenosha
	Bain El
	34
	44
	18
	2nd Year
	Read 2 & Math 2
	SWP

	8
	Menomonie Indian
	Neopit Mid
	64
	33
	7
	2nd Year
	Read 2 & Math 2
	TAS

	4
	Milw Centrl City Ch
	Central City Cyber 
	34
	29
	6
	First Year
	Read 1 & Math 1
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	B Carson Acad Scien
	50
	42
	20
	1 Improved
	Read 1* & Math 2
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	B Guadalupe
	40
	58
	11
	1 Improved
	Read 1* & Math 1*
	TAS

	10
	Milwaukee
	Bay View Hi
	348
	31
	11
	2nd Year
	Math 2
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Bell Mid
	240
	50
	12
	2nd Year
	Math 2
	SWP

	10
	Milwaukee
	Bradley Hs/ Milw Tec
	317
	26
	12
	2nd Year
	Read 2 & Math 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Bryant El
	50
	32
	22
	2nd Year
	Read 2
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Carleton El
	58
	55
	34
	2nd Year
	Read 2
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Cass Street E
	48
	37
	12
	2nd Year
	Read 2 & Math 2
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Clement Ave E
	38
	55
	69
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Curtin El
	33
	73
	67
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Douglas Comm
	167
	23
	1
	2nd Year
	Read 1 & Math 2
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Edison Mid
	215
	30
	4
	1 Improved
	Math 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Eighty First
	41
	41
	34
	2nd Year
	Read 2 & Math 1
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Engleburg El
	45
	73
	56
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Fifty Third S
	30
	63
	23
	First Year
	Math 1
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Forest Home Av E
	101
	37
	30
	2nd Year
	Read 1* & Math 2
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Gaenslen El
	64
	36
	3
	1 Improved
	Read 1* & Math 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Garden Homes
	34
	77
	77
	1 Improved
	Read 1* & Math 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Garfield Ave
	35
	43
	23
	First Year
	Math 1
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Global Learn
	28
	25
	0
	First Year
	Read 1 & Math 1
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Goodrich El
	46
	61
	29
	1 Improved
	Read 1* & Math 1
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Grand Ave Mid
	210
	28
	1
	First Year
	Math 1
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Granville El
	40
	33
	18
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Happy Hill El
	34
	41
	24
	1 Improved
	Read 1* & Math 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Humboldt Park
	54
	54
	63
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	10
	Milwaukee
	Juneau Hi
	140
	20
	5
	2nd Year
	Read 1 & Math 2
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Kagel El
	34
	24
	32
	2nd Year
	Read 2 & Math 1*
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Kosciuszko Mi
	183
	22
	4
	2nd Year
	Math 2
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Lloyd Street El
	84
	44
	28
	First Year
	Read 1
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Malcolm X Acad
	128
	17
	5
	2nd Year
	Read 2 & Math 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Maple Tree El
	41
	39
	32
	First Year
	Math 1
	SWP

	10
	Milwaukee
	Marshall Hi
	238
	15
	2
	2nd Year
	Math 2
	SWP

	10
	Milwaukee
	Metro Hi
	33
	9
	0
	First Year
	Math 1
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Milw Edu Center
	209
	47
	6
	2nd Year
	Read 2 & Math 2
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Milw Sign Language
	60
	61
	35
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Mitchell El
	73
	52
	35
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Muir Mid
	236
	32
	4
	2nd Year
	Math 2
	SWP

	10
	Milwaukee
	N Division Hi
	167
	10
	4
	2nd Year
	Read 2
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Ninety Fifth
	37
	73
	54
	1 Improved
	Math 1*
	TAS

	4
	Milwaukee
	Philipp El
	30
	50
	13
	2nd Year
	Read 2 & Math 1
	SWP

	10
	Milwaukee
	Pulaski Hi
	305
	25
	8
	2nd Year
	Read 2
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	River Trail E
	31
	55
	41
	1 Improved
	Read 1* & Math 1*
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Robinson Mid
	103
	30
	1
	2nd Year
	Read 2 & Math 2
	SWP

	10
	Milwaukee
	S Division Hi
	284
	7
	1
	2nd Year
	Read 1* & Math 2
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Sholes Mid
	208
	29
	5
	1 Improved
	Math 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Silver Spring
	26
	62
	66
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Starms Discovery
	49
	37
	31
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Steuben Mid
	294
	24
	4
	2nd Year
	Math 2
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Story El
	52
	33
	10
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Townsend St El
	58
	61
	36
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	10
	Milwaukee
	Vincent Hi
	297
	15
	5
	2nd Year
	Read 1* & Math 2
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Walker Mid
	193
	53
	7
	2nd Year
	Math 2
	SWP

	10
	Milwaukee
	Washington Hi
	277
	10
	4
	1 Improved
	Read 1* & Math 1*
	SWP

	8
	Milwaukee
	Westside El
	42
	42
	0
	2nd Year
	Read 1 & Math 2
	SWP

	10
	Milwaukee
	Wi Consrv Lif
	38
	23
	8
	2nd Year
	Math 2
	SWP

	4
	Milwaukee
	Wisconsin Ave
	69
	32
	18
	2nd Year
	Read 2 & Math 2
	SWP

	8
	Princeton
	Princeton Sch
	25
	76
	28
	1 Improved
	Math 1*
	TAS

	4
	Racine
	Fratt El
	112
	56
	33
	First Year
	Math 1
	TAS

	8
	Racine
	Mitchell Mid
	266
	54
	25
	First Year
	Math 1
	TAS

	4
	Racine
	Winslow El
	25
	68
	56
	1 Improved
	Read 1*
	SWP

	8
	Solon Springs
	Solon Springs
	29
	52
	38
	First Year
	Read 1
	TAS

	8
	Westfield
	Westfield El
	52
	71
	33
	1 Improved
	Math 1*
	TAS

	4
	White Lake
	White Lake El
	21
	67
	57
	1 Improved
	Math 1*
	SWP

	8
	Winter
	Winter Mid
	17
	59
	18
	2nd Year
	Math 2
	SWP


*Improved = Met AYP therefore, holding with Year 1 sanctions
** TAS or SWP School No longer Title I in SY 2002-03

Accountability for Student Achievement

B-1.  Student Achievement Based on Assessments Required by Title I, Part A

	Student Proficiency in 
Reading for Grade Four

	
	Total # of Students Enrolled 
	Total # of Students Assessed
	Number of Students by Proficiency Level

	
	
	
	Proficient
	Advanced

	
Number of students in special categories*

	Economically disadvantaged students
	18,104
	16,405
	10,116
	1,225

	Limited English proficient students
	2,796
	1,518
	993
	44

	Migrant students
	52
	50
	16
	1

	Students with disabilities
	8,661
	6,685
	3,023
	293

	
Number of students, by race/ethnicity*

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	959
	914
	584
	70

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	2,206
	1,809
	1,194
	191

	Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	7,169
	6,763
	3,577
	308

	Hispanic
	3,433
	2,479
	1,665
	173

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	49,411
	47,931
	31,574
	10,466

	Other
	226
	172
	104
	22

	
Number of students, by gender*

	Male
	32,541
	325
	19,525
	4,881

	Female
	30,789
	308
	19,089
	6,466

	
Number of  full academic year students, by type of school

	Targeted Assistance**
	31,676
	30,348
	20,063
	6,046

	Schoolwide Programs
	7,957
	7,190
	4,203
	596

	All Title I schools
	39,633
	37,538
	24,266
	6,642

	Non-Title I schools
	15,109
	14,615
	9,577
	3,631

	
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS:  Reading 4 FAY
	54,742
	52,153
	33,843
	10,273


*These sections of the table include all students in the state (not just Title I schools) total enrolled (Full Academic Year and others).  The Number of students by type of school are Full Academic Year (FAY) students only.

**For data on targeted assistance schools, identify which of the following best describes the data:

_ X_ all students in grades assessed in Title I schools

____ only students currently receiving Title I services

____ students identified as currently and formerly receiving Title I services

B-1 A:  
Student Achievement in Reading

	Student Proficiency in 
Reading for Grade Eight

	
	Total # of Students Enrolled 
	Total # of Students Assessed
	Number of Students by Proficiency Level

	
	
	
	Proficient
	Advanced

	
Number of students in special categories*

	Economically disadvantaged students
	14,802
	13,704
	6,771
	789

	Limited English proficient students
	1,643
	1,003
	357
	12

	Migrant students
	30
	29
	8
	0

	Students with disabilities
	9,327
	8,065
	2,293
	156

	
Number of students, by race/ethnicity*

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	1,021
	974
	510
	73

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	2,177
	1,978
	1,022
	251

	Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	6,266
	5,762
	2,214
	166

	Hispanic
	2,824
	2,303
	1,202
	163

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	53,580
	52,466
	31,983
	10,908

	Other
	338
	302
	153
	33

	
Number of students, by gender*

	Male
	34,160
	33,477
	19,130
	4,782

	Female
	31,976
	31,656
	18,226
	6,715

	
Number of  full academic year students, by type of school

	Targeted Assistance**
	14,199
	13,756
	8,389
	2,533

	Schoolwide Programs
	5,961
	5,452
	2,463
	314

	All Title I schools
	20,160
	19,208
	10,852
	2,847

	Non-Title I schools
	40,140
	39,237
	23,502
	8,219

	
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS:  Reading 8 FAY
	60,300
	58,445
	34,354
	11,066


*These sections of the table include all students in the state (not just Title I schools) total enrolled (Full Academic Year and others).  The Number of students by type of school are Full Academic Year (FAY) students only.

**For data on targeted assistance schools, identify which of the following best describes the data:

_ X_ all students in grades assessed in Title I schools

____ only students currently receiving Title I services

____ students identified as currently and formerly receiving Title I services

B-1 A:  
Student Achievement in Reading

	Student Proficiency in 
Reading for Grade Ten

	
	Total # of Students Enrolled 
	Total # of Students Assessed
	Number of Students by Proficiency Level

	
	
	
	Proficient
	Advanced

	
Number of students in special categories*

	Economically disadvantaged students
	11,007
	9,441
	2,953
	1,110

	Limited English proficient students
	1,254
	600
	118
	13

	Migrant students
	30
	27
	3
	4

	Students with disabilities
	8,703
	7,135
	1,148
	277

	
Number of students, by race/ethnicity*

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	978
	868
	284
	119

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	2,240
	1,996
	676
	303

	Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	5,328
	4,117
	876
	237

	Hispanic
	2,623
	1,891
	586
	256

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	59,743
	57,605
	23,809
	15,761

	Other
	504
	424
	133
	58

	
Number of students, by gender*

	Male
	36,382
	34,563
	12,734
	8,004

	Female
	34,885
	33,490
	13,605
	8,721

	
Number of  full academic year students, by type of school

	Targeted Assistance**
	6,545
	6,298
	2,486
	1,678

	Schoolwide Programs
	3,619
	2,773
	663
	174

	All Title I schools
	10,164
	9,071
	3,149
	1,852

	Non-Title I schools
	56,078
	53,784
	21,873
	14,272

	
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS:  Reading 10 FAY
	66,242
	62,855
	25,022
	16,124


*These sections of the table include all students in the state (not just Title I schools) total enrolled (Full Academic Year and others).  The Number of students by type of school are Full Academic Year (FAY) students only.

**For data on targeted assistance schools, identify which of the following best describes the data:

_ X_ all students in grades assessed in Title I schools

____ only students currently receiving Title I services

____ students identified as currently and formerly receiving Title I services

B-1 B:  
Student Achievement in Mathematics
	Student Proficiency in 
Mathematics for Grade Four

	
	Total # of Students Enrolled 
	Total # of Students Assessed
	Number of Students by Proficiency Level

	
	
	
	Proficient
	Advanced

	
Number of students in special categories*

	Economically disadvantaged students
	18,104
	16,604
	6,809
	2,049

	Limited English proficient students
	2,796
	1,561
	724
	194

	Migrant students
	52
	50
	13
	4

	Students with disabilities
	8,661
	7,244
	2,456
	620

	
Number of students, by race/ethnicity*

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	959
	930
	423
	118

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	2,206
	1,829
	838
	423

	Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	7,169
	6,846
	2,111
	489

	Hispanic
	3,433
	2,528
	1,126
	306

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	49,411
	48,360
	23,071
	14,592

	Other
	226
	179
	79
	37

	
Number of students, by gender*

	Male
	32,541
	32,316
	14,318
	8,135

	Female
	30,789
	30,181
	13,239
	7,697

	
Number of  full academic year students, by type of school

	Targeted Assistance**
	31,676
	30,621
	14,636
	8,347

	Schoolwide Programs
	7,957
	7,291
	2,863
	938

	All Title I schools
	39,633
	37,912
	17,499
	9,285

	Non-Title I schools
	15,109
	14,743
	6,828
	5,310

	
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS:  Math 4 FAY
	54,742
	52,655
	24,327
	14,595


*These sections of the table include all students in the state (not just Title I schools) total enrolled (Full Academic Year and others).  The Number of students by type of school are Full Academic Year (FAY) students only.

**For data on targeted assistance schools, identify which of the following best describes the data:

_ X_ all students in grades assessed in Title I schools

____ only students currently receiving Title I services

____ students identified as currently and formerly receiving Title I services

B-1 B:  
Student Achievement in Mathematics
	Student Proficiency in 
Mathematics for Grade Eight

	
	Total # of Students Enrolled 
	Total # of Students Assessed
	Number of Students by Proficiency Level

	
	
	
	Proficient
	Advanced

	
Number of students in special categories*

	Economically disadvantaged students
	14,802
	13,677
	2,279
	712

	Limited English proficient students
	1,643
	1,009
	95
	24

	Migrant students
	30
	29
	2
	2

	Students with disabilities
	9,327
	8,083
	656
	134

	
Number of students, by race/ethnicity*

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	1,021
	979
	176
	62

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	2,177
	1,978
	444
	250

	Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	6,266
	5,732
	372
	87

	Hispanic
	2,824
	2,303
	355
	123

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	53,580
	52,501
	17,433
	9,832

	Other
	338
	301
	57
	28

	
Number of students, by gender*

	Male
	34,160
	33,477
	9,906
	5,807

	Female
	31,976
	31,656
	8,953
	4,796

	
Number of  full academic year students, by type of school 

	Targeted Assistance**
	14,199
	13,772
	4,371
	2,326

	Schoolwide Programs
	5,961
	5,443
	639
	227

	All Title I schools
	20,160
	19,215
	5,010
	2,553

	Non-Title I schools
	40,140
	39,250
	12,804
	7,428

	
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS:  Math 8 FAY
	60,300
	58,465
	17,814
	9,981


*These sections of the table include all students in the state (not just Title I schools) total enrolled (Full Academic Year and others).  The Number of students by type of school are Full Academic Year (FAY) students only.

**For data on targeted assistance schools, identify which of the following best describes the data:

_ X_ all students in grades assessed in Title I schools

____ only students currently receiving Title I services

____ students identified as currently and formerly receiving Title I services

B-1 B:  
Student Achievement in Mathematics
	Student Proficiency in 
Mathematics for Grade Ten

	
	Total # of Students Enrolled 
	Total # of Students Assessed
	Number of Students by Proficiency Level

	
	
	
	Proficient
	Advanced

	
Number of students in special categories*

	Economically disadvantaged students
	11,007
	9,417
	1,608
	634

	Limited English proficient students
	1,254
	602
	61
	15

	Migrant students
	30
	27
	3
	3

	Students with disabilities
	8,703
	7,120
	488
	117

	
Number of students, by race/ethnicity*

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	978
	864
	136
	52

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	2,240
	1,995
	483
	262

	Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	5,328
	4,057
	337
	81

	Hispanic
	2,623
	1,880
	299
	110

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	59,743
	57,575
	17,887
	10,650

	Other
	504
	420
	74
	32

	
Number of students, by gender*

	Male
	36,382
	34,563
	9,823
	6,185

	Female
	34,885
	33,490
	9,419
	4,884

	
Number of  full academic year students, by type of school

	Targeted Assistance**
	6,545
	6,289
	1,794
	1,087

	Schoolwide Programs
	3,619
	2,737
	273
	59

	All Title I schools
	10,164
	9,026
	2,067
	1,146

	Non-Title I schools
	56,078
	53,754
	16,383
	9,777

	
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS:  Math 10 FAY
	66,242
	62,780
	18,450
	10,923


*These sections of the table include all students in the state (not just Title I schools) total enrolled (Full Academic Year and others).  The Number of students by type of school are Full Academic Year (FAY) students only.

**For data on targeted assistance schools, identify which of the following best describes the data:

_ X_ all students in grades assessed in Title I schools

____ only students currently receiving Title I services

____ students identified as currently and formerly receiving Title I services

ESEA, Title I, Parts A, C, D

Helping Disadvantaged Children Meet High Standards

A-1.  Title I  School and Local Educational Agency (LEA) Accountability Information

	Table C-1

Title I  School and Local Educational Agency (LEA)

Accountability Information

	
	(1)

Total number
	(2)

Number meeting state criteria for adequate yearly progress
	(3)

Number identified for school or LEA improvement
	(4)

Number identified as distinguished schools

	Title I LEAs
	397*
	389
	13
	

	Title I, Part A, Schools by Type of Program—TAS or SWP

	Title I targeted assistance schools
	263
	149
	9
	

	Title I schoolwide programs
	887
	821
	61
	

	Title I, Part A, Schools by Poverty Level—TAS and SWP

	Poverty Level:   0-34%
	565
	544
	
	

	Poverty Level:  35-49%
	293
	250
	
	

	Poverty Level:  50-74%
	183
	250
	
	

	Poverty Level:   75-100
	110
	48
	
	


A-2. Student Participation in Title I, Parts A and C

	Table C-2

Student Participation  in Title I, Parts A and C

	Student Participation
	Title   I, Part A
	Title   I, Part C

	
	Total Number of Students served in targeted assistance schools

(TAS)
	Total number of students attending a schoolwide program

(SWP)
	Number of Migrant Students Attending a Schoolwide Program in which MEP Funds are Combined with Others
	Number of Migrant Students Served with MEP Funds in Other than a Schoolwide Program

	
By Gender

	Male
	23,047
	55,967
	38
	584

	Female
	18,331
	53,279
	32
	496

	
By Special Services or Programs

	Students with Disabilities
	19,724
	
	

	Limited English Proficiency
	1,932
	9,273
	0
	13

	Homeless
	587
	
	

	Migrant Students
	252
	153
	
	

	
By Racial/Ethnic Group

	Amer. Indian/Alaskan Native
	1,124
	2,473
	0
	0

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	1,376
	5,459
	0
	0

	Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	2,902
	55,665
	0
	18

	Hispanic
	2,386
	16,925
	70
	1,062

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	33,590
	28,724
	0
	0

	Other:
	
	
	
	


A-3. Schoolwide programs serving students eligible for the Migrant Education Programs.

	Table C-3

Schoolwide Programs Serving Students 

Eligible for the Migrant Education Programs

	
	Number of schoolwide programs that serve migrant students
	Number of schoolwide programs that combine MEP funds

	Number of Schoolwide Program Sites

(regular term and summer term)
	3
	0


A-4. Participation in Title I by Type of Service

	Table C-4

Participation in Title I by Type of Service


	Program
	Title I, Part A
	Title I, Part C
	Title I, Pt. D

	
	Public TAS
	Non-Public
	Regular Term
	Summer/

Intersession
	Sub-part Level 2 Programs

	
	Number of Students
	Number of Students
	Number of Students
	Number of Students
	Number of Students

	
Instructional Services

	Reading /Language Arts
	25,462
	4,069
	342
	212
	1,102

	English for LEP children (ESL)
	
	
	276
	107
	

	Mathematics
	10,542
	3,353
	266
	215
	746

	Science
	2,005
	3
	105
	151
	37

	Social Studies
	1,762
	2
	102
	153
	2

	Vocational/Career
	
	
	16
	10
	52

	Other  (specify):


	1,342

tutorial support &

ECE
	14

tutorial support

Study skills
	178

tutorial support

study skills

computer skills
	Tutorial

/computer 101
	Tech Skills/vocational –

110

	
Support Services

	Supporting Guidance / Advocacy
 
	1,926
	0
	591
	86
	35

	Prevention Education
	
	
	
	
	

	Social Work, Outreach or Advocacy
	
	
	997
	196
	

	Health, Dental and Eye Care
	0
	0
	14
	2
	93

	Transportation
	
	
	71
	191
	

	Other (specify):  


	327

Study Skills&

computer 

skills
	4

tutorial support


	10

Computer Assisted Instruction

Study Skills
	52

PASS 

Project SMART

TAAS

St. skills
	93

GED skills

Survival Skills


A-5. Participation in Title I, Part A and Part C, by Grade

	Table C-5

Participation in Title I, Parts A and C, by Grade

	
	Title I, Part A
	Title I, Part C

	
	Public TAS
	Public

SWP
	Private
	Local Neglected
	LEP
	Regular

Term
	Summer/

Intersession

	Ages 0-2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	

	Ages 3-5
	1,198
	6,437
	5
	1
	134
	
	

	K
	5,261
	9,876
	587
	1
	1,220
	
	

	1
	7,852
	10,501
	921
	3
	1,685
	
	

	2
	7,236
	10,726
	849
	1
	1,688
	
	

	3
	5,918
	10,594
	625
	1
	1,500
	
	

	4
	4,302
	10,511
	587
	1
	1,214
	
	

	5
	2,766
	10,347
	432
	1
	1,027
	
	

	6
	2,000
	7,884
	465
	1
	592
	
	

	7
	1,584
	6,951
	512
	1
	522
	
	

	8
	1,236
	7,447
	566
	1
	524
	
	

	9
	613
	6,517
	643
	0
	466
	
	

	10
	500
	4,570
	354
	0
	330
	
	

	11
	461
	3,688
	268
	0
	335
	
	

	12
	387
	3,097
	229
	0
	222
	
	

	Ungraded
	64
	100
	31
	0
	1
	
	

	Out-of-school
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	41,378
	109,246
	7,074
	12
	11,460
	
	


A-6. Identify the award process for Title I, Part D, Subpart 2 Local Agency Programs for At-Risk Children and Youth.

	Table C-6
Participation in Title I, Part D, Subpart 2 Local Agency Programs for 

At-Risk Children and Youth

	
	Formula Grant
	Competitive Grant
	Combination Grant

	Indicate the State Process Used to Award Subgrants
	X
	
	


A-7. Provide the number of school districts receiving funds and students receiving services under Part D, Subpart 2.

	Table C-7
School Districts Receiving Funds and Students Receiving Services under Part D, Subpart 2.

	
	School Districts Receiving Funds
	Students Receiving Dropout Prevention

	Number Receiving Part D, Subpart 2  Funds/Services
	22
	4,335


A-8. State Agency Programs for Neglected or Delinquent Children and Youth

	Table C-8
State Agency Programs for 

Neglected or Delinquent Children and Youth

	
	Neglected
	Delinquent
	Adult Correctional

	Number of Institutions providing Title I services during the school year
	0
	4
	7

	Number of Participants
	0
	1,821
	1,209


A-9. Number of institutions operating institution-wide programs authorized by Title I, Part D, Subpart 1, as defined in Section 1416, “institution-wide projects.”

	Number of institution-wide projects
	0


A-10. Staff Information for Title I, Parts A and C
	Table C-10
Staff Information for Title I, Parts A and C

	Job Classification 
	Title I TAS
FTE 

1 FTE = _180__ days
	Title I, Part C (Migrant)

	
	
	Regular Term

 FTE

1 FTE = __90__ days
	Summer/

Intersession 

FTE

1 FTE = __30__ days

	Administrators 

(non-clerical)
	51.33
	1.87
	2.75

	Teachers
	1105.3
	6.50
	15.58

	Bilingual Teachers

( ESL )
	
	6.0
	8.2

	Teacher Aides
	399.06
	4.5
	16.00

	Staff providing support services  (non-clerical)
	65.39
	1.23
	2.86

	Staff providing support services (clerical)
	20.44
	2.95
	4.75

	Recruiters
	
	4.2
	4.5

	Records transfer 
	
	3.0
	4.30

	Counselors
	
	0
	0

	Linker/Advocates
	
	0
	0

	Other (specify)
	25.94
	0
	*1.85


`







*Bus drivers, cook , custodian
A-11. Special Program Project Sites Supported with Title I, Parts A and C, Funds

	Table C-11
Special Program Project Sites Supported with 

Title I, Part A, and Title I, Part C, Funds

	Project Sites
	Title I, Part A
	Title I, Part C

	Extended-Time Instructional Programs
	              584
	

	Regular-Term Only Project Sites
	
	12

	Regular-Term Extended-Time Project Sites
	
	0

	Summer/Intersession-Term Only Project Sites
	
	3

	Multi-Term Projects
	
	9

	LEAs Providing Family Literacy Services
	                 23
	

	
Total Projects
	              617
	24


Goals 2000, Title III

Support for State and Local Reform


A-12. For each Goals 2000 subgrant awarded, provide the following:

· Complete list of LEA names receiving Goals 2000 subgrants

· Goals 2000 subgrant funding amounts for each LEA

· Goals 2000 subgrant type for each LEA (See instructions above.)

· Goals 2000 subgrant consortium information  (See instructions above.)

Sample Reporting Format for Item D-1, Goals 2000 subgrants:
	Goals 2000 Subgrantee Information

	NCES 

ID Code
	LEA Name
	County
	Amount
	Local Reform
	Prof.  Dev.
	Presrvc.
	Multi-Srvc.
	Other
	Specify:
	Consortium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


ESEA, Title VI

Innovative Education Program Strategies

A-13. articipation and Planned Allocation of State-Level Funds under Title VI, Section 6301

	State
	Public  LEAs
	Private Schools

	
	Planned

Allocation
	Number

of

Students
	Number of Staff Receiving Training
	Planned

Allocation
	Number

of

Students
	Number of Staff Receiving Training

	1.  Technology related to the implementation of school-based reform programs, including professional development to assist teachers and other school officials regarding how to use effectively such equipment and software.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.  Programs for the acquisition and use of instructional and educational materials, including library services and materials (including media materials), assessments, reference materials, computer software and hardware for instructional use, and other curricular materials which are tied to high academic standards and which will be used to improve student achievement and which are part of an overall education reform program;

    a.  Instructional/educational materials and library/media services 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    b.  Computer software and hardware 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    c.  Other curricular materials and assessments
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.  Promising education reform projects, including effective schools and magnet schools.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.  Programs to improve the higher order thinking skills of disadvantaged elementary and secondary school students and to prevent students from dropping out of school.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.  Programs to combat illiteracy in the student and adult population, including parent illiteracy.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.  Programs to provide for the educational needs of gifted and talented children.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.  School reform activities that are consistent with the Goals 2000: Educate America Act
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.  School improvement programs or activities under sections 1116 and 1117 of ESEA Title I (assessment and school improvement initiatives).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Administration (Direct and Indirect Costs)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Technical Assistance
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.  Support for planning, designing, and initial implementation of charter schools as described in ESEA, Title X, Part C
	
	
	
	
	
	

	








Totals
	
	
	
	
	
	


A-14. Participation and Planned Allocation of Local-Level Funds under Title VI, Section 6301
	Local
	Public  LEAs
	Private Schools

	
	Planned

Allocation
	Number

of

Students
	Number of Staff Receiving Training
	Planned

Allocation
	Number

of

Students
	Number of Staff Receiving Training

	1.  Technology related to the implementation of school-based reform programs, including professional development to assist teachers and other school officials regarding how to use effectively such equipment and software.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.  Programs for the acquisition and use of instructional and educational materials, including library services and materials (including media materials), assessments, reference materials, computer software and hardware for instructional use, and other curricular materials which are tied to high academic standards and which will be used to improve student achievement and which are part of an overall education reform program;

    a.  Instructional/educational materials and library/media services 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    b.  Computer software and hardware 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    c.  Other curricular materials and assessments
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.  Promising education reform projects, including effective schools and magnet schools.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.  Programs to improve the higher order thinking skills of disadvantaged elementary and secondary school students and to prevent students from dropping out of school.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.  Programs to combat illiteracy in the student and adult population, including parent illiteracy.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.  Programs to provide for the educational needs of gifted and talented children.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.  School reform activities that are consistent with the Goals 2000:  Educate America Act
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.  School improvement programs or activities under sections 1116 and 1117 of ESEA Title I (assessment and school improvement initiatives).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.  Planning, designing, and initial implementation of charter schools as described in ESEA, Title X, Part C
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.  Other (specify) ________________________________________________
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Administration (Direct and Indirect Costs)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	








Totals
	
	
	
	
	
	


Title I, § 1502

Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program (CSRD)
A-15. School Implementation Progress and Continuation Awards to Subgrant Recipients

a. Provide the specific criteria the SEA used in determining whether or not sites made substantial progress as defined under the legislation, and therefore qualified for continuation funding.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (WDPI) proposed, as part of its application to DOE, to evaluate schools that received CSRD grants.  Our plan included two components.  The first is an examination of program implementation at CSRD schools.  This part of the annual evaluation includes reviews of the schools’ required end-of-year reports.  The second component of the WDPI CSRD is an evaluation of student performance addressed in Section F-2 of this report.  That section includes evaluations of academic achievement on statewide assessment and data regarding schools in need of improvement.

Comprehensive change, particularly with process reform models, may not be immediately reflected in statewide survey measures of student achievement at the elementary, middle, and high school benchmarks.  CSRD Schools are expected to use data-based decision-making, provide high expectations for all students, and include all students in statewide assessments. A small number of exempt LEP or Special Education students at a pre-requisite or pre-English skill level may be assessed with alternate assessments.  

WDPI’s role has become that of a “critical friend” during technical consultations.  This assistance to grantees has provided guidance, support and attended to potential problems early in the grant year before they became major issues.

Criteria

Each CSRD model had eight elements:  1) standards, goals/objectives, 2) curriculum, 3) instruction, 4) assessment and evaluation, 5) family and community involvement, 6) professional development, 7) coordination of resources, and 8) support and sustainability of school reform.  WDPI used elements drawn from both the RAND’s 1998 study of the implementation of New American Schools designs (“Lessons from New American Schools’ Scale-Up Phase:  Prospects for Bringing Designs to Multiple Schools”, by Susan J. Bodilly) and the federal legislation for evaluating progress of CSRD schools.  From the federal criteria, WDPI selected Assessment and Evaluation, Professional Development, Family & Community Involvement, and Coordination of Resources.  WDPI also chose to use the elements of Curriculum and Instruction, which are important components of many reform efforts, as well as Standards, Goals/Objectives, which are important to state education goals.  

For each of the eight individual elements, the study used a five-point implementation scale, defined as follows.

· No implementation: No evidence of the element.
· Planning: The school was planning or preparing to implement.
· Piloting: The element was being partially implemented with only a small group of teachers or students involved.
· Implementing: The majority of teachers were implementing the element, and the element was more fully developed in accordance with descriptions by the team.
· Fulfilling: The element was evident across the school and was fully developed in accordance with the design teams’ descriptions.  Signs of institutionalization were evident.
The progress scores for the elements were averaged to obtain an overall implementation progress judgment for each school.  WDPI compared the level of progress achieved to the schools’ own goals and benchmarks as put forth in their grant applications, as opposed to the goals and benchmarks of outside providers, to determine the effectiveness of the program.

WDPI based its ratings on end-of-year reports.  WDPI also looked at external factors such as whether schools received adequate information on program designs, district support, technical assistance, and school-level variables. 

b. Describe the extent to which CSRD schools are meeting benchmarks and objectives outlined in their subgrant applications or other school plans.

Implementation Progress

To evaluate the implementation progress of CSRD schools, WDPI rated the schools on eight elements: 1) standards, goals/objectives, 2) curriculum, 3) instruction, 4) assessment and evaluation, 5) family and community involvement, 6) professional development, 7) coordination of resources, and 8) support and sustainability of school reform.  Using the five-point implementation scale outlined above, WDPI then averaged the ratings in order to establish overall ratings for each school.

WDPI used a methodology similar to the 1998 RAND Study, but modified how this scale was used in two ways.  Since some schools used “homegrown” models and others used outside models that did not have clear benchmarks, WDPI rated schools based on the goals as listed in school’s grant application, not based on external design team benchmarks.
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It is not surprising that many schools whose first year with CSRD began in January, 2002, were still in the planning and piloting stages of implementation.  At the point of evaluation, these schools had only been operating with their grant for six months or less.  Nonetheless, half of such schools were indeed in the implementing phase by June, 2002.  While the majority of Year 1 schools that began in July, 2001, were implementing, there was one school that was in the fulfilling phase. Naturally, most schools that completed their third year with CSRD in June, 2002, were rated as fulfilling, and the remainder were implementing.  

The following is a table displaying the implementation progress by each evaluation element.  

Implementation Progress By Evaluation Element
	ELEMENT
	YEAR
	NOT

IMPLEMENTING
	PLANNING
	PILOTING
	IMPLEMENTING
	FULFILLING

	Standards,

Goals, and

Objectives
	Year 1 (July, 2001)
	0
	1
	2
	6
	2

	
	Year 1 (Jan., 2002)
	0
	2
	1
	2
	0

	
	Year 3 (July, 1999)
	0
	0
	0
	4
	4

	
	TOTAL
	0
	3
	3
	12
	6

	Curriculum
	Year 1 (July, 2001)
	0
	2
	4
	6
	0

	
	Year 1 (Jan., 2002)
	0
	2
	1
	2
	0

	
	Year 3 (July, 1999)
	0
	0
	0
	2
	6

	
	TOTAL
	0
	4
	5
	10
	6

	Instruction
	Year 1 (July, 2001)
	0
	0
	3
	7
	2

	
	Year 1 (Jan., 2002)
	0
	2
	1
	2
	0

	
	Year 3 (July, 1999)
	0
	0
	1
	2
	5

	
	TOTAL
	0
	2
	5
	11
	7

	Assessment

and

Evaluation
	Year 1 (July, 2001)
	0
	1
	3
	8
	0

	
	Year 1 (Jan., 2002)
	0
	2
	1
	3
	0

	
	Year 3 (July, 1999)
	0
	0
	0
	5
	3

	
	TOTAL
	0
	3
	4
	16
	3

	Family &

Community

Involvement
	Year 1 (July, 2001)
	0
	3
	3
	4
	2

	
	Year 1 (Jan., 2002)
	0
	2
	1
	2
	0

	
	Year 3 (July, 1999)
	0
	0
	0
	5
	3

	
	TOTAL
	0
	5
	4
	11
	5

	Professional

Development
	Year 1 (July, 2001)
	0
	2
	1
	8
	1

	
	Year 1 (Jan., 2002)
	0
	2
	1
	2
	0

	
	Year 3 (July, 1999)
	0
	0
	0
	3
	5

	
	TOTAL
	0
	4
	2
	13
	6

	Coordination

of

Resources
	Year 1 (July, 2001)
	0
	2
	1
	6
	3

	
	Year 1 (Jan., 2002)
	0
	2
	1
	2
	0

	
	Year 3 (July, 1999)
	0
	0
	0
	3
	5

	
	TOTAL
	0
	4
	2
	12
	8

	Support &

Sustainability 

of School Reform
	Year 1 (July, 2001)
	0
	1
	3
	6
	1

	
	Year 1 (Jan., 2002)
	0
	3
	1
	1
	0

	
	Year 3 (July, 1999)
	0
	1
	0
	5
	2

	
	TOTAL
	0
	5
	4
	12
	3


Note the total number of schools in each implementation rating category according to individual element.  These numbers indicate that none of the Wisconsin CSRD schools are in the not implementing phase of any the elements.  However, many schools were still only planning implementation of the elements of Family and Community Involvement and Support and Sustainability of School Reform, and several were piloting implementation of Curriculum and Instruction.  As expected, Year 3 schools were almost exclusively in the implementing or fulfilling phases for all elements. 
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More than a third of CSRD schools in their first six months (Year 1, start date: January, 2002) were rated as implementing or fulfilling in seven of the eight elements, excluding ‘Support and Sustainability of School Reform’.  More than half of the Year 1 schools whose start date was July, 2001 were rated as implementing or fulfilling in six elements, with 50% at such stages in ‘Curriculum’ and ‘Family and Community Involvement’. All of Year 3 schools were implementing or fulfilling in six of the elements, and about 90% of them rated the same in ‘Instruction’ and ‘Support and Sustainability of School Reform’.  Naturally, the longer a school has been using CSR grants, the better they are at implementing or fulfilling in any of the elements.  

In the 2001-2002 evaluation, WDPI rated only six of 43 schools as planning or piloting, and 14 were implementing.  Six schools were rated as fulfilling, one of these in their first year, five in their third.  [There were no schools in their second year, as no CSR grants were awarded for the 2000-2001 school year.]  In the 1999-2000 evaluation, which was the first year for Year 3 schools, ten schools were planning or piloting, and four were implementing.  None were fulfilling.  Of these same schools in the current year, almost all were implementing or fulfilling, and the remaining schools lack data to determine their ratings.  It is expected that likewise, Year 1 schools, regardless of their start date, will make progress from planning to piloting, piloting to implementing, and implementing to fulfilling in their second and third years as CSRD schools.
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The 1999-2000 evaluation included the initial year of implementation for now Year 3 schools. In that evaluation, 27% were rated as planning, 64% were piloting, and 29% were implementing.  As they completed their final year in 2002, all of them were either implementing or fulfilling, with more than 60% fulfilling.  This demonstrates excellent progress from the initial to final years of CSRD involvement.

Note that since the overall ratings were the average of progress in each of the eight elements (standards, curriculum, instruction, assessment and evaluation, family and community involvement, professional development, coordination of resources, and support and sustainability of school reform), an overall rating of implementing or fulfilling does not indicate that all of the elements have reached that implementation level in a particular school.  Therefore, schools that are rated as implementing or fulfilling overall may actually continue to progress in one or more of the elements in the future.

Goals Achievement

WDPI’s end-of-the-year reports ask CSRD schools to evaluate the extent to which they have achieved their goals, as outlined in their grant application.  The levels of achievement of goals are rated as:  fully achieved, partially achieved, not achieved, not yet determined or not implemented. The following tables indicate, by year of CSRD involvement, the achievement of goals of CSRD schools.  For each rating, an average was computed to indicate a more general achievement for each year.

Year 1 Schools-Start Date: January, 2002 


[image: image6.emf]School Name

Fully AchievedPartially AchievedNot Achieved Not Yet DeterminedNot Implemented

37th Street School 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Andrew Douglas Community Academy 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Elm Creative Arts 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Hawthorne Elementary * 17% 44% 39% 0% 0%

Honey Creek 33% 0% 0% 67% 0%

Malcolm X Academy 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Mendota Elementary 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Metcalfe * 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

River Trail Elementary 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Sarah Scott Middle School for the Health Sciences 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

Wilson Junior High 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Average Achievement Level 11% 27% 56% 6% 0%

(*) indicates schools with more than four goals


The schools listed in the preceding table had only begun using their CSRD grants six months prior to the end-of-the-year reports.  As expected, then, the majority of goals was not achieved (56%) or only partially achieved (27%).  However, it is impressive to note that all of these schools had at least begun implementation of all of their goals.  Moreover, only one school indicated that achievement of some of its goals had not been determined—the rest indicated their achievement clearly.  Also, slightly more than 10% of goals had in fact been fully achieved.  Only two of these schools had more than four goals (*), and the extent of their achievement is still better than many of the other schools who had less than four goals.  WDPI expects that with time, more goals will be fully and partially achieved, and fewer would be not achieved.
Year 1 Schools-Start Date: July, 2001


[image: image7.emf]School Name Fully AchievedPartially Achieved Not Achieved Not Yet Determined Not Implemented

38th Street * 17% 0% 33% 50% 0%

Bell Middle School * 0% 44% 0% 56% 0%

Florence Middle/School * 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Fritsche Middle School 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Hawthorne  33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Hawthorne Hills 0% 57% 28% 15% 0%

High School of the Arts 0% 33% 0% 67% 0%

Hi-Mount 33% 33% 0% 33% 0%

Hopkins Street School * 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

Lodi High School 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Mead Elementary 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Muir/Woodbridge School 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Pulaski High School * 80% 0% 0% 0% 20%

Riley * 43% 0% 43% 0% 14%

Turtle Lake HS * 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Walker Int'l. Middle School * 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Zablocki 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Average Achievement Level 37% 36% 11% 14% 2%

(*) indicates schools with more than four goals


Given that these schools had been using the CSRD grants for almost one full year, it is not surprising that more than three-fourths of their goals had been achieved, either fully or partially so.  Only a quarter of goals were considered to be not achieved at all, though that figure includes goals whose progress was unable to be determined at the time of the report.  Furthermore, it is interesting to observe that schools who had more than four goals in their grant (*) often had more of their goals only partially achieved or not achieved at all, though this is not exclusively the case.  Naturally, the explanation for such a tendency may be spreading oneself too thin and not fully accomplishing any of the school’s goals.  

Year 3 Schools-Start Date:  July, 1999


[image: image8.emf]School Name Fully AchievedPartially AchievedNot AchievedNot Yet DeterminedNot Implemented

Academy of Accelerated Learning * 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Columbus Elementary * 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Goodman-Armstrong Creek 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Howe Elementary-Green Bay 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Howe Elementary-Wis. Rapids * 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Roosevelt Accelerated Elem. School 33% 33% 0% 33% 0%

Rusch Elementary * 73% 9% 18% 0% 0%

Samuel Clemens School * 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Tank Elementary * 52% 38% 3% 7% 0%

Average Achievement Level 71% 23% 2% 4% 0%

(*) indicates schools with more than four goals


As predicted, almost three-fourths of Year 3 schools’ goals were fully achieved.  Moreover, 94% were achieved to some extent (71% fully achieved, 23% partially achieved).  Only 2% (on average) of goals were not achieved and only 4% were undetermined.  It is also notable that six of the nine schools who reported had more than four goals, and yet their achievement of those goals was quite commendable.  Again, WDPI finds it likely that the longer a school has been part of CSRD, the more capable they are of achieving their stated goals.  As the schools above were in their third and final year of CSRD, WDPI is pleased that so many of their goals were realized.  

Most Difficult Criteria to Achieve

Last, in the end-of-year reports, WDPI asked CSRD schools to identify the criteria that were most difficult to achieve in their school.  The overwhelming choice for all schools, regardless of implementation year, was “parental and community involvement”, with 20 of the responding 33 schools indicating that it was the most difficult criterion to achieve.  Five schools responded that “coordination of resources”; four identified “support within the school”; “professional development”, “external technical support and assistance” and “evaluation strategies” were each identified by three schools; two schools chose “measurable goals and benchmarks”; and one school selected “comprehensive design with aligned components” as the most difficult criterion.  None of the schools indicated that “effective, research-based methods and strategies”, “support for teachers and principals”, or “strategies that improve academic achievement as the most challenging criterion to accomplish.  One school, a Year 1 (start date:  July, 2001) school in fact, indicated that none of the criteria in the federal CSR legislation were difficult to achieve.  WDPI will use this information to guide its training schedule for upcoming years.  

c. Describe the reasons for discontinued awards, the number of schools involved and how the unused funds were allocated.
There were no schools whose awards were discontinued.
A-16. Achievement Impact

a. School Accountability  (Update as needed, the cumulative information you provided on all schools in your last report.)

Information submitted to the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) database indicates which CSRD schools were identified as in need of improvement under 1116(c) of the ESEA and/or as low-performing according to state accountability measures at the time of their award.  Are there CSRD schools that have been removed from Title I school improvement or state low-performing status due to performance gains since the inception of CSRD?  Are there sites previously not identified that have now been added to school improvement status due to declining performance?  Please include a list of any sites for which school improvement status has changed under 1116(c) of the ESEA and a list of any sites for which school improvement status has changed according to state criteria for low-performing schools.

In Need of Improvement Determination

WDPI determines in need of improvement status using one of two principal methods:  the 90% rule or the required CPI (Continuous Progress Indicator).  

The 90% rule states that by grade level (4th, 8th, 10th) and assessed subject (reading, language arts, mathematics, science, social studies), there is a requisite percentage of students who must score at or above the “Proficient” level on the WKCE assessments.  These requisite percentages were based on 90% of 1996-97 statewide average proficiency rates and were used through 2001-02:

	
	4th grade
	8th grade
	10th grade

	Reading
	62%
	58%
	57%

	Language Arts
	55%
	54%
	50%

	Mathematics
	47%
	27%
	32%

	Science
	58%
	50%
	39%

	Social Studies
	56%
	62%
	59%


The required CPI was a measure of improvement in performance, calculated on the four most recent years’ test results.  The average of the two most recent years was compared to the average of the two preceding years.  For 2001-02, this means that the average of 1998-99 and 1999-00 tests scores is compared with the average of 2000-01 and 2001-02.  Credit was given both for reducing the “No WSAS” & “Minimal” categories as well as increasing the percentage of students in the “Proficient” & “Advanced” categories.

Schools were designated as “in need of improvement” if they failed to meet at least one of the above criteria for two consecutive years in one or more subject area.  

Schools removed from INOI status
The three groups of schools being evaluated in this report are Year 1 schools who started in July, 2001 (full year), Year 1 schools who started in January, 2002 (half year), and Year 3 schools, who started in July, 1999.

When the Year 1, half year schools started, three of them were in need of improvement (INOI).  Since they only began CSRD in January, 2002, though, at the time of this report, it is not possible to determine whether their INOI status had changed.  

Year 1 schools that started in July, 2001 initially had eleven of its eighteen schools identified as in need of improvement.  At the end of their first year, though, nine schools had been removed from INOI status.  Two schools that were initially identified as in need of improvement did not improve and so their status remains as INOI in 2002.

At the time of their awards, Year 3 schools had four out of its fourteen schools identified as INOI.  However, half of those were removed from in need of improvement status in 2002.  The other two remained on the list.

Schools added to INOI status

Of Year 1 schools that started CSRD in July, 2001, only one school was added to in need of improvement status.  None of the Year 3 schools were added to the INOI list.

List of schools whose INOI status has changed

Wisconsin’s state criteria for low-performing schools are the same as the federal criteria.  Thus, there is no separate list of schools according to criteria used to determine low-performing status.
Schools Added To In Need Of Improvement Status

	Start Date of CSRD
	Name of School

	July, 2001
	Pulaski High School


Schools Removed From In Need Of Improvement Status

	Start Date of CSRD
	Name of School

	July, 2001
	Florence High School

	July, 2001
	Hawthorne Elementary School

	July, 2001
	Hopkins Street Elementary School

	July, 2001
	Riley Elementary School

	July, 2001
	Thirty-Eighth Street Elementary School

	July, 2001
	Zablocki Elementary School

	July, 2001
	Muir Elementary School

	July, 2001
	Hawthorn Hills Elementary School

	July, 2001
	Mead Elementary School

	July, 1999
	Tank Elementary School

	July, 1999
	Hamilton High School


A-17. Evaluation and Dissemination

a. Describe primary findings of the SEA evaluation of CSRD-funded activities during the reporting school year.

During the 2001-2002 school year, the vast majority of CSRD schools progressed according to schedule.  While there were no second-year schools during this year, the first-year schools experienced success similar to that of our third-year schools in their initial year of implementation.  Regardless of the implementation year, parent and community involvement was the most challenging component to achieve.  

This report found that while there were several factors that hindered CSRD implementation in schools, the most frequently cited were a lack of time and an untrained or partially trained staff.  Whether because of scheduling conflicts or genuine lack of time, CSRD schools felt that they were unable to implement fully or implement well all of the elements of their chosen reform model.  CSRD schools seem to learn with each year of implementation, though, how to restructure the organization of their school in order to better incorporate the reform model.  Many CSRD schools in their final year of implementation noted that reorganization of the school structure and schedules greatly aided their ability to use the reform model as intended.  Lack of staff training encompasses other hindering factors as well, such as lack of time, lack of funds, staff and administrative turnover, lack of staff commitment and support for the reform, and poor support from the CSR model consultants.  Again, with time, as commitment in the school grows, there will be less turnover.  This will lead to more efficient training and there will be less need to train new employees or supplement partially trained staff.  In fact, our CSRD schools in their third and final year report fewer complaints about untrained staff or turnover, as well as the other issues of support, commitment, etc.  Naturally, the CSRD schools who just began their first year in January, 2002, reported that the limited implementation time, i.e. six months, and dissatisfaction with the reform model’s support and expertise were serious hindrances to their reform implementation.  A few of the schools even changed model providers because of the lack of support they received from their providers.  This is somewhat expected, as the first few months of any new reform implementation are difficult and WDPI expects that by the end of their first year with CSRD (in December, 2002), some of these issues will be worked out.

As for factors that facilitate the implementation of CSRD, quality training and excellent staff development were the most recognized aids by all schools. Thus, this evaluation concludes that the quality of training is the single most reliable indicator of implementation progress and satisfaction.  Also, though, support and commitment, both within the school and the district, were identified as important aids in CSRD implementation.  Additionally, reorganized school structure, an onsite consultant/expert, and the dedicated work of a particular group (leadership team, committees, parents, etc.) all contributed positively to the schools’ ability to implement reform.  

Districts in Wisconsin support CSRD efforts in a variety of ways.  Most schools reported only minor obstacles at the district level.  Most of those issues dealt with inflexible staff development schedules, labor issues, and poor communication between districts and schools.  Otherwise, though, if districts and communities supported the schools’ efforts, schools felt satisfied with their participation and cooperation in their implementation process.  

CSRD schools seem to be generally satisfied with WDPI support.  They have appreciated that WDPI’s goals for CSRD schools have been streamlined and are now easier to follow.  Also, additional help to increase parent and community involvement is a concern for CSRD schools. Reduced paperwork is always a preference, too.  These suggestions are helpful for WDPI to continually improve its work with CSRD schools.  

In evaluating the CSRD program, WDPI found it helpful to examine the various measures of attendance and success at the schools.  These included the retention rate, truancy, suspensions, expulsions, and graduation rates.  For the Year 1 schools, both those that started in July, 2001 (full) and those that started in January, 2002 (half), the data from the previous academic year was used, i.e. 2000-2001. Naturally, in schools that just started in January, 2002, it is not certain at what point in the school year truancies, suspensions, etc. actually happened; that is, before or after implementation of CSRD.     For CSRD schools in their final year, the data from their initial year, 1999-2000, was used to measure progress since implementation of the CSR grant.  

The retention rates in schools that began CSRD in January, 2002, fell in six of the eleven schools, rose in four and one of the schools continued to have no retentions.  In schools that began implementation in July, 2001, seven of the 18 schools lowered their retention rates, while six schools’ increased and five maintained a zero retention rate.  Schools in their final year of CSRD had an interesting trend.  While six of the 15 schools’ rates went up, one of those schools saw a dramatic increase from their first year of implementation to their second, and then a drop between the second and third years.  Four of the Year 3 schools decreased their retention rates and five maintained their rates, most of those being zero.  

Examination of the truancy rates for CSRD schools proved to be an interesting find.  Of Year 1 (full) and Year 3 schools, more than half of the schools’ truancy rates increased.  Twelve of the eighteen Year 1 (full) schools, in fact, saw increased truancy.  In Year 1 (half) schools, five of the eleven schools’ rates increased as well.  It is significant to note that it is possible that the truancy rates worsened in most CSRD schools not because more students were actually truant, but because vigilance of such students and reporting of truant behavior have increased with CSRD implementation.  

CSRD suspension data indicate that the rates are generally improving with implementation of school reform.  Many schools have lowered the total number of days students were suspended.  However, there is no clear link between lower suspension rates and CSRD.  Change in policy, administration, alternative disciplinary measures, etc. could all have led to improved behavior at CSRD schools.  Hopefully, though, the reform model of each school is contributing to the improvement of these types of statistics.  

The data on expulsion rates reveals that of the few Year 3 schools that had any expulsions over the last three years, the number of expulsions often grew dramatically from the first to second year of CSRD implementation, and then dropped rather significantly from the second to third year.  Again, it is possible that this trend indicates more attention given to the problem of expulsion rather than actual increased disciplinary problems.  That is, once the CSRD model was implemented, perhaps student behavior was focused on more intently and dealt with more severely; naturally, that would lead to more expulsions.  After a year or more of the new policies being in effect, though, the rates would come down, quite possibly to expulsion rates lower than before the CSRD implementation.  

Lastly, graduation rates of CSRD high schools suggest, superficially at least, that school reform aids graduation.  Of the 45 CSRD schools, only eight are high schools.  Of these eight schools, five schools’ graduation rates rose.  All three high schools that were Year 3 schools improved their graduation rates from their initial year.  Of the Year 1 (full) schools, two schools improved their rates from preceding years.

WDPI makes no illusion of the results of the above data.  There is no clear relationship between the improvement of retention, suspension, truancy or other rates and the implementation of CSRD.  WDPI hypothesizes, though, that the reform model does affect schools’ performance in these various measures of school success.  Sometimes, the model might negatively affect statistics because of increased attention and action towards certain behavioral issues.  Other times, though, WDPI hopes that the model helps to provide structures and motivation that helps to reduce the rates of retention and diverse attendance measures.  To better ascertain the relationship between student attendance and behavior measures and CSRD programs, WDPI will consider including questions about it in their schools’ end-of-the-year reports.  These questions would not only ask about specific measures, such as retention, attendance, suspensions, etc., but would also ask schools to reflect on how they believe their reform efforts have affected such measures.  
CSRD Impact on Standardized Test Scores

The impact of CSRD on standardized test results in Wisconsin is generally positive, but seems to lose significance with higher grade levels and possibly time.  The program has had a significantly positive influence in the elementary schools as well as most middle schools, with less of such an effect on the high schools.  It is important to note, though, whenever comparing test scores that the actual cohort of students changes each year, so that the test score comparisons are not comparing the actual improvement of a group of children, but rather the more general instructional program of the grade level being assessed.

Below are three summary tables that illustrate CSRD schools’ performances on the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Exam (WKCE).  Each school’s test scores from February, 2002 are compared to the year prior to their CSRD implementation year, in order to display their improvement from before CSRD to after/during the use of CSRD grants.

4th Grade WKCE Scores

	
	
	 
	 
	Percent Proficient and Above

	CSRD year
	School
	Enrolled FAY
	Reading, year prior to CSR
	Reading, 2002
	Language, year prior to CSR
	Language, 2002
	Mathematics, year prior to CSR
	Mathematics, 2002
	Science, year prior to CSR
	Science, 2002
	Social Studies, year prior to CSR
	Social Studies, 2002

	Year 1 (half)
	Elm Creative Arts Elem.
	74
	76
	72
	60
	69
	47
	46
	61
	65
	71
	80

	Year 1 (half)
	Hawthorne Elem.
	31
	61
	67
	54
	68
	54
	39
	59
	68
	52
	64

	Year 1 (half)
	Honey Creek Elem.
	45
	71
	71
	71
	74
	59
	63
	66
	74
	78
	76

	Year 1 (half)
	Mendota Elem.
	35
	66
	55
	39
	45
	42
	42
	44
	48
	56
	62

	Year 1 (half)
	Ralph H Metcalfe
	2
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Year 1 (half)
	River Trail Elem.
	31
	60
	55
	30
	48
	26
	41
	56
	42
	53
	58

	Year 1 (half)
	Thirty-Seventh Elem.
	31
	30
	65
	17
	48
	13
	51
	20
	54
	30
	55

	Year 1 (full)
	Hawthorn Hills Elem.
	31
	64
	74
	53
	74
	53
	58
	67
	71
	66
	81

	Year 1 (full)
	Hawthorne Elem.
	42
	52
	50
	29
	50
	35
	38
	41
	52
	58
	50

	Year 1 (full)
	Hi Mount Blvd Elem.
	56
	55
	59
	32
	50
	26
	38
	41
	39
	48
	59

	Year 1 (full)
	Hopkins Street Elem.
	71
	45
	46
	30
	43
	16
	30
	24
	20
	41
	37

	Year 1 (full)
	Mead Elem.
	42
	54
	72
	39
	69
	27
	57
	65
	88
	58
	83

	Year 1 (full)
	Muir Elem.
	52
	75
	86
	70
	77
	62
	73
	77
	88
	82
	89

	Year 1 (full)
	Riley Elem.
	59
	65
	63
	64
	58
	56
	47
	58
	57
	67
	66

	Year 1 (full)
	Thirty-Eighth Elem.
	42
	36
	52
	27
	46
	21
	12
	26
	36
	29
	41

	Year 1 (full)
	Zablocki Elem.
	65
	65
	85
	66
	85
	56
	73
	69
	83
	74
	89

	Year 3
	Academy of 
Accelerated Learning
	65
	41
	67
	45
	66
	47
	70
	59
	54
	57
	72

	Year 3
	Clemens Elem.
	30
	67
	50
	61
	44
	71
	30
	70
	27
	70
	53

	Year 3
	Columbus Elem.
	25
	49
	56
	45
	44
	45
	32
	55
	44
	58
	56

	Year 3
	Goodman Armstrong Elem.
	7
	94
	100
	94
	100
	100
	100
	78
	100
	94
	100

	Year 3
	Howe Elem. (Green Bay)
	33
	57
	45
	49
	39
	56
	45
	76
	57
	70
	51

	Year 3
	Howe Elem.

(Wis. Rapids)
	45
	63
	78
	62
	75
	62
	67
	73
	73
	78
	80

	Year 3
	Roosevelt Elem.
	42
	81
	84
	78
	86
	83
	88
	88
	79
	87
	84

	Year 3
	Rusch Elem.
	22
	n/a
	91
	n/a
	68
	n/a
	59
	n/a
	73
	n/a
	82

	Year 3
	Tank Elem.
	25
	29
	60
	27
	52
	38
	44
	62
	56
	56
	56

	 
	Averages
	 
	58
	68
	51
	63
	50
	53
	61
	61
	64
	68


From this table, one can see that CSRD schools’ 4th grade scores generally improved from the year prior to their implementation, which is 2001 for the Year 1 schools (both half and full) and 1999 for the Year 3 schools.  In fact, in most CSRD elementary schools’ improvements were made in most or all subject areas.  ‘Language’ was the subject area that most schools made improvement, while ‘Science’ was the area with the least improvement, particularly in Year 3 schools.  The average CSRD 4th grade scores in each subject area improved as well.  WDPI is not under the illusion, though, that improvement of scores is solely due to CSRD implementation, due to the changing cohort of students each year of testing, as noted above.  Furthermore, Year 1 schools’ improvement in test scores may not be due to CSRD implementation, as the initial year of CSRD usually is about adapting and adjusting to new programs and methods of instruction.  Nonetheless, the improvement in scores is encouraging and will hopefully continue with each year of CSRD participation.  Also, WDPI is encouraged by the fact that CSRD 4th grade scores are improving at a pace better than the state in all subjects except ‘Science’, which was identified as a weak area in many CSRD schools (see above).  

8th Grade WKCE Scores

	
	
	 
	Percent Proficient and Above

	CSRD year
	School
	Enrolled FAY
	Reading, year prior to CSR
	Reading, 2002
	Language, year prior to CSR
	Language, 2002
	Mathematics, year prior to CSR
	Mathematics, 2002
	Science, year prior to CSR
	Science, 2002
	Social Studies, year prior to CSR
	Social Studies, 2002

	Year 1 (half)
	Andrew Douglas

Community Academy
	167
	17
	23
	6
	17
	4
	1
	4
	5
	16
	17

	Year 1 (half)
	Malcolm X Academy
	128
	14
	17
	11
	15
	2
	5
	7
	9
	10
	24

	Year 1 (half)
	Sarah Scott Middle 
	203
	26
	27
	16
	24
	0
	0
	9
	6
	26
	25

	Year 1 (half)
	Wilson Jr. Middle
	175
	70
	78
	61
	72
	36
	46
	63
	71
	82
	86

	Year 1 (full)
	Bell Middle 
	240
	39
	50
	30
	46
	6
	12
	28
	34
	49
	56

	Year 1 (full)
	Brown Deer Middle
	134
	83
	77
	77
	77
	41
	48
	67
	62
	94
	89

	Year 1 (full)
	Florence Jr. High
	50
	75
	78
	63
	70
	28
	36
	74
	54
	91
	88

	Year 1 (full)
	Fritsche Middle
	265
	49
	51
	39
	48
	23
	29
	25
	32
	51
	47

	Year 1 (full)
	Goodman High
	18
	79
	67
	63
	72
	26
	56
	68
	67
	85
	84

	Year 1 (full)
	Walker Int’l. Middle
	193
	57
	53
	43
	52
	11
	7
	32
	24
	56
	68

	Year 3
	Bullen Jr. High
	252
	74
	83
	58
	78
	30
	42
	55
	57
	79
	83

	Year 3
	Winnequah Middle
	188
	85
	87
	77
	83
	49
	59
	77
	73
	92
	90

	 
	 Averages
	
	56
	58
	45
	55
	21
	28
	42
	41
	61
	63


This table of the middle school test scores at 8th grade shows that CSRD schools are doing moderately well at this level, but not as well as the elementary schools.  Nonetheless, all of the middle schools improved in at least two subject areas, predominantly in ‘Language’, ‘Reading’, and ‘Math’.  In fact, in ‘Language’, eleven of twelve schools improved their scores from the year prior to CSRD initial implementation, and the twelfth stayed the same, i.e. did not decline in scores.  Again, the subject are with the least improvement was ‘Science’.  This particular trend is something that WDPI may need to consider in their future evaluations of CSRD schools, so that schools recognize the concern and address it directly.  Also, CSRD schools’ 8th grade improvements are outpacing that of the state’s in all areas.  It is heartening to see that the two Year 3 schools improved their test scores, with Bullen Jr. High improving considerably in all five areas.  Winnequah Middle School improved in three of five areas, but even where their scores declined (Science and Social Studies), they did so only by very small percentages, i.e. 4% and 2% respectively.  Given the large number of Year 1 schools that improved their scores, while those may not be attributable to CSRD implementation, WDPI is confident that with each year of CSRD, the schools will increase their achievement. 

10th Grade WKCE Scores

	
	
	 
	Percent Proficient and Above

	CSRD year
	School
	Enrolled FAY
	Reading, year prior to CSR
	Reading, 2002
	Language, year prior to CSR
	Language, 2002
	Mathematics, year prior to CSR
	Mathematics, 2002
	Science, year prior to CSR
	Science, 2002
	Social Studies, year prior to CSR
	Social Studies, 2002

	Year 1 (full)
	Florence High
	78
	67
	49
	59
	55
	38
	35
	71
	45
	83
	58

	Year 1 (full)
	Lodi High
	123
	71
	65
	60
	71
	42
	42
	66
	53
	83
	73

	Year 1 (full)
	Milwaukee HS

 of the Arts
	203
	63
	53
	56
	56
	31
	24
	40
	30
	65
	54

	Year 1 (full)
	Pulaski High
	305
	38
	25
	31
	26
	14
	8
	23
	11
	46
	25

	Year 1 (full)
	Turtle Lake High
	53
	86
	60
	67
	53
	47
	39
	63
	63
	82
	68

	Year 3
	Goodman High
	18
	79
	83
	79
	95
	64
	72
	78
	78
	79
	94

	Year 3
	Hamilton High
	465
	56
	34
	44
	38
	17
	14
	29
	19
	53
	37

	Year 3
	Washington High
	277
	23
	10
	17
	18
	6
	4
	7
	3
	24
	11

	 
	 Averages
	
	60
	47
	52
	52
	32
	30
	47
	38
	64
	53


This last table indicates that CSRD high schools are doing the worst as far as improving test scores.  Only three schools made improvements (Lodi, Goodman, Washington), and only one of those, i.e. Goodman, made improvements in more than one subject area.  Even more discouraging was the fact that most schools’ scores were not maintained, but actually dropped since the implementation of CSRD.  However, more of the Year 1 schools were unsuccessful in raising their scores than Year 3.  It is possible, if not likely, that in the first year of CSRD implementation, the major adjustments for students and teachers alike actually lowered scores due to new instructional programming and techniques.  As for Year 3 schools, WDPI hopes that with additional time, even without CSRD funds, these schools will be able to adjust and function at their maximum ability and improve test scores over the next couple of years.  It is again important to remember, though, that comparing test scores is not completely accurate in assessing the success or failure of a program such as CSRD, because the group of students tested changes with each year. Therefore, it is possible that particular groups of 10th graders have performed, as a whole, better or worse than other groups of their peers in other years.

The following table summarizes results of students enrolled for the full academic year (FAY) on the February, 2002 administration of the WKCE.  The CSRD students at each of the three assessed grades are compared to their cohorts at the state and national levels.  
CSRD Proficiency And Demographic Summary Comparisons

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	% at Proficient or Above, 2001-2002

	Grade
	Group
	2001/02 

Enrolled 
FAY
	 Students of Color
	 LEP students
	Students with  Disabilities
	 Econ. Disadvantaged 

Students
	Reading 
	Language
	Math
	Science 
	Social 
Studies

	
	Nation
	3,695,925
	39.7
	5.0
	14.8
	38.8
	65
	60
	55
	65
	66

	4
	WI public schools
	63,404
	20.5
	3.3
	13.7
	32.7
	79
	73
	69
	77
	82

	
	CSRD schools
	1,003
	58.4
	9.5
	13.9
	58.5
	67
	62
	52
	60
	68

	
	Nation
	3,618,837
	39.7
	5.0
	14.8
	39.1
	53
	51
	24
	44
	60

	8
	WI public schools
	66,206
	20.5
	3.3
	14.1
	28.5
	74
	70
	44
	60
	80

	
	CSRD schools
	2,013
	53.1
	2.6
	13.7
	46.8
	58
	55
	28
	41
	63

	
	Nation
	3,528,573
	39.7
	5.0
	14.8
	22.0
	42
	39
	20
	32
	50

	10
	WI public schools
	71,416
	20.5
	3.3
	12.2
	19.6
	60
	62
	43
	48
	65

	
	CSRD schools
	1,522
	54.1
	5.3
	13.3
	41.1
	47
	52
	30
	38
	53


While it is noticeable that CSRD schools are not scoring at levels above the Wisconsin state average, they are achieving above the national average in virtually every subject area.  Furthermore, what is important about CSRD achievement on test scores, besides how those schools fare compared to other Wisconsin schools, is their progress since implementation of CSRD.  As indicated in the three tables preceding this one, with the exception of high schools, CSRD schools are making progress in most subject areas, save science.  It is also important to recognize that in the majority of subject areas, CSRD schools have more than half of their students performing at or above ‘proficiency’.  The areas of math and science seem to be of concern, where closer to a third of students performed at ‘proficient’ or above.  

Also, the table shows that CSRD schools have a significantly higher percentage of economically disadvantaged students than the state and the country, at all three grade levels.  Further, in 4th and 10th grades, the percentage of Limited English Proficient (LEP) students is also higher than the state and national figures.  These factors may contribute as additional obstacles to immediate success with CSRD programs, because they require extra attention and services.  Furthermore, schools have reported progress in attitudes, behaviors, attendance and overall school functioning.  Such information was indicated in end-of-the-year reports and contact with schools. Regardless, WDPI is now aware of CSRD schools’ shortcomings in statewide comparisons, and will be more vigilant and involved in addressing this issue, while they encourage the continued progress in other areas of school performance.  

b. Describe SEA activities to disseminate findings from the SEA evaluation and other information about effective comprehensive reform efforts to CSRD schools, as well as to other schools in the state (such as Title I and low-performing schools) that have an interest in comprehensive, research-based reform efforts.

The WDPI distributed findings from the CSRD projects through the following activities:

· Dissemination of the annual evaluation reports to the CSRD grantees, WDPI State Superintendent, the Superintendent’s cabinet members, the Successful Schools Team, the North Central Regional Education Laboratory (NCREL), Wisconsin Congressional offices, and new Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) applicants.

· CSRD reports and grantee profiles are maintained on the WDPI Internet website along with links to related information.

· Through participation in federal level activities, USDE presentations, and interviews, the WDPI Successful Schools Team members have provided information about CSRD in Wisconsin.

· The North Central Regional Education Laboratory (NCREL) and Indiana University are conducting a study of Wisconsin’s CSR schools.  The study will assess the impact of classroom practices on student outcomes and provide data-based feedback to both schools in the midst of CSR projects and in schools interested in applying for program funding.  The study will provide a dissemination vehicle as its findings are rolled out in the fall of 2003.  

· There is a statewide news release on the CSR evaluation, as well as disseminations of the CSR Primary Evaluation Findings at statewide conferences/meetings and to schools interested in applying for CSR funds.  

Section B :

2000 Appropriations Act, §310

Class-Size Reduction (CSR)

B-1. Number of LEAs participating in the Class-Size Reduction Program:

	Table G-1

	The number of LEAs in your state that participate in the CSR program and are not part of a consortium
	

	The number of LEAs in your state that participate in the CSR program through consortia
	

	The number of LEAs in your state that do not participate in the CSR program
	

	Total number of LEAs in the state

[This should equal the sum of the other entries in this table]
	


B-2. Program Expenditures:

	Table G-2

	Total amount spent on recruiting, hiring, testing and training new teachers
	$

	Total amount spent on providing professional development to teachers
	$

	Total amount spent on administrative expenses at the LEA level
	$

	Total amount carried over or undistributed at the SEA level
	$

	Total CSR allocation for the SEA 

[This should equal the sum of the other entries in this table.]
	$


B-3. Teachers hired with CSR funds:

a. Certification Status

	Table G-3a

	Total number of fully certified teachers hired in all LEAs with CSR funds
	


b. Grades targeted

	Table G-3b

	Total number of teachers hired for grades K-3
	

	Total number of teachers hired for other grades
	

	Total CSR allocation for the SEA  

[This should equal the entry in Table 3a.]
	


c. Types of Teachers Hired

	Table G-3c

	Total number of regular teachers hired
	

	Total number of Special Education teachers hired
	

	Total Teachers Hired

[This should equal the entry in Table G-3a.]
	


d. Status of Teachers Hired

	Table G-3d

	Total number of full-time teachers hired
	

	Total number of part-time teachers hired
	

	Total Teachers Hired 

[This should equal the entry in Table G-3a.]
	


B-4. Statewide class size in grades one through three; please use the definition of class size as found in the “Guidance for Class-Size Reduction Program.”

	Table G-4

Statewide Class Sizes

	
	Kindergarten
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Other Grade*

	(2001-02)Estimated Class Size for 2000 - 2001 school year without the use of CSR funds
	19.5
	16.1
	19.4
	21.5
	22.8

	(2001-02)Actual Class Size for 2000 – 2001 school year with the use of CSR funds
	18.2
	14.6
	18.0
	20.1
	22.7


1. Data for 2001-02 – since we reported on 00-01 last fall.
2. Data applies only to the 576 elementary schools that were allocated title VI Class Size Reduction and during 2001-02.
3. “Other Grade” counts only grades 4-8 and only “elementary” teachers identified in schools that got CSR aid.
Section C :

ESEA, Title II, Part B

Eisenhower Professional Development Program

C-1. LEA Subgrants in the Eisenhower Program

Identify the number of LEAs in your state by the following participation categories:

	Table H-1

LEA Participation in Eisenhower Program

	Category of LEA Participation in Eisenhower Program
	Number of LEAs

	Receive Eisenhower subgrants directly/individually (not through consortia)
	220

	Participate in Eisenhower through consortia
	209

	Do not participate in Eisenhower
	7

	






Total
	436


C-2. Use of Eisenhower Funding Through Schoolwide Programs under ESEA § 1114.

a. How many schools combine Eisenhower funding into their schoolwide programs?



839  schools

ESEA, Title III

Technology Literacy Challenge Fund (TLCF)







Reporting Period

October 1,_______ to September 30,_______


C-3. Information on State Goals and Assistance 

a. State Plan.  Please respond to the following items regarding the state’s plan for educational technology.

i. Please briefly describe how the state goals for educational technology relate to state learning goals and benchmarks.

ii. Please check all the appropriate boxes to indicate substantial updates or revisions that have been made to the State technology plan (during this reporting period) on which the State’s TLCF grant is based.

	Table I-2a(ii)

Revisions of State Technology Plan

	· No revisions to the State plan during this reporting period.


Date current plan was approved ______________


Plan approved by ______________________

	· Revisions made and approved by State during this reporting period 


Date revisions were approved ______________________


Plan approved by ________________________________


Submit electronic copy or provide URL_____________________

	· Plan under revision during this reporting period


Due date for plan approval ______________________________


Plan will be approved by ________________________________


iii. Please enter information about progress on the educational technology goals for your state in the following table.  Please list each state goal under the national goals to which it is most closely related. 

	Table I-2a(iii)

State Goals in Technology

	State Goal(s)
	Measure/Method of collection and sources
	Date and baseline status
	Date and current status
	Five-year State goal (09/30/02)

	National Goal:  All teachers will have the training and support they need to help all students learn through computers and the information superhighway

	Example:

Fifty percent of the teachers in every school building in the district will be trained on instructional applications of the Internet:
	Mandatory biannual technology census. Reported by building principals.
	1997 census. Twenty-seven percent of buildings met goal.
	Due 1999
	All buildings met goal

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	 All teachers and students will have modern computers in their classrooms.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	 Every classroom will be connected to the information superhighway

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Effective and engaging software and on-line resources will be an integral part of every school curriculum.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


b. Financial Plan.  

i. Provide information in the table below regarding the state’s strategies for financing educational technology.

	Table I-2c(i)

Strategies for Financing  Educational Technology

	(1)

Source
	(2)

Amount
	(3)

Period available
	(4)

Status
	(5)

Purpose and Restrictions

	Example:

State Law 3350

Technology Enhancement
	$30,000,000
	10/97 – 9/99
	Year 1 of 2

	Direct funding to LEAs for technology-related activities

	Example:

House Bill 4000
	$0
	Begin 7/99
	Proposed and Pending

	To establish an Education Trust Fund

	Example:

Intel Corp.
	$1,000,000
	7/99 – 7/00
	Commitment made

	Upgrade donated equipment to network-ready, multi-media machines for classrooms

	Example:

Public Utility Commission
	$7,5000,000
	10/95 – 9/98
	Year 3 of 3
	Wiring for schools and classrooms

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


ii. List any non-monetary state-level support below:

c. Technical Assistance. Please check all the appropriate boxes to indicate the technical assistance offered to LEAs during this reporting period. .  


	Table I-2c

Technical Assistance

	
	
	

	
	The Recipients of TA:
	

	
	· All LEAs

· Subset of LEAs

· High poverty districts

· High need districts

· Low-performing districts 

· Districts with low-performing schools

· Districts not previously funded

· District Size (e.g. small districts)

· Geographic area (e.g., region, urban, rural)

· Other, please specify:________________
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Information resources
	Personalized technical assistance
	The provider(s) of TA

(sponsored by the SEA)

	· Web-based materials

· Email distribution list or listserv

· Sample technology plans

· Sample successful proposals

· Selection of best-practice examples

· Other, please specify _________
	· State-wide conference, regional briefings to discuss competition requirements

· Training session for grant writing

· Training sessions for developing technology plans

· Feedback on district technology plans

· Assistance with developing evaluation plans

· District visits

· Telephone/email help lines

· Other, please specify _________
	· SEA

· Intermediate Units (e.g., Regional Centers)

· Regional Technology in Education Consortia (RTECs)

· Consultants

· Business

· Higher Education

· Other, please specify _________


d. State Evaluations.  Submit the report of each state-sponsored evaluation conducted that includes consideration of the TLCF.

C-4. Information on State TLCF Subgrant Competition

a. Targeting Assistance.  Please respond to the following items regarding high-poverty and greatest need of technology.

i. Please indicate the measure(s) the State used to determine the greatest need for educational technology and to determine numbers or percentages of children in poverty. (Please check all that apply.)

	Table I-3a(i)

TLCF Subgrant—Measures of Poverty and Need

	High Poverty:
	Greatest Need for Technology:

	· None established 

· Free/Reduced lunch data

· AFDC

· Census data

· Other, please specify______________

What is your basis for comparison?  

· State average

· State goal

· Other, please specify_______________
	· None established

· Student to modern computer ratio

· Classrooms connected to the Internet

· Technology proficient teachers

· Other, please specify____________

What is your basis for comparison?

· State average

· State goal

· Other, please specify_____________


Please provide the definition of high poverty as used in your State for TLCF awards in this reporting period:

Please provide the definition of high technology need as used in your State for TLCF awards in this reporting period:

ii.
Indicate how the State used the information about poverty and need for technology to target the TLCF subgrant competition during this reporting period. (Please check all that apply.)

Did your State have more than one TLCF competition?

· Yes 

· No

Name of competition(s): ______________________

Did your State apply the same criteria for poverty and technology need to all competitions?

· Yes 

· No


Please check all the appropriate boxes to indicate priorities for each subgrant competition for this reporting period.  
	Table I-3a(ii)

TLCF Subgrant Priorities

	High Poverty
	Greatest Need for Technology

	· Eligibility criterion (e.g., only districts meeting high poverty were eligible to apply)

· Points awarded in competition 

· Percent of funds set-aside for high poverty only

· Award amount determined by poverty

· Not applied for this competition

· Other, please specify__________
	· Eligibility criterion (e.g., only districts meeting high need were eligible to apply)

· Points awarded in competition

· Percent of funds set-aside for high need for technology

· Award amount determined by high need for technology

· Not applied for this competition.

· Other, please specify__________


b. Strategy.  
	Table I-3b

TLCF Subgrant Strategy

	Geographic Distribution:
	Limits on awards:
	Limits on Uses of Funds:
	Preferences in addition to high poverty and high need for technology:

	· State-wide competition

· Regional competition

· Urban set-aside

· Rural set-aside

· Other, please specify:

____________
	· None Established

· Award Amount:  minimum amount:

$_____________


maximum amount:
$_____________

· Award Amount Tied to District Size

· Award Amount Tied to Other Criteria, please describe criteria 

· Districts Not Previously Funded

· Duration:  Term of Award, specify number of months__________
	· No Priority Established

· Professional Development

Percent ______

· Hardware Limit 

Percent _______

· Wiring and Connectivity 

Percent ________

· Software and Online Resources 

Percent ________

· Other, please specify__________ Percent_________
	· Districts with low student performance

· Other, please specify:

________


Please provide a rationale for the selection of the above priorities, e.g., statewide models, technology use in middle schools, etc.

c. Subgrant Awards.  Complete the table below for all TLCF subgrants:

	Table I-3c

TLCF Subgrant Awards

	(1)

Name of Subgrantee


	(2)

NCES District Code
	(3)

Amount Awarded for one fiscal year
	(4)

Consortium?
	(5)

Identified by State as High Poverty?
	(6)

Identified by State as having the greatest need for technology
	(7)

Received a TLCF subgrant in the previous fiscal year?

	Example:

School District A
	111111
	$200,000
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Example:

School District B
	222222
	
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	Example:

School District C
	333333
	
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Example:

School District X
	999999
	$75,000
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


d. Expand on any noteworthy features of the state’s subgrantees that are not otherwise captured in this report.  

C-5. Summary Information On TLCF Subgrants:


a. LEA Administrative Data. 

Subgrantee name ___________________ 
NCES district code_________________

Amount of TLCF award______________ 
Reporting period of award ______________   

b. LEA Technology Plan. Please enter information about progress on the educational technology goals for the grant recipient in 4a.  Please list each grant recipient’s goal(s) under the national goal to which it is most closely related.


	TABLE I-4b

Educational Technology Goals for the Grant Recipient

	National Goal

or Other Goal
	Grant Recipient Goal(s)
	Measure/Method of collection and source
	Date and

baseline status
	Date and

current status

(09/30/99)
	Five-year Grant Recipient Goal

(09/30/02)

	All teachers will have the training and support they need to help all students learn through computers and the information superhighway.
	EXAMPLE:  Fifty percent of the teachers in every school building in the district will be trained on instructional applications of the Internet.
	Mandatory biannual technology census. Reported by building principals.
	1997 census. Twenty-seven percent of buildings met goal.
	Due 1999.
	All buildings meet goal.

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	All teachers and students will have modern computers in their classrooms.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Every classroom will be connected to the information superhighway.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Effective and engaging software and on-line resources will be an integral part of every school curriculum.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please list other grant recipient goal(s) that are not closely related to the four national pillars.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


c. Subgrantee Learning Goals.  How do the subgrantee's educational technology goals support the subgrantee's learning goals?

d. Partnerships.  Please indicate which of the following entities have helped the grant recipient accomplish its goals during this reporting period.  Answers should be limited to partnerships in which TLCF has a part.  An example would be: an agreement with the public library to purchase additional site licenses for the databases that the middle school teachers and students use most often for research so that teachers and students can access the databases from school or home. (Please check all that apply.)

	TABLE I-4d

Partnerships 

	Entity
	Funds
	Other Services and/or Resources

	State educational agency
	
	

	Other State agency (e.g., Department of Labor)
	
	

	Other local public agency (e.g., library system)
	
	

	Business/industry

	
	

	Foundation or other non-profit organization
	
	

	Institution of higher education
	
	

	Intermediate Agencies (i.e, regional services, training centers, etc.)
	
	

	Other Federal Sources
	
	

	Other (Please specify_______________________)
	
	


e. Use of Funds.  Please check all the appropriate boxes to indicate how the district used the TLCF subgrant award during this reporting period.  Percentages must total 100%.


	TABLE I-4e

Use of Funds

	
	
	Estimated Percentage

	(1)  Use of Funds:
	· Professional Development: Focus on


technology use and skill
	

	
	· Professional Development: Focus on


integrating technology for instruction
	

	
	· Maintenance and Technical Support
	

	
	· Hardware_____
	

	
	· Connectivity: Wiring and Infrastrucure
	

	
	· Connectivity: Costs for Services
	

	
	· Software and Online Resources

	

	
	· Distance Learning (telecourses, web PD)
	

	
	· Evaluating Impact
	

	
	· Administration and operation
	

	
	· Other:  Please specify: _______________
	

	(2) Grade Levels Most Affected:
	· All

	

	
	· Elementary
	

	
	· Middle
	

	
	· Secondary 
	

	(3) Subject Areas Most Affected:
	· All
	

	
	· Reading and Language Arts
	

	
	· Mathematics
	

	
	· Science
	

	
	· Social Studies
	

	
	· Other, Please specify: _______________
	


f. Technology Goals. Indicate the subgrantee's progress toward each of the 4 pillars for educational technology as a result of funding from ALL sources (federal, state, and local). 

Under COMMENT, provide a narrative of the progress the subgrantee has made toward the four pillars as a result of the funds awarded through the TLCF.

i.
All teachers in the nation will have the training and support they need to help students learn using computers and the information superhighway.

1                       2                      3                      4                      5

Range: 

1 = No members of teaching workforce participating in ongoing training & receiving support
3 = Half of the teaching workforce participating in ongoing training & receiving support
5 = Entire teaching workforce participating in ongoing training & receiving support
COMMENT:

ii.
All teachers and students will have modern multi-media computers in their classrooms.

1                       2                      3                      4                      5

Range:

1 = All classrooms with a student to multi-media computers ratio greater than 21:1 

3 = All classrooms with a student to multi-media computers ratio of 13:1

5 = All classrooms with a student to multi-media computers ratio at or less than 5:1

COMMENT:

iii.
Every classroom will be connected to the information superhighway.

1                       2                      3                      4                      5

Range:

1 = Less than 14% of classrooms connected to the information superhighway
3 = 55% of classrooms connected to the information superhighway
5 = All classrooms connected to the information superhighway 

COMMENT:

iv.
Effective and engaging software and on-line learning resources will be an integral part of every school’s curriculum.

1                       2                      3                      4                      5

Range:

1 = Effective and engaging software and on-line learning resources not in use in any core content areas
3 = Effective and engaging software and online learning resources in use in half of the content areas

5 = Effective software and on-line learning resources in use in all core content areas 

COMMENT:

g. Evaluation. What were the three major impacts TLCF funds had on teaching and learning?  What evidence of this impact do you have?

ESEA, Title IV

Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act

J. 1 
a.  Title IV goal and performance indicators 
Note: The state of Wisconsin conducts the YRBS every other year. Our most recent statistics pertinent to this report were gathered in the spring of 2001.
Goal:  Assist Local Educational Agencies (LEA) in providing safe, drug free, and disciplined school environments to help insure that all students will meet challenging academic standards.

Indicators:

· The number of students expelled for bringing a weapon to school will show continuous reduction.  Wisconsin only has records of expulsions for firearms (federal definition) in school.




1999-00

2000-01            2001-02

51
67                     53

Please note that, despite the increase, this is a narrow range of expulsions for firearm possession that has remained within a bandwidth from 51 to 71 over a five year period beginning in 1997.
· The number of students in grades 9-12 who report usually or always not feeling safe at school will show continuous reduction.


1999 YRBS
2001 YRBS


4 %

6%

This difference is not statistically significant.
· The number of students reporting fighting or carrying a weapon have been reduced significantly since 1993 according to YRBS data. There was also a significant decrease in the percentage of students who reported carrying weapons on school property, from 9 percent in 1993 to 3 percent in 2001.

Figure 9: Changes in the percentage of Wisconsin high school students who report carrying weapons, 1993 – 2001
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· The number of students in grades 9-12 who report using Tobacco on school property in the past 30 days will show continuous reduction.  (No data available on alcohol and marijuana use on school property in 2001 YRBS. The proportions of students reporting this I previous surveys has been so low that accurate measurement of differences would be very difficult without much larger sample sizes).

1999 2001 WI YRBS


16%

10%

· The number of students who have been offered, sold, or given drugs at school in the last twelve months will show continuous reduction.  (Extra measure germane to data unavailable in the measure above, alcohol and marijuana on school property)


1999 WI YRBS
2001 WI YRBS


29%

27%

· The number of students who report ever being sexually harassed at school will show continuous reduction.


1999 WI YRBS
2001 WI YRBS



27%

19%

b. The Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction has provided a wide range of services which increased the capacity of school personnel to implement programs consistent with the Principles of Effectiveness.  These include: training and other staff development; consultation; grant monitoring and; development and distribution of resource materials. 

Staff Development/training.  DPI conducted numerous workshops throughout the state which increased staff capacity to deliver effective programs as measured by participant self-report.  Staff regularly attended regional meetings to provide direct training for and consultation with district AODA coordinators. Staff and contractors lead specific workshops and training of trainers on topics ranging from bullying and harassment to classroom management and student discipline.  The Department supports a statewide system of training and technical assistance on drug and violence prevention through the twelve regional Cooperative Educational Service Agencies (CESA).  The CESA staff facilitated or co-sponsored more than 90 prevention-related training events serving more than 4,500 educators. They also provided on-site technical assistance to schools in their areas.  A recent evaluation demonstrated that the CESA services build school staff capacity to implement effective prevention programs through their various services.

· Dept. of Public Instruction’s program sharing conference to disseminate exemplary practices in school-based prevention “Building the Heart of Successful Schools” increased the capacity of more than 350 teachers, pupil services and administrative staff from school districts throughout the state.

· Four regional SDFSCA/AODA grant workshops publicized and increased capacity of more than 500 school staff to plan and apply for state alcohol and other drug abuse grants, tobacco prevention/cessation grants, and safe and drug free schools and community funds.

· DPI-sponsored one state and two regional trainings for regional and local crisis response teams, enabling them to provide support to any school in their region experiencing a crisis.

· Three trainings to prevent bullying and harassment increased the capacity of more than 225 educators and parents.

· The Forum on Youth Violence sponsored in conjunction with the U.S. Attorney’s Office,  the Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance, and the Wisconsin AODA Education Network increased the knowledge and skills of more than 200 law enforcement personnel and educators.
· Power of Teaching summer courses increased the capacity of 65 educators to deliver effective, research-based instruction and assessment on health and safety issues.
· DPI co-sponsored and presented at the Adolescents and Families Conference serving northern Wisconsin. 175 workers serving youth in schools, communities and families in crisis were trained.

· Health Literacy Assessment Workshops increased teachers’ capacity to use state-of-the-art assessment tools to measure student learning and skill development regarding tobacco, alcohol and other drug use, violence, emotional and mental health.

· In conjunction with the Wisconsin Department of Justice, DPI provided training to 40 new DARE officers and helped support their ongoing professional development. Staff supported officer training plans and provided a speech at the DARE Officers Training Conference for 300 officers.
Consultation.  The Department of Public Instruction provided consultation via regional and statewide meetings, supplemented by e-mail, U.S. mail, and telephone consultation. CESA staff under contract with DPI provided additional consultation and personalized technical assistance which increased school staff capacity to implement effective programs. This work was carried out in consultation with the State Superintendent’s AODA Advisory Council, composed of school and community representatives from throughout Wisconsin, which provides policy and program guidance and assists in peer review of grant applications.  A selection of recent training and professional development programs follows.  

Tobacco Program Development. The Department of Public Instruction developed a School Tobacco Program to support effective school-based tobacco prevention and intervention programs consistent with the CDC Guidelines for School Programs to Prevent Tobacco Use and Addiction. The Department developed guidance, assessment tools, and technical assistance resources include a selected resource list and media literacy package. It collected detailed baseline data of more than 10,000 data points on current implementation of best practices and created a monitoring system for later comparisons. The School Tobacco Program as well as the Spit Tobacco Program, in which DPI participates, were selected to be featured at the National Tobacco Control Conference.
AODA Program Development. DPI  awarded and helped guide 310 Student Mini-grants ($1,000 limit) for school and community projects designed and implemented by students across the state. Priority for these grants was for projects that made a link between AODA prevention and other youth risk behaviors such as violence, traffic safety, tobacco use, etc. 

Staff maintained a state AODA grant program which promoted and supported effective research-based strategies among 108 school districts and CESAs. Many disricts used part of these funds to revise/update their policies around AODA and violence. During the 01-02 school year 2,250 students were disciplined under these new/revised policies. There were 8,346 peer helpers trained through AODA grants in 01-02 and 45,824 students received services from them. 167,127 students received AODA/violence classroom instruction from curricula purchased, developed or enhanced through AODA grant funds and 6,266 staff were trained to provide classroom instruction in 01-02. In addition, 116,577 parents and family members received information and 12,250 received services through activities funded by these grants.
Resource Materials DPI has developed and/or distributed more than thirty publications and resource materials to assist staff in  creating safe and drug-free schools.  These include guidance, planning and assessment tools, and other resource materials. Materials produced and distributed statewide during the last year include:

Classroom Management and Student Discipline

A toolkit for creating effective learning environments provides a frame work and practical strategies for creating schools that are safe, orderly, and engaging environments in which students can learn. Includes a book, CD-ROM and website. More than 900 books distributed.

School Tobacco Policy Resource Kit and Signs

A resource kit to effectively communicate and enforce school tobacco policies, which includes information on policy content, communication and enforcement assessment tools and tips for communication and enforcement was distributed throughout the state. More than 3,500 high quality signs communicating school tobacco use policies were produced and more than 400 students were disciplined under the new/revised policies. Statewide distribution began in partnership with the American Lung Association. More than 3,000 distributed. 

Health Literacy Performance Assessments
More than 160 student assessment strategies to enhance instruction and measure student learning on health and safety issues. Repackaged by 12 content areas and organized by elementary, middle, and high school assessments, this package builds on work done in 1999 and 2000 and adds some assessments developed by Wisconsin educators. Content areas include: tobacco, alcohol and other drugs, injury prevention, and mental and emotional health. Approximately 5,375 distributed.

Model Bloodborne Pathogens: Exposure Control Plan for Wisconsin Public Schools  

This is a model of an exposure control plan to prevent and minimize employee exposure to bloodborne pathogens. The web-based version at www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/sspw/bloodborne.html can be modified to fit the district’s needs. 80 hard copies were distributed in 2001-02
Offering Educational Opportunities to Expelled Students in Wisconsin 

This document includes examples from a range of programs. It provides many sound reasons and strategies to help pursue educational success for students who have been expelled or are at risk. Approximately 1,100 were distributed in 01-02

Teaching Character Education Using Children’s Literature  This is an annotated bibliography of books that help convey and reinforce the seven characteristics of successful schools: (1)core values, (2)safe & orderly places, (3)family & community involvement, (4)address societal issues, (5)positive relationships, (6)engage students’ minds, and (7)high expectations. There were approximately 550 copies distributed in 2001-02

Youth, AIDS and HIV: Resources for Educators, Policymakers, and Parents 

This document provides information about resources that can guide the development, implementation, and evaluation of HIV and other STI prevention education for school-age youth. Also provided is information about resources that increase the awareness of those infected and affected by AIDS and HIV. Nearly 700 copies were distributed.
Human Growth & Development Resource Packet This resource packet is designed to help local school districts develop, review, or address issues related to their Human Growth & Development (HGD) program. The packet explores such issues as state statutes, research on teen sexual issues and behavior, samples of locally developed HGD materials, and evaluation tools. 900 distributed in 2001-02

c. Exemplary Strategies- Youth To Youth (An Evaluation of State AODA Funded Peer Programs in Wisconsin)

SDFSC funds provide most of the resources for peer programming in Wisconsin. This study provides an examination of these programs. 

The purpose of this study was to identify the extent to which peer-led programs 1) can prevent or reduce important health-related problems based on previous research, 2) identify key characteristics of such effective peer programs, 3) describe and identify the extent to which these characteristics are present in Wisconsin school-based peer programs that are supported, in part, by Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse funds administered by the Department of Public Instruction, and 4) describe the benefits of such peer programs in Wisconsin Schools. Results and conclusions in this report and the full field study report are based on an independent contractor analysis of survey data from the 230 of 245 (94%) school district peer program advisors that received state AODA funds in 2001-02.

An important part of the study was identifying characteristics of effective programs, and the extent to which they are present in Wisconsin’s peer programs.  This list was constructed from the literature review of empirical evidence gathered about successful peer programs, and guidelines suggested by program planners, theorists, and organizations experienced with peer-based interventions.  In constructing the survey instrument, the 17 concepts from the review of literature, shown on pages 2 and 3 of the Executive Summary were adapted into a list of 22 characteristics.  It is encouraging to note that the survey revealed, “Ninety-one percent (91%) of all peer programs in Wisconsin schools possess to some degree at least 18 or more of the 22 key characteristics of effective programs.”

(The executive summary and field study are attached to this report)

J-2.
During the reporting school year, did your state provide any SDFSCA funding to local educational agencies (LEAs) through consortia, intermediate educational agencies (IEAs), or other district cooperatives in addition to providing SDFSCA funding to individual LEAs?

Yes

>  SKIP TO QUESTION 13

No
   
J-3.
During the reporting school year, did your state provide SDFSCA funding only to individual LEAs and not through consortia, IEAs, or cooperatives?
Yes
  

No

>  Please contact Robert Alexander at 202-401-3354.  



    We need to clarify your funding methods.

J-4 – 5.
During the reporting school year, how many LEAs received SDFSCA funds individually or did not receive SDFSCA funds?
	
	Number of LEAs

	11.  LEAs that received SDFSCA funds individually for the reporting school year
	NA

	12.  LEAs that did not receive SDFSCA funds
	NA

	

TOTAL LEAs
	NA


Total Number of LEAs in your State:   
NA


	NOTE:  Please be certain that your answers to Question 11 and Question 12 sum to the total number of LEAs in your state.


J-4a - 5a.
During the reporting school year, how many students (Grades K-12) were enrolled in LEAs that received SDFSCA funds individually or did not receive SDFSCA funds?

	NA
	Number of Students  (K – 12) enrolled in those LEAs
(Base answer on October 1 enrollment date)

	11a.  Students in LEAs that received SDFSCA funds individually for the reporting school year
	NA

	12a.  Students in LEAs that did not receive SDFSCA funds
	NA


SKIP TO QUESTION J-18.

J-6 – 7.
  During the reporting school year, how many LEAs received SDFSCA funds?

	
	Number of LEAs

	13.  LEAs that received SDFSCA funds through consortia, Intermediate Education Agencies, or other district cooperatives
	126

	14.  LEAs that received SDFSCA funds individually for the reporting school year
	306

	15.  LEAs that did not receive SDFSCA funds
	5


Total Number of LEAs in your State:   
437


	NOTE:
Please be certain that your answers to Question 13, Question 14, and Question 15 sum to the total number of LEAs in your state.


J-6a – 7a.
During the reporting school year, how many students were enrolled in LEAs that received SDFSCA funds?

	
	Number of Students  (K – 12) enrolled in those LEAs
(Base answer on October 1 enrollment date)

	13a.  Students in LEAs that received SDFSCA funds through consortia, IEAs, or other district cooperatives
	117,949

	14a.  Students in LEAs that received SDFSCA funds individually for the reporting school year
	904,708

	15a.  Students in LEAs that did not receive SDFSCA funds
	1,344


J-8.
During the reporting school year, how many of your state’s LEAs provided:

	
	Service/Activity
	Number of LEAs Providing Service/Activity

	a.
	After-school or before-school programs
	123

	b.
	Alternative education programs
	66

	c.
	Community service projects
	117

	d.
	Conflict resolution/peer mediation
	259

	e.
	Curriculum acquisition or development
	241

	f.
	Drug prevention instruction
	364

	g.
	Parent education/involvement
	221

	h.
	Security equipment
	54

	i.
	Security personnel
	32

	j.
	Services for out-of-school youth (school age)
	24

	k.
	Special, one-time events
	281

	l.
	Student support services (e.g., student assistance programs, counseling, mentoring, identification and referral)
	261

	m.
	Teacher/staff training
	273

	n.
	Violence prevention instruction
	226

	o.
	Other

PLEASE SPECIFY:
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J-9.
Please provide the name, position, and address and telephone numbers of the individual who completed this report.

Name:


Gary Sumnicht


Position:

Education Consultant SDFSC Program


Telephone Number:
(608) 267-5078

Area Code
Phone Number

Fax Number:

(608) 267-3746


Area Code
Phone Number

Email:


gary.sumnicht@dpi.state.wi.us




Agency Name:

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction



Mailing Address:
125 South Webster St., P.O. Box 7841
___

Street Address





Madison,  Wisconsin,  53707-7841




City
State
ZIP Code 

ESEA, Title X, Part J, Subpart 2
Rural Education 

Achievement Program (REAP)
C-6. REAP Participation

a. How many districts were eligible to participate in REAP?
___1___

b. How many districts participated in REAP?
___0__

C-7. Funds Combined under REAP 

a. How many districts included as “applicable funding” for REAP purposes:

1) Title II funds
___0___

2) Title IV funds
___0___

3) Title VI funds, other than Class-Size Reduction
___0___

4) Class-Size Reduction funds
___0___

b. What was the total amount of funding allocated to participating districts under each program?

1) Title II
$ ___0______

2) Title IV
$ ___0______

3) Title VI, other than Class-Size Reduction
$ ___0_____

4) Class-Size Reduction
$ ___0______

c. Of the total amount of funding allocated to participating districts under each of the following programs, what amounts did they include, in the aggregate, as “applicable funding” for REAP purposes?

1) Title II
$ ___0_____

2) Title IV
$ ___0_____

3) Title VI other than Class-Size Reduction
$ ___0_____

4) Class-Size Reduction
$ _ _0____

C-8. How REAP Funds Were Used

a. How many districts used funds combined under REAP for each of these?

1) Targeted assistance programs under Title I of the ESEA
__NA____

2) Title I schoolwide programs
__NA ____

3) Professional development under section 2210(b) of the ESEA
__NA ___

4) Technology-related activities under section 3134 of the ESEA
__NA ____

5) Drug- and violence-prevention under section 4116 of the ESEA
__NA ____

b. What amount of funds combined under REAP was used statewide by participating districts for each of these?

1) Targeted assistance programs under Title I of the ESEA
$__NA ____

2) Title I schoolwide programs
$__NA ____

3) Professional development under section 2210(b) of the ESEA
$__NA ____

4) Technology-related activities under section 3134 of the ESEA
$__NA ____

5) Drug- and violence-prevention under section 4116 of the ESEA
$__NA ___
Assessments Used

c. Are Title I standards, assessments, and criteria for adequate yearly progress the measures used to gauge the progress of students served by districts participating in REAP?  

Yes _____ No______

If not, please describe the assessments and criteria used to measure student progress:

_________________________________________________________________________________________________NA________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

d. Are the same assessments and criteria for student progress used by all districts participating in REAP? 

Yes_____ No_____

If not, please describe the assessments and criteria used to measure student progress:  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________NA___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
C-9. Assessment Results

Provide a brief summary that indicates (1) the total number of districts participating in REAP, disaggregated by the number of years of participation and (2) the number of districts in each of the disaggregated groups whose students met the criteria for student progress.              NA
ESEA, Title I, Part B
Even Start Family Literacy Program 

Program and Participant Characteristics

For items L-1 through L-4, provide data only if it differs from that provided in your previous report.

L-1.
Federally funded Even Start subgrants in your state

a. Give the number of federally funded Even Start subgrants in your state:  

                     20 Full-year projects with data, and 2 partial year projects who were in a start-                      up phase and the data for them is not included here.
b. Attach a list of subgrantees with contact information and addresses (This is included with this report)

C-10. Numbers of Even Start families served

a. Number of families served
976
b. Total number of adults participating
1083
c. Total number of adults who are English language learners
544
d. Total number of children participating
2008
C-11. Size of Even Start federal share for subgrants

a. Average amount of subgrant award                                                              $141,237
b. Range of subgrant awards
               from  $70,000 to $200,093
C-12. Even Start allocation reserved for state administration and technical assistance 
a.
Give the percent of the State’s Even Start allocation that is reserved for state administration and technical assistance     ……………………   3%  Administration


…………………………………………………………………. 3%  Technical

C-13. Average number of hours of instruction offered per month

a. Adult Education



65
b. Early Childhood Education (0-2)

71
c. Early Childhood Education (3-4)

80
d. Early Childhood Education (5 and older)
65

e. Parenting Education


14
C-14. Average number of hours of participation per month

a. Adult Education



33

b. Early Childhood Education (0-2)

32

c. Early Childhood Education (3-4)

39

d. Early Childhood Education (5 and older)
42
e. Parenting Education
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For items L-7 and L-8, provide data only if it differs from that provided in your last report.

C-15. Characteristics of newly enrolled families at the time of enrollment
a. Percent of newly enrolled families at or below the Federal Poverty Level
78%
b. Percent of newly enrolled adult participants without a high school 


diploma or GED 
88%
c. Percent of newly enrolled adult participants who have not gone beyond


the 9th grade 
44%
C-16. Percent of newly enrolled families enrolled in each program year that remain in the program

a. Less than three months
21%
b. From 4 to 6 months
19%
c. From 7 to 12 month
21%
d. More than 12 month
35%
Project Performance:

C-17. Describe how the State used its performance indicators developed under section 1210 of the Even Start Statute to monitor, evaluate, and improve programs in the State.

Background: Wisconsin's performance indicators were developed over a period of 18 months after a number of reiterations. The stakeholders involved were SEA staff, representatives from all funded Even Start Family Literacy projects, WI Even Start Family Literacy State Initiative Consortium members, and a University of WI-Platteville Professor with experience in evaluating Even Start family Literacy programs in MO and WI. They were submitted before the due date of June 30, 2001 to the USDE, and subsequently approved. The fiscal year 2001-02 was a pilot year for the electronic Access database and there were data collecting and reporting challenges found that needed to be met in 2002-2003.
Since approval in fiscal year 2001-02 WI has developed and/or updated and refined 3 documents: 

1. A Continuous Progress Assessment Guide used as a self assessment tool and as a vehicle for state and peer review. 

2. We have also developed the Wisconsin Even Start Family Literacy Indicators Monitoring Document to be used by state and peer reviewers that uses a combination rubric of Program Quality Indicators and Participant Performance Indicators. These two documents are being piloted with 8 programs and are part of a White Paper Study that will be conducted this spring and summer by a University of WI-Madison Professor that will study the relationship of quality indicators to performance indicators. 
3. Even Start Family Literacy Local Program Evaluation Review: a form to assess local evaluations. Feedback will be given to local independent evaluators and projects.

The State Even Start Family Literacy Coordinator made an on-site visit with ESFL collaborating partners on the state level and/or peer reviewers from other funded ESFL projects to each of the funded ESFL projects using these forms. The forms will continue to be revised as lessons are learned. During these visits reviewers monitored how programs were implementing the quality indicators developed by RMC Research, and the state performance indicators with respect to children and adults as required by statute.. Recommendations for program improvements made by local independent evaluators and. State Family Literacy Consortium members interested in working with the Even Start Family Literacy state office will assist with the refinement of the indicators and the challenge to identify whether programs are making “sufficient progress”. Professional development to improve programs was planned based upon:

· findings of the White Paper study conducted by Dr. Betty Hayes of UW-Madison and funded in 2002, and
· the State /Peer Reviews. Approvals or approvals with contingencies requiring a response and plan of action were made. Funding decisions will be made using the information from the monitoring process.

All three of the forms mentioned above are included with this report to better clarify the answer to this question.
2002-03: In addition to the implementation of this process above that was in our State Consolidated Plan two evaluators and four practitioners were appointed to be part of a workgroup that reviewed the collection and reporting regarding the electronic Access database and the issues surrounding the performance indicators of program quality.  Input was gathered from the field via listserv and a face to face meeting with staff on May 9, 2003. A final report will be submitted to the State Even Start Family Literacy Coordinator with their recommendations in June. This report will enable informed decisions to be made regarding revisions to the indicators that will be reported to the USDE and revisions to the state database in 2003-04. 

C-18. Using the format of the table below, describe the State's progress toward meeting its performance indicators developed under Section 1210.  Include all state indicators, as developed under Section 1210 of the Even Start law, including both required and optional indicators.  Provide any targets set, measures used and results measured for each indicator, as well as an assessment and explanation of progress.  For indicators with no set targets or standards, provide a descriptive assessment of progress.  For indicators with more than one year of available data, please note the data in the results column, and include trend information in your assessment of progress.  Where data are not yet available, indicate that in the result column.

	Indicator

Name of required or optional indicator
	Target or standard

Description of target or standard set by state of desired performance on indicator
	Measure

Measurement tool to be used to assess progress for indicator


	Result

Data for the current reporting year; trend data if available
	Assessment of Progress

Status of progress on this indicator:

  Target met/ not met
	Explanation of Progress

Description of why results were obtained

	Children

School Attendance
	Of the 5-8 year olds whose parents have participated in the Family Literacy Program (FLP) for at least 80 hours, 80% will achieve a 95% attendance record


	Local school district attendance records
	83%
	Target Met
	

	Retention and Promotion


	Of the 5-8 year olds whose parents have participated in the FLP for at least 80 hours, overall promotion rate will be 90% or greater
	Local school district promotion records
	99%
	Target Met
	

	Reading Readiness or Reading Achievement (as defined by Goals 2001 1-School Readiness Goal)

Children (cont.)

Adults

Achievement in areas of reading, writing, English, language acquisition, problem solving, and numeracy.
Enter into postsecondary school, job retraining, or employment or career advancement, including the military.

Receipt of high school diploma or GED
	Screening

Of the B-3 year old children whose families participate in Family Literacy for 80 hrs, 75% will receive a vision, hearing, and developmental screening.

Parenting

Of the B-8 year olds whose parents participate in the FLP for 80 hrs, 50% will improve support of their child’s literacy behaviors at home and school.

Developmentally Appropriate Literacy Environment
Of the 3-5 year old children who participate in at least 80 hrs of early childhood instruction, 50% will improve by one level on five of the six indicators of the Language and Literacy Subscale

Of the 5-10 year old children whose parents have exited the FLP but have had participated for 80 hrs within the previous three years, 50% will exhibit average to above average on 10 dimensions.

Core Indicator #1: Demonstrated improvements  in literacy skill levels in reading and writing for speakers of the English language, numeracy, 

problem solving, English Language acquisition, and other literacy skills.

ABE Level 1  21% of Beginning Literacy enrollees will acquire the level of basic skills needed to complete the level.

ABE Level 2: 25.5% of Beginning ABE enrollees will acquire the level of basic skills needed to complete the level.

ABE Level 3: 25.5% of Low Intermediate ABE enrollees will acquire the level of basic skills needed to complete the level.

ABE Level 4: 25.5% of High Intermediate ABE enrollees will acquire the level of basic skills needed to complete the level.

ABE Level 5: 30.5% of Low ASE enrollees will acquire the level of basic skills needed to complete the level.

ABE Level 6: See High School Completion, GED, & HSED 
ESL Level 1: 21.5% of Beginning Literacy ESL enrollees will acquire the level of basic skills needed to complete the educational functioning level. 
ESL Level 2: 23.5% of Beginning Literacy ESL enrollees will acquire the level of basic skills needed to complete the educational functioning level.

ESL Level 3: 26.5% of Low Intermediate  Literacy ESL enrollees will acquire the level of basic skills needed to complete the educational functioning level.

ESL Level 4: 27.5% of High Intermediate  Literacy ESL enrollees will acquire the level of basic skills needed to complete the educational functioning level.

ESL Level 5: 23.5% of Low Advanced  Literacy ESL enrollees will acquire the level of basic skills needed to complete the educational functioning level.

ESL Level 6: 22.5% of Low Advanced  Literacy ESL enrollees will acquire the level of basic skills needed to complete the educational functioning level.

Core Indicator #2: Placement in, retention in or completion of postsecondary education, training, unsubsidized employment or career advancement.

15.5% of adult learners with a goal of advanced education or training will enroll in postsecondary education or training.

18.5% of adult learners not employed at enrollment (and in the workforce) will obtain unsubsidized employment.

Core Indicator #3: Receipt of a secondary school diploma or its recognized equivalent.

28.5% of adults with a high school completion goal will earn a high school diploma or equivalent.


	Denver II, or other developmental screener 

Familia Inventory

Child Observation Record (COR)

Classroom Teacher Rating Scale (teacher judgment on reading at grade level)

TABE

Statewide database items on adult intake and exit forms

Wisconsin State-developed Functional Assessment for all ESL levels

Statewide database items on adult intake and exit forms

Statewide database items on adult intake and exit forms

Statewide database items on adult intake and exit forms


	Vision 50%

Hearing 52%

Developmental 50%

E-Extended Family 50 %

F-Family Work and Play 51%

L-Library Use 53%

M-Parent Models Reading 47%

P-Practical Reading Home 54%

R-Shared Reading 45%

S-Parent Support of School 36%

T-Television use 37%

V-Verbal Interaction 50%

W-Writing 51%

Q-Understanding  80%

R-Speaking  73%

S-Interest in Reading  70%

T-Book Knowledge  62%

U-Beg Reading  52%

V-Beg Writing   55%

Motivation 78%

Support of Family 77%

Behavior  85%

Self Confidence  65%

Relations with others 85%

Academic Performance  60%

Reading  54%

Writing  55%

Speaking  59%

Listening  69%

Math  45%

Reading 14%

Writing  47%

Math  86%

Reading 58%

Writing  79%

Math  71%

Reading 42%

Writing  76%

Math  69%

Reading 27%

Writing  60%

Math  43%

Reading 43%

Writing  56%

49%

41%

51%

54%

32%

Data not available

25%

17%

49%
	Target

 Not Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

-

Target Met

-

-

-

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target Met

Target 

Not Met

Target Met


	Screening Data not entered properly in the database in some cases.

Some parent refusals

Lack of an organized plan in local projects 

Lack of trained staff  

Feedback from individual family profiles were not used to inform and drive instruction

The effects of the economy have been felt.  There were more unemployed and more minimum wage service area jobs taken by families whenever possible. 




Wisconsin Even Start Family Literacy Projects

Project Name
Beloit
Project Code
WI01

Coordinator
Cindy Laube
Phone
608-361-4131
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Beloit Even Start
1633 Keeler Ave
Beloit, WI  53511 

Project Name
Eau Claire
Project Code
WI07

Coordinator
Vicki Thomas
Phone
715-833-5316
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Eau Claire Family Education Program
221 W Madison St
Suite 
Eau Claire, WI  54703 

Project Name
Wausau
Project Code
WI09

Coordinator
Kurt Carlson
Phone
715-787-2581
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Wausau Family Literacy Program
1000 W Campus Dr
Wausau, WI  54401 

Project Name
Platteville
Project Code
WI10

Coordinator
Rita Noble
Phone
608-342-1167
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Even Start Families for Literacy - Grant 
126J Doudna Hall
1 University Plaza
Platteville, WI  53818 

Project Name
Sheboygan
Project Code
WI11

Coordinator
Sandy Huenink
Phone
920-459-6711
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Sheboygan Area Even Start Family Literacy 
1227 Wilson St
Sheboygan, WI  53081 

Project Name
Waukesha
Project Code
WI15

Coordinator
Deborah Schmid
Phone
262-521-5002
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Waukesha Even Start Family Literacy
327 E Broadway
Waukesha, WI  53186 

Project Name
Wautoma
Project Code
WI17

Coordinator
Ann Rozeboom
Phone
920-787-2581
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Wautoma Family Literacy Program
205 E Main St
Wautoma, WI  54982 
Tuesday, May 27, 2003
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Wi Even Start Family Literacy Projects

Project Name
Racine
Project Code
WI19

Coordinator
Richard Marciniak
Phone
262-632-9495
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Racine Even Start Partnership
734 Lake Ave
Racine, WI  53403 

Project Name
Verona
Project Code
WI20

Coordinator
Michelle Chaudoir
Phone
608-275-6740 
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Verona Area Even Start Family Literacy 
2096 Red Arrow Trl
Madison, WI  53711 

Project Name
Janesville
Project Code
WI21

Coordinator
Megan Ostrowsky
Phone
608-757-7620
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Even Start Family Literacy- Janesville
6004 Prairie Rd Cth G
Box 5009
Janesville, WI  53547 5009

Project Name
Appleton
Project Code
WI22

Coordinator
Donna Hodges
Phone
920-832-6321
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Appleton Even Start Family Literacy 
3310 N Durkee
Appleton, WI  54911 

Project Name
Portage
Project Code
WI23

Coordinator
Gary Wagner
Phone
608-745-0047
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Portage Even Start Family Literacy Program
904 DeWitt St
Portage, WI  53901 

Project Name
Plainfield
Project Code
WI24

Coordinator
Anne Rozeboom
Phone
715-335-6030
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Tri-County Family Literacy Program
226 S Main St
Plainfield, WI  54966 

Project Name
Green Bay
Project Code
WI25

Coordinator
Sharon Lain
Phone
920-435-2474 
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Greater Green Bay ESFL Program
424 S Monroe Ave
Green Bay, WI  54301 
Tuesday, May 27, 2003
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Wi Even Start Family Literacy Projects

Project Name
Berlin
Project Code
WI26

Coordinator
Cheri Witkowski
Phone
920-294-0144
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

ADVOCAP Family Literacy- Berlin
344 Broadway St
POB 345
Berlin, WI  54923 

Project Name
Holmen
Project Code
WI27

Coordinator
Helen Davig
Phone
608-783-9393
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Learning Together Family Literacy
502 N Main St
POB 400
Holmen, WI  54636 

Project Name
Madison
Project Code
WI28

Coordinator
Patti La Cross
Phone
608-204-4183
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Family Literacy Network of East Madison
1045 E Dayton St
Lapham Elementary 
Madison, WI  53703 

Project Name
Milwaukee
Project Code
WI29

Coordinator
Sandy Diekvoss
Phone
414-96414-
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Even Start Family Literacy - Indo-Chinese
4156 N Stowell Ave
Milwaukee, WI  53211 

Even Start Family Literacy - Journey
4156 N Stowell Ave
Milwaukee, WI  53211 

Milwaukee Literacy Partnership -Next Door
4156 N Stowell Ave
Milwaukee, WI  53211 

Project Name
Oshkosh (Part Year)
Project Code
WI30

Coordinator
Bonnie Guarino
Phone
920-424-2309
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Greater Oshkosh Even Start Initiative
800 Algoma Blvd
Oshkosh, WI  54901 

Project Name
Kenosha (Part Year)
Project Code
WI31

Coordinator
Rhonda Adreucci
Phone
262-654-6200 
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Kenosha Even Start Program
1607 65th St
Kenosha, WI  53143 
Tuesday, May 27, 2003
Page 3 of 4

Wi Even Start Family Literacy Projects

Project Name
Black River Falls
Project Code
WI32

Coordinator
Judith Bronson
Phone
715-284-3361
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

Western Wisconsin Literacy Services
N7077 Hwy 12
Black River Falls, WI  54615 

Project Name
Milwaukee
Project Code
WI33

Coordinator
Sandy Diekvoss
Phone
414-964-2736
Email

Location
Address
Address 2
Suite
City/State/Zip

COA Youth and Family Center
4156 N Stowell Ave
Milwaukee, WI  53211 

Even Start Family Literacy - Northcott
4156 N Stowell Ave
Milwaukee, WI  53211 

Even Start Family Literacy - Silver Spring
4156 N Stowell Ave
Milwaukee, WI  53211 
Tuesday, May 27, 2003
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Wisconsin Even Start Program and Participant Characteristics

Fiscal Year 
7/1/2001-6/30/2002



# subgrants
Low
Average
Median
High
Std Dev
Total
     % State Admin:
3 %  /Tech Admin 3%
20-Full/2-Part
$70,000
$141,237
$135,063
$200,093
$40,186
$2,824,745

Percent of Newly Enrolled 

Percent of Newly Enrolled Families

People

Average Hours of Instruction Offered
Average Hours of Participation
Families Remaining in 
Served*

<= Federal 
No
Not Beyond 

Adult
Child 0-2
3-4
5+
Parent Ed
Adult
Child 0-2
3-4
5+
Parent Ed
Poverty Level
H.S.D.

< 3 
4-6 
7-12 
>12  
Family
Adult
Child
Beloit
WI01
82
82
82
32
3
34
34
43
13
3
82
92
53
1
2
2
4
91
100
175
Eau Claire
WI07
184
312
312
312
36
119
248
256
256
29
79
95
56
6
5
3
86
69
71
140
Wausau
WI09
38.5
38.5
38.5
27.2
6.3
23.7
17.2
16.4
13.5
3.3
100
100
100
25
13
13
50
44
46
151
Platteville
WI10
24
36
36
36
12
16
24
18
12
8
60
65
9
53
34
13
0
89
111
167
Sheboygan
WI11
84
84
132
140
4
10
81
48
140
1.6
64
100
60
13
15
22
50
101
120
243
Waukesha
WI15
56
60
60
0
16
15.8
4
9.8
0
2.5
90
78
31
52
25
23
0
48
49
62
Wautoma
WI17
50
60
60
20
22
20
30
30
8
13
76
73
0
13
24
20
42
38
41
79
Racine
WI19
16
18
18
18
2
10
7
10
10
1
70
96
85
19
4
23
54
65
73
139
Verona
WI20
18
18
18
18
7
8
6
8
8
5
94
52
42
3
15
32
50
27
30
57
Janesville
WI21
96
96
96
140
8
22
18
24
136
4
64
82
32
44
26
22
8
60
66
111
Appleton
WI22
28
28
32
20
3.5
8.3
5.6
29.2
28.2
1.2
50
84
70
4
29
47
20
49
49
145
Portage
WI23
25.5
32
32
126
5
11.5
16
26
0
3
50
88
31
0
31
38
31
16
16
23
Plainfield
WI24
56
60
60
20
22
16.4
30
30
8
13
70
92
44
35
10
5
50
16
20
24
Green Bay
WI25
38.5
38.5
38.5
27.2
6.3
23.7
17.2
16.4
13.5
3.3
100
100
100
25
13
13
50
60
67
121
Berlin
WI26
83
120
240
120
75
75
32
132
32
2.5
50
68
27
25
25
17
33
29
42
72
Holmen
WI27
40
36
48
0
20
10.8
16
23
0
5.4
88
100
5
23
38
31
8
22
24
32
Madison
WI28
96
96
96
140
8
22
18
24
136
4
64
82
32
44
26
22
8
33
37
81
Milwaukee
WI29
113
63
60
40
8
27
17
32
12
5
100
100
35
0
3
8
90
79
80
116
Black River 
WI32
40
60
60
25
10
10
10
8
3
3
95
96
23
58
29
12
1
16
17
26
Milwaukee
WI33
130
107
102
57
8
22
18
28
7
5
96
100
35
7
16
55
42
24
24
44

Total
1300
1445
1621
1320
280
510
649
810
840
120
976
1083
2008

Avg
65
72
81
66
14
25
32
41
42
6
77
87
44
22
19
21
34
49
54
100

Median
53
60
60
30
8
16
17
24
12
4
78
92
35
16
16
21
38
46
48
96

Stdev
43
64
74
76
17
26
53
57
69
6
18
14
28
19
11
14
27
27
31
60

Part Year Start-up Projects:

Oshkosh**
WI30
56
56
56
56
16
13
13
13
50
4
100
100
45
2
10
25
63

Kenosha**
WI31
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

*People Served: Qualifying Familes with an Adult and at least one Child 
**limited data available
Appendixes
Section J
· Attachment 1: Youth to Youth: An Evaluation of State AODA Funded Peer Programs in Wisconsin 2001-02 (Field Study Report)

http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/sspw/youthtoyouth.html 

· Attachment 2: Youth to Youth: An Evaluation of State AODA Funded Peer Programs in Wisconsin 2001-02 (Executive Summary)

http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/sspw/pdf/ytyexecsum.pdf 

· Attachment 3: 2001 Youth Risk Behavior Survey Results – Wisconsin High School Survey

(hard copy only)

Section L

· Attachment 1: Even Start Family Literacy Program Continuous Progress Assessment Guide (PI-9550-IB-Guide)

http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/title1/doc/cpaguide.doc 
· Attachment 2: Wisconsin Even Start Family Literacy Indicators Monitoring Document Instruction Sheet

http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/title1/doc/monitoring.doc 
· Attachment 3: Even Start Family Literacy Local Program Evaluation Review

(hard copy only)
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Instructions


Item D-1 requires certain information for each Goals 2000 subgrant awarded.


LEA Subgrantees.  Identify by name and NCES ID code.


Type Information.  Categorize as local reform, professional development, teacher preservice, multi-service [if more than one service], or other [please specify the type].


Consortium Information.  If an LEA is part of a consortium and not the fiscal agent for that consortium, please identify it as a consortium participant and identify its fiscal agent.  If an LEA is part of a consortium and acting as the fiscal agent for a consortium, please identify it as a consortium participant and a fiscal agent.


The required information may be provided in any format.  The form on the following page is provided for the state’s convenience.  If, however, the SEA finds the form burdensome, it may provide the following information in whatever format is available.























Item-by Item Instructions for the TLCF Section





The instructions for the TLCF section clarify items by providing 1) an explanation of the purpose of each group of items,  2) relevant citations of legislation, EDGAR, and performance indicators, and 3) additional instructions and suggestions and examples for responding to the items.  The purpose of the items, pertinent citations and instructions are in slashed boxes.  Each term italicized is defined in the glossary on p. 64. The TLCF items section (pp. 65-76) and this item-by-item instructions section are intended to be read side-by side.





I-1.  Reporting Period


It is important that reporting across states is for the same period of time so that the activities for which performance is reported can be linked to the funds provided.  Because, for a given fiscal year of funding, activities conducted at the local level occur in a timeframe later than those at the state level, the covered time periods for the subsections differ as indicated in the following table.


Report Due Date�
Subsection of the TLCF Report�
Covered Time Period�
�
12/01/01�
Sub-sec 1�
10/01/00 – 9/30/01�
�
�
Sub-sec. 2�
Activities occurring 10/01/00 – 9/30/01,


regardless of fiscal year of funds�
�
�
Sub-sec. 3�
Competitions occurring 10/01/00 – 9/30/01, grouped by competition and indicating the fiscal year of the funds (FY2000 or FY2001)*�
�
�
Sub-sec 4�
Local activity resulting from awards of FY2000 funds regardless of date of competition�
�
12/01/02�
Sub-sec 1�
10/01/01 – 9/30/02�
�
�
Sub-sec. 2�
Activities occurring 10/01/01 – 9/30/02,


regardless of fiscal year of funds�
�
�
Sub-sec. 3�
Competitions occurring 10/01/01 – 9/30/02, grouped by competition and indicating the fiscal year of the funds (FY2001)*�
�
�
Sub-sec 4�
Local activity resulting from awards of FY2001 funds regardless of date of competition�
�
*Awards reported in the previous Consolidated Report should not be repeated.





I-2.  Information on State Goals and Assistance


This section allows the U.S. Department of Education to collect information on specific items addressed in the TLCF legislation.  It also provides information regarding State goals to allow the U.S. Department of Education to get a better understanding of the picture of educational technology nationwide and, through later analysis, estimate progress towards the four national pillars.  Items specified below pertain to the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) 34 CFR 80.40, Section 3132 (a)(2)(A)(B), (b)(1)(A)(B), (b)(2) and Section 3133 (1) and (2) of Title III Subpart 2 of ESEA, and the U.S. Department of Education, education technology indicator: Private sector collaboration.  (Private sector participation in planning, support and implementation of statewide education technology plans will increase).





Information in the table will help the U.S. Department of Education better understand the relationship of State goals to the four Pillars and provide a basis for work with individual States in carrying out their plans for educational technology.  It will also enable limited national reporting on States’ assessments of their own progress, to the extent that the information is available. 


2a.	[State Plan]


  i.	[State learning goals and benchmarks]  No special instructions


 ii.	[Updates] No special instructions


iii.	[Educational Technology Goals for the State] 


States with explicit goals, measures, benchmarks, and timelines should use this table to report on their progress as it relates to the four national goals.  States without such means of gauging progress are strongly encouraged to develop and report on them.  For column 3, the State should provide the date the baseline data was obtained; for column 4, the date the most recent comparable data was obtained and its status.


2b. 	[Financial Plan]


  i.	Include all sources of non-federal state-level funding for elementary and secondary education, such as legislative funding (line items, educational trust funds), private foundation funding, or telephone company rate-payer settlements, etc., to provide a comprehensive view of statewide financial support for educational technology.  Funding need not be under the control of the SEA to be listed.


Column-by-column instructions:


(1) [Source]


For the source and its financing activity to be recorded on the table for a particular reporting period, the source must have taken the reported action sometime during the course of the reporting period.  This action includes proposing legislation, appropriating funds, and making a commitment of funds (e.g., by a business).


(2) [Amount]


The total amount available from the source for the entirety of the period available.


(3) [Period Available]


The period that the amount is available for use; report format will be the beginning month and year and the ending month and year for the period of availability.


(4) [Status]


What the “amount” column represents with respect to the period available and the source as of the end of this reporting period.  Possible responses would be:


“enacted” if an authorization was enacted by legislature but unfunded,


“commitment made” if funds were committed by a business but not available until a date after end of the reporting period,


“year 1 of 1” or “year 2 of 5” if funds were appropriated by legislature or committed by a business and the period available falls within the reporting period,


“proposed but defeated” if, for example, legislation was not enacted,


“proposed and pending” if, for example, legislation is proposed but by the end of the reporting period no further action has been taken.


(5) [Purpose and Restrictions]


The type of activities and the amount of funds and how the funding level of a recipient is determined.  Possible responses would be “technology professional development, $400/teacher,” “general education improvement that could include spending on educational technology, based on average daily attendance,” etc.


Identify non-monetary support such as that provided through Tech Corps,  private foundations, and professional development bundled with software purchases.


2c.	[Technical Assistance] 


The purpose of this section is to determine the extent to which technical assistance is targeted and tailored to particular kinds of districts.  The particular kinds of districts are listed in the table labeled “The Recipients of TA:.”


Each box checked in the table labeled “The recipients of TA:”  will cause the online system to provide the checklists for “Information Resources,”  “Personalized technical assistance”, and ”The provider(s) of TA (sponsored by the SEA),”  so that the information provided, the manner in which it was provided, and the provider of the information are reported for each type of recipient district.


Please check all appropriate boxes.


2d.	[State Evaluations] 


The Department is required to report the results of State evaluations of the TLCF to the Congress.  In order for the Department to comply, States must provide summary information of State evaluations that include TLCF-funded activities.  At a minimum, States must provide summary information on evaluations performed by districts receiving TLCF funds as required by section 3135 of ESEA.





I-3. Information on State TLCF Subgrant Process


This section collects information on program implementation at the State level.  The information will be used in analysis of State policies and the effect of the TLCF.  Information requested pertains to Section 3132 (a)(2)(A)(B), (b)(1)(A)(B), (b)(2).   


3a.	[Targeting Assistance]  


i.   [Definitions/Criteria]


ii. [Targeting]


3b. 	[Strategy]


3c.  	[Subgrant Awards]


Subgrants in this table should be grouped by fiscal year, and, if there is more than one competition in a fiscal year, grouped by competition within the fiscal year.  The newest awards should be listed first.


For subgrants to a consortium, list the fiscal agent in one line and list each consortium member in a line below the fiscal agent.  In the line-by-line instructions that follow, special information regarding consortium subgrants will be identified by (()


(1) [Name of Subgrantee]


If an award was made to a consortium, please provide the name of the fiscal agent that received the funds on behalf of the consortium and note in column (4) that it is a consortium award.


( LEAs that have received a continuation award during the reporting period should also be listed.


(2) [NCES District Code]


Provide the code number that the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) uses to identify the district.  If you do not know the code, use the NCES search system to locate any school within the school district.  The search system is located on the NCES website: <http://www.nces.ed.gov/ccdweb/ school/school.htm>.  It permits you to search by entering the district name, county of the district’s location, or any of the schools within the district.  The file for any school in a district will list the district code.


( Complete this column for each entry in column (1), including school districts that are members of a consortium that received a subgrant.


(3)  [Amount Awarded for One Fiscal Year]


The amount of the award from one fiscal year.  Recipients that received awards from more than one fiscal year during the reporting period should be listed for each fiscal year with the amount for each fiscal year.


( For consortium subgrants, enter the amount that the entire consortium receives on the line for the fiscal agent of the consortium; leave this column blank for members of the consortium.


(4)  [Does this subgrant fund a consortium?]


Respond “yes” or “no” as appropriate.


(  Respond yes for each consortium member.


(5)  [Is this subgrantee identified by the state as high poverty?]


A yes response indicates that the LEA has met the definition/criteria defined in Section 3b.


( Complete as appropriate for each consortium member.


(6) [Is this subgrantee identified by the State as having the greatest need for technology?]


A yes response indicates that the LEA has met the definition/criteria defined in Section 3b.


( Complete as appropriate for each consortium member.


(7)  [Did this subgrantee receive a TLCF subgrant in the previous fiscal year?


Complete this item even for subgrantees listed for a previous fiscal year.


( Complete as appropriate for each consortium member.





4.  Summary Information on TLCF Subgrants


This section enables the US Department of Education to report on the use of funds from prior years and to gather descriptive information about subgrants to illustrate the use of funds.  





In order to collect information regarding subgrant activities, it will be necessary for States to provide this information after the LEA has expended its award.  Therefore, for the first performance report, this section will be completed only on those FY 1997 LEA subgrantees.  The second performance report will include this section on FY 1998 LEA subgrantees and so forth.  The state may choose to detach this section from the overall performance report and distribute it to its subgrantees for completion.  Information requested in this section must be submitted for all subgrantees.


4a.	[LEA Administrative Data] For simplicity, the state may choose to complete this item on behalf of its subgrantees before distributing section 4 to its subgrantees.


[Subgrantee name]  For consortia, please list all partners, their NCES district codes (if appropriate), and indicate which district is the fiscal agent.


[NCES district code]  Provide the code number that the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) has assigned to the district.  If you do not know the code, use the NCES search system to locate any school in the school district.  The search system is located on the NCES website: <http://www.nces.ed.gov/ccdweb/school/>.  It permits you to search by entering the district name, county of the district’s location, or any of the schools within the district.  The file for any school in a district will list the district code.


[Amount of TLCF award] Enter the amount of the award for the period being reported on.


[Reporting period of the award]  See section 1 of the TLCF performance report.


4b.	[LEA Technology Plans] 


(1)  If the consortium has specific goals of its own, please list them.  Otherwise, list each districts educational technology goals that are directly impacted by the TLCF award.


4c.	[Subgrantee Learning Goals]  


Section 3135 (1)(B) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) states that all recipients of a TLCF subgrant shall have a long-range plan that [explains] how the acquired technologies will be integrated into the curriculum to help the local educational agency enhance teaching, training, and student achievement.


If the consortium has specific goals of its own, please list them.  Otherwise, list each district’s learning goals that are directly impacted by the TLCF award.


4d	[Partnerships]


If the consortium does not have specific goals or partnerships of its own, then refer to each district’s goals as stated in item 4b and partnerships.  


4e.	[Use of Funds]


(1) Complete the table for each that apply:  professional development, hardware, connectivity, curriculum/software/on-line resources, other (please explain).  See Section 3134 of the ESEA, “Local Uses of Funds.”


(2) Indicate if not applicable.


(3) Indicate if not applicable.


4f.	[Technology goals] 


This section reports the progress subgrantees have made toward the technology goals.


The Likert Scale should include consideration of all  (federal, state, and local) funding sources available to the subgrantee.  Indications of effect are to be reported from the self-perception of the district at the end of the fiscal year.  If you are reporting for a consortium, make the determination based on the progress of all districts in the consortium as a whole.


The bottom of the range for the pillar regarding modern multi-media computers is based on the national baseline established by Market Data Retrieval and reported in Technology Counts, Education Week, November 10, 1997, p.20.


The bottom of the range for the pillar regarding connectivity to the Information Superhighway is based on the national baseline established by the National Center for Education Statistics, Advanced Telecommunications in U.S. Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, Fall 1996, 1997.


The COMMENT section is to report solely on the effect the TLCF has had on the subgrantee.  Questions to consider under the COMMENT section could include, but are not limited to:


What part did the TLCF play in the district technology plan?


Did the TLFC result in other funds being used for educational technology?


Did the TLCF spark progress?


4g.  [Evaluation]  See Section 3135 of ESEA.  Indicate if an evaluation has been performed.








Classroom


Rooms in the school building used for any instructional purposes (includes classrooms, labs, media centers, art rooms, rooms used for vocational or special education, etc.)


Core content areas


Include English, mathematics, science (including physics), history, geography, foreign languages, the arts, civics and government, and economics (Section 306 (9)(c) of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act).


Information Superhighway


Internet, a network of networks all running TCP/IP protocols, sharing the same underlying network address space as well as the same domain name space, and interconnected into a network of information.


Modern multi-media computer


Computer with CD�ROM, graphics, and sound capabilities.


Support


Administrative, technical, and local financial foundation 


Teaching workforce


Classroom teachers, school administrators, and school librarians.


Training


Professional development that enables the teaching workforce to effectively use education technology to help students learn through modern multimedia computers and the Information Superhighway





Instructions


Item and Section instructions will appear in a box like this one.  Please be sure to read these carefully. They may contain critical information that is NOT found in the question/item itself.

















In the online version, any box checked to specify target recipients of TA will lead to checkboxes to further specify the kind and providers of the TA.

















In the online version you provide this information within the data entry process for question I-4 (b).





When a user selects a use of funds category and enters a percentage, they will automatically be moved to the comment section of the appropriate national goal to provide a brief summary of the effects of TLCF funding on progress toward that goal. In the comment section there will be a forced choice (e.g., "no TLCF funds used for this purpose") in cases where no TLCF funds were used for local goals related to a national goal for this reporting period.  The program will automatically add the percentages entered for each use of funds and prompt for an amount to equal 100% and will not allow the user to leave the field without a correct calculation.





Once the user enters a goal, they will automatically be sent to a Likert scale to plot progress toward reaching that goal, thus answering I-4f.





Based on your answers to the above questions, you may be prompted to respond multiple times to describe each competition.





 Subpart “a” is pre-filled by the software from data from state’s response to question I-3(c)





























� Note :  For Title I, Part A, “Supporting Guidance” is to include Social Work


* Under an approved plan


� In the performance report for the next year, the State would report this item again but change the status to “year 2 of 2.”


� In the performance report for the next year, the State would report this item again but change the status to either “defeated” or “enacted.”  If enacted, the source would be a state law and other columns would possibly change, too.


� In the two performance reports in the future that parallel the period of availability for this item, the State would report this item again but change the status to “year 1 of 1.”
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Sheet1

		School Name		Fully Achieved		Partially Achieved		Not Achieved		Not Yet Determined		Not Implemented

		37th Street School		0%		0%		100%		0%		0%

		Andrew Douglas Community Academy		0%		0%		100%		0%		0%

		Elm Creative Arts		0%		0%		100%		0%		0%

		Hawthorne Elementary *		17%		44%		39%		0%		0%

		Honey Creek		33%		0%		0%		67%		0%

		Malcolm X Academy		0%		0%		100%		0%		0%

		Mendota Elementary		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%

		Metcalfe *		17%		33%		50%		0%		0%

		River Trail Elementary		0%		50%		50%		0%		0%

		Sarah Scott Middle School for the Health Sciences		0%		25%		75%		0%		0%

		Wilson Junior High		50%		50%		0%		0%		0%

		Average Achievement Level		11%		27%		56%		6%		0%

		(*) indicates schools with more than four goals
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Sheet1

		School Name		Fully Achieved		Partially Achieved		Not Achieved		Not Yet Determined		Not Implemented

		Academy of Accelerated Learning *		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Columbus Elementary *		50%		50%		0%		0%		0%

		Goodman-Armstrong Creek		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Howe Elementary-Green Bay		67%		33%		0%		0%		0%

		Howe Elementary-Wis. Rapids *		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Roosevelt Accelerated Elem. School		33%		33%		0%		33%		0%

		Rusch Elementary *		73%		9%		18%		0%		0%

		Samuel Clemens School *		60%		40%		0%		0%		0%

		Tank Elementary *		52%		38%		3%		7%		0%

		Average Achievement Level		71%		23%		2%		4%		0%

		(*) indicates schools with more than four goals
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Chart3

		1993		1993		1993

		1995		1995		1995
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		2001		2001		2001
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Q90

		Q90:forced someone to have sex

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		Never had sex		29		31		27		27

		Yes		4		3		4		3

		No		64		63		67		68

		Not Sure		3		2		3		2

		1993		1995		1997		1999		2001

		0.04				0.03		0.04		0.03

		0.64				0.63		0.67		0.68
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Q89

		Q89:forced to have sex

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		Never had sex		28		34		29		29

		Yes		13		8		10		10

		No		53		54		57		56

		Not Sure		7		4		5		4

		1993		1995		1997		1999		2001

		0.53				0.54		0.57		0.56
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Q88

		Q88:with whom did you fight

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		Never		44		42		42		43

		stranger		7		6		7		4		*significant decrease from 93 to 01

		friend		20		23		24		24		*significant increase from 93 to 01

		boy/girlfriend		3		2		2		1		*significant decrease from 93 to 01

		family		14		15		14		16

		other		7		9		8		7

		more than one		6		4		4		4

		1993		1995		1997		1999		2001

		0.44				0.42		0.42		0.43

		0.2				0.06		0.07		0.04

		0.03				0.02		0.02		0.01

		0.1				0.15		0.14		0.16
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Q20

		Q20: fights at school

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 times		84		87		89		89		*significant increase from 93 to 01

		1 time		9		9		8		8

		2 or 3		4		4		3		3		*significant decrease from 93 to 01

		4 or 5		1		0		0		0

		6 or 7		0		0		0		0

		8 or 9		0		0		0		0

		10 or 11		0		0		0		0

		12 +		1		0		0		0

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 days		84		87		89		89		*significant increase

		1+ days		16		13		11		11		*significant decrease





Q18

		Q18: number of fights

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 times		61		66		67		69		*significant increase from 93 to 01

		1 time		15		14		15		15

		2 or 3		13		12		10		9		*significant decrease from 93 to 01

		4 or 5		4		3		3		3

		6 or 7		2		1		1		1

		8 or 9		1		1		1		0

		10 or 11		1		0		0		0

		12 +		4		3		2		2		*significant decrease from 93 to 01

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 days		61		66		67		69		*significant increase

		1+ days		39		34		33		31		*significant decrease		1993		1995		1997		1999		2001

												Fight anywhere		39%				34%		33%		31%

												Fight at school		16%				13%		11%		11%

		1993		1995		1997		1999		2001

		0.56				0.66		0.67		0.69
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Q16

		Q17:threatened or injured with a weapon at school

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 times		92		92		92		92

		1 time		3		4		4		5		*significant increase from 93 to 01

		2 or 3		2		2		2		2

		4 or 5		1		1		1		0

		6 or 7		0		0		0		0

		8 or 9		0		0		0		0

		10 or 11		0		0		0		0

		12 +		1		0		1		1





Q15

		Q16:not go to school because feel unsafe

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 days		94		97		96		94		* significant increase from 93 to 97 and a significant decrease from 99 to 01

		1 day		2		1		2		3		* significant increase from 99

		2 or 3		1		1		1		1

		4 or 5		1		0		0		0

		6+		1		1		1		1





Q14

		Q15:carry a weapon at school

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 days		91		95		95		97		*increase from 93 to 01

		1 day		2		1		2		1

		2 or 3		2		1		1		1		*decrease from 93 to 01

		4 or 5		1		0		0		0		*decrease from 93 to 01

		6+		5		2		2		2		*decrease from 93 to 01

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 days		91		95		95		97		*significant increase

		1+ days		9		5		5		3		*significant decrease





Q13

		Q14:carry a gun

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 days		91		94		92		95		*increase from 93 to 01

		1 day		2		2		3		1		*decrease from 93 to 01

		2 or 3		3		2		2		1		*decrease from 93 to 01

		4 or 5		1		1		1		1

		6+		3		2		1		2		*decrease from 93 to 01

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 days		91		94		92		95		*significant increase

		1+ days		9		6		8		5		*significant decrease

		1993		1995		1997		1999		2001

		0.91				0.94		0.92		0.95
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		Q13:carry a weapon

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 days		81		85		82		87		*increase from 93 to 01

		1 day		3		3		5		3

		2 or 3		4		4		4		3

		4 or 5		2		1		1		2

		6+		9		6		7		6		*decrease from 93 to 01

				1993		1997		1999		2001		significant

		0 days		81		85		82		87		*significant increase

		1+ days		19		15		18		13		*significant decrease

				1993		1995		1997		1999		2001

		Weapon anywhere		19%				15%		18%		13%

		Gun anywhere		9%				6%		8%		5%

		Weapon at school		9%				5%		5%		3%
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Sheet4

		School Name		Fully Achieved		Partially Achieved		Not Achieved		Not Yet Determined		Not Implemented

		38th Street *		17%		0%		33%		50%		0%

		Bell Middle School *		0%		44%		0%		56%		0%

		Florence Middle/School *		40%		40%		20%		0%		0%

		Fritsche Middle School		67%		33%		0%		0%		0%

		Hawthorne		33%		67%		0%		0%		0%

		Hawthorne Hills		0%		57%		28%		15%		0%

		High School of the Arts		0%		33%		0%		67%		0%

		Hi-Mount		33%		33%		0%		33%		0%

		Hopkins Street School *		20%		40%		20%		20%		0%

		Lodi High School		33%		67%		0%		0%		0%

		Mead Elementary		67%		33%		0%		0%		0%

		Muir/Woodbridge School		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Pulaski High School *		80%		0%		0%		0%		20%

		Riley *		43%		0%		43%		0%		14%

		Turtle Lake HS *		0%		60%		40%		0%		0%

		Walker Int'l. Middle School *		20%		80%		0%		0%		0%

		Zablocki		75%		25%		0%		0%		0%

		Average Achievement Level		37%		36%		11%		14%		2%

		(*) indicates schools with more than four goals
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