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I. STANDARDS and ASSESSMENT DEVELOPMENT
Section 1111(b)(1) of ESEA requires States to adopt challenging academic content and achievement standards in mathematics, reading/language arts, and science and to develop assessments in mathematics, reading/language arts, and science that meet the requirements of section 1111(b)(3) in the required grade levels. In the following sections, States are asked to provide a detailed description of their progress in meeting the NCLB standards and assessments requirements. 

	A.  Please provide a detailed description of the State's progress in adopting challenging academic content standards in science that meet the requirements of section 1111(b)(1).



	STATE RESPONSE



Wisconsin adopted challenging academic standards in English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies by Executive Order No. 326, dated January 13, 1998. The standards for science, known as “Wisconsin’s Model Academic Standards for Science,” are benchmarked at grades four, eight, and twelve. In response to the requirements of the NCLB legislation, the department has made the decision to develop a supplemental document called “Assessment Framework Supplement for Science.” Following the process developed by both the reading and mathematics supplemental frameworks, it is anticipated that draft of the science frameworks will be available this spring for review by districts across the state. Copies of the reading and mathematics frameworks and the reading, mathematics, and science standards can be found at www.dpi.state.wi.us. 

The process began in January of 1997 when former Governor Tommy G. Thompson established the “Governor’s Council on Model Academic Standards.” The seven-member council consisted of the Lieutenant Governor, ranking members of the Senate and Assembly Education Committees, the State Superintendent, and a public member appointed by the governor. The focus of the council was to develop model academic standards for the state assessed areas of English language arts, science, mathematics, and social studies for grades four, eight, and twelve.

Wisconsin currently has state assessments in science in grades four, eight, and ten, and is in compliance with NCLB requirements.
	C. Please provide a detailed description of the State’s progress in developing and implementing, in consultation with LEAs, assessments in mathematics, reading/language arts, and science that meet the requirements of section 1111(b)(3) in the required grade levels. Please provide in your response a description of the State’s progress in developing alternate assessments for students with disabilities, including alternate assessments aligned to alternate achievement standards and those aligned to grade-level achievement standards. 



	STATE RESPONSE 




Currently, the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examinations (WKCE) are given annually to students at grades four, eight, and ten. These standardized tests include commercially-developed questions used in schools across the country and questions developed specifically for Wisconsin in order to improve coverage of Wisconsin academic standards. The WKCE measures achievement in reading, language applications, mathematics, science, and social studies using multiple-choice and short-answer questions.  

Beginning in the 2005–2006 school year, the federal No Child Left Behind Act requires all states to test all students in reading and mathematics in grades 3 through 8 and once in high school (grade 10 under Wisconsin law s. 118.30). These tests are referred to as the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examinations – Criterion-Referenced Tests (WKCE-CRT) and will replace the WKCE reading and mathematics tests beginning in fall 2005. 

Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examinations – Criterion Referenced Test Development Timeline Table
The following table represents the cooperative consultation with LEAs in Wisconsin during the on-going development of the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examinations – Criterion-Referenced Test.

	Date
	Meeting
	Content Area
	Number of Wisconsin Educators/
Participants

	February 2003
	Standards Setting
	General Development
	240

	December 2003
	Table Leader Training
	General Development
	20

	December 2003
	Item Selection
	Math/Reading
	63

	February 2004
	Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
	
	

	April 2004
	Item Selection
	Math/Reading
	60

	May 2004
	Item Selection
	Math/Reading
	16

	June 2004
	Standard Setting
	Wisconsin Alternative Assessment
	19

	October 2004
	Technical Advisory Committee  
	Research, Development & Assessment Policies
	3

Dr. Andrew Porter

Dr. Walter Secada

Dr. Robert Linn

	October 2004
	Item Functioning
	General Development
	18

	November 2004
	Online Reporting System
	General Development
	11

	December 2004
	Passage Review
	Reading
	16

	December 2004
	Online Reporting System Training
	General Development
	22

	December 2004
	Frameworks
	Math
	13

	January 2005
	Frameworks
	Science
	15

	March 2005
	Item Review & Specifications  [Writing Prompt Review]
	Reading, Mathematics, Language Arts, Science, & Social Studies
	96

	April 2005
	Technical Advisory Committee
	Research, Development & Assessment Polices
	3

Dr. Andrew Porter

Dr. Walter Secada

Dr. Robert Linn


	CESA
	#Districts
	#Participants

	1
	22
	112

	2
	18
	62

	3
	9
	10

	4
	6
	82

	5
	10
	18

	6
	9
	21

	7
	6
	22

	8
	7
	8

	9
	8
	9

	10
	7
	19

	11
	10
	12

	12
	7
	8


The Wisconsin Alternate Assessment (WAA) – Students with Disabilities

The Wisconsin Alternate Assessment (WAA) is part of the WSAS and is designed to assess the educational performance of students with disabilities who cannot meaningfully take the regular (WKCE) test or the local assessment of oral language even with accommodations. The WAA, which is a checklist completed by teachers, will focus on knowledge and skills that are aligned with Wisconsin Model Academic Standards in reading, language arts including oral language, mathematics, science, and social studies. These knowledge and skills are considered to be prerequisite to the majority of content assessed by WKCE. 

The Wisconsin Student Assessment System Administration Guidebook for the Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with Disabilities can be obtained at the following URL:  http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/pdf/waa-guide.pdf . 

On June 22 and 23, 2004, a Standard Setting workshop was conducted to achieve two goals: (1) Set proficiency cut-scores for three developmental levels of the WAA for Students with Disabilities and (2) Gather input on possible format changes that would enhance the use of the WAA Rating Scale and support materials. The workshop was lead by Stephen Elliott from Vanderbilt University and Andrew Roach from the University of Wisconsin-Madison. You can obtain the Summary Report of the Proficiency Score Standards for the Wisconsin Alternate Assessment (WAA) for Students with Disabilities at the following URL:   http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/oea/profdesc.html#general .  

The Wisconsin Alternate Assessment (WAA) – English Language Learners

The Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction is committed to the proposition that all schools, and all students within schools, will be held accountable to a common set of high academic content standards. For the overwhelming majority of students, a major component of accountability is achieved through administration of the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS). For a small group of English language learners and special education students, however, assessment of progress using WSAS may be inappropriate. An alternate system of assessment directly aligned with Wisconsin’s Model Academic Standards is required to meet both the spirit and letter of the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) Act of 2001 and PI 13, Wisconsin Administrative Code.

The guide, Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for English Language Learners, 2004-2005 Edition, provides the guidelines for implementing the alternate assessment for English language learners. Last year, the procedures were streamlined from the years past, the rubrics were modified, and specific topics were identified for each grade level. A timeline for data collection and analysis was introduced, and the steps to reach inter-rater agreement on the student work samples were outlined. These minor changes were intended to ease administration for teachers and strengthen the psychometric properties of the assessment. With the exception of an expanded topics list this year, the Guidelines remain essential unchanged from the 2003-2004 edition. You can obtain the Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for English Language Learners, 2004-2005 Edition at the following URL:  http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/oea/aa_guidebk04-05.html .
	C. Please provide a detailed description of the State’s progress in setting, in consultation with LEAs, academic achievement standards in mathematics, reading/language arts, and science that meet the requirements of section 1111(b)(1). If applicable, please provide in your response a description of the State’s progress in developing alternate achievement standards for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities. 



	STATE RESPONSE 




Proficiency standards describe how well students must perform to be included in specific proficiency categories. Proficiency score standards are the scores students must earn on standardized tests in order to be counted in a specific proficiency category. Proficiency score standards translate student responses to test questions or tasks into information about how well that student has learned content measured by the tests. Proficiency standards and proficiency score standards are sometimes also called "academic achievement standards." 

Since 1997-98, Wisconsin has been using four proficiency categories: advanced, proficient, basic, and minimal performance. Proficiency score standards associate each of four scale score ranges with a specific proficiency category. Cut-scores divide scale scores into the four categories. The advanced and proficient levels are the long term educational goals for all students. Statewide standardized test scores are reported by proficiency category. 

Proficiency score standards were originally set in 1997-98. New proficiency score standards took effect in 2002-03. The increasingly high-stakes use of statewide standardized tests at grades 4, 8, and 10 (the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examinations, WKCE), combined with changes in these tests for 2002-03, demanded careful consideration of the standards so they are both defensible and practical reflections of what educators, parents, and community members believe students need to know to be proficient in each tested subject area at the beginning of the school year. 

A standards-setting workshop was held in February 2003. A total of 240 educators, parents, and community members were invited to participate in the workshop. Participants were assigned to panels based on their areas of expertise. Panel recommendations were reviewed by a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) of nationally recognized experts in the field of testing and measurement and then submitted to the State Superintendent who approved the new proficiency score standards as recommended. See also Questions and Answers Regarding the New 2002-03 WKCE Proficiency Levels.  For more information see the following URL:  http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/oea/profdesc.html#general .

On June 22 and 23, 2004, a Standard Setting workshop was conducted to achieve two goals: (1) Set proficiency cut-scores for three developmental levels of the WAA for Students with Disabilities and (2) Gather input on possible format changes that would enhance the use of the WAA Rating Scale and support materials. The workshop was lead by Stephen Elliott from Vanderbilt University and Andrew Roach from the University of Wisconsin-Madison. You can obtain the Summary Report of the Proficiency Score Standards for the Wisconsin Alternate Assessment (WAA) for Students with Disabilities at the following URL:   http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/oea/profdesc.html#general .

The term "students with the most significant cognitive disabilities" includes a small number of students who have been determined to have one or more of the 13 existing impairment areas in PI 11. These impairments prevent them from meeting grade-level achievement standards. It should be noted in Wisconsin, Cognitive Disabilities refers to students who have met the eligibility criteria for the impairment of Cognitive Disabilities. The term "significant cognitive disabilities" is used in a more inclusive manner in these federal regulations. 
In Wisconsin, the Individualized Education Program (IEP) Team determines how a student will participate in statewide assessment. The WAA Participation Checklist is used to determine if a student with a disability will participate in the WAA. Using the WAA Participation Checklist, the IEP team makes the determination that the student is meeting alternate achievement standards that differ in the complexity from grade-level achievement standards. Alternate assessment based on alternate achievement standards must be aligned with the state's academic content standards, promote access to the general curriculum and reflect professional judgment of the highest achievement standards possible for that student. 
The WAA is part of the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS) and is designed to assess the educational performance of students with disabilities who cannot meaningfully participate in the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) even with accommodations. The WAA for students with disabilities focuses on the knowledge and skills that are aligned with Wisconsin Model Academic Standards in reading, language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. These knowledge and skills are considered to be prerequisite to the majority of content assessed by the WKCE. All students with disabilities who participate in the WAA for students with disabilities are counted for participation and contribute to the 95% participation requirement in No Child Left Behind. 
The regulations allow Wisconsin to use an alternate assessment aligned with state academic content standards to incorporate scores of students participating in WAA for students with disabilities who obtain a Prerequisite Skill (PS) Proficient (PS Level 3) or a PS Advanced (PS Level 4) in their AYP calculations. A district may use up to 1.0 percent of all students in the grades assessed for this calculation if they perform at PS Proficient or PS Advanced. 
In 2002-03, any student in the students with disabilities group who took the WAA for students with disabilities was counted as "not proficient." As a consequence, prior to this school year, all students with disabilities participating in the WAA for students with disabilities were part of the district's denominator. No students were counted in the numerator. 
Beginning with the 2003-04 AYP determination, if students take the WAA and obtain a PS Proficient (PS Level 3) or a PS Advanced (PS Level 4) score, schools will be able to count as "proficient" on prerequisite skills up to 1.0 percent of their students. Guidance from the Office of Special Education suggests that about 2.0 percent of the total population will need an alternate assessment. If a district had 200 students in the tested grades, they may have four students taking the WAA based on an IEP Team decision. Two of those students, if they achieved a PS Proficient (PS Level 3) or a PS Advanced (PS Level 4) score on the WAA, could be counted in the AYP calculation. 
The regulations allow states and districts to apply for exceptions in order to exceed the 1.0 percent cap. Wisconsin will be developing a process in the near future that will include deadlines for districts to submit applications to exceed the 1.0 percent cap. We will be publishing this process and corresponding deadlines in an upcoming bulletin. 
The WAA Participation Checklist, the updated WAA Rating Scale, the updated WAA PowerPoint Presentation, and an updated Frequently Asked Questions document are available on our website at: http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/assmt-waa.html. 
Questions regarding this bulletin may be directed to the Special Education Team at (608) 266-1781. 

This information update can also be accessed through the Internet at: 

http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/bulindex.html
II. PARTICIPATION IN STATE ASSESSMENTS

A. Participation of All Students in 2003-2004 State Assessments

The following tables provide the total number and percentage for each of the listed subgroups of students enrolled at the tested grades 4, 8, and 10 participating in Wisconsin’s 2003-04 school year academic assessments. 

The data provided below for students with disabilities* (only) include participation results from all students with disabilities as defined under the Individuals with Disabilities Act and do not include results from 122 students covered under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

Student Participation in 2003-04 School Year WSAS Test Administration*

	2003-04 School Year

Mathematics Assessment
	Students in Tested Grades 4, 8, 10
	Percent of Students Tested

	
	Total Enrolled
	Number Tested
	

	All Students
	200,533
	198,646
	99%

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	2,921
	2,865
	98%

	Asian or Pacific Islander
	6,739
	6,688
	99%

	Black (Not of Hispanic Origin)
	20,112
	19,412
	97%

	Hispanic or Latino
	10,458
	10,289
	98%

	White (Not of Hispanic Origin)
	159,638
	158,761
	99%

	Race/Ethnicity Missing or Invalid
	656
	628
	96%

	Limited English Proficient
	9,776
	9,653
	99%

	Migrant
	197
	193
	98%

	Students with Disabilities
	27,401
	26,824
	98%

	Economically Disadvantaged
	53,267
	52,344
	98%

	Female
	97,867
	97,101
	99%

	Male
	102, 254
	101,172
	99%

	Gender Code Missing or Invalid
	412
	378
	92%


	2003-04 School Year

Reading Assessment
	Students in Tested Grades 4, 8, 10
	Percent of Students Tested

	
	Total Enrolled
	Number Tested
	

	All Students
	200,533
	198,683
	99%

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	2,921
	2,869
	98%

	Asian or Pacific Islander
	6,739
	6,693
	99%

	Black (Not of Hispanic Origin)
	20,112
	19,440
	97%

	Hispanic or Latino
	10,458
	10,293
	98%

	White (Not of Hispanic Origin)
	159,638
	158,759
	99%

	Race/Ethnicity Missing or Invalid
	656
	626
	96%

	Limited English Proficient
	9,776
	9,657
	99%

	Migrant
	197
	191
	97%

	Students with Disabilities*
	27,401
	26,829
	98%

	Economically Disadvantaged
	53,267
	52,376
	98%

	Female
	97,867
	97,128
	99%

	Male
	102,254
	101,180
	99%

	Gender Code Missing or Invalid
	412
	374
	91%


*Reading Assessment counts include WKCE, WAA-SwD, and WAA-LEP at grades 4, 8, & 10. 
Students tested on the Wisconsin Reading Comprehension Test, an assessment of primary-level Reading at Grade Three (WRCT) are not included above.
B. Participation of Students with Disabilities in State Assessment System

Students with disabilities (as defined under IDEA) participate in the State’s assessment system either by taking the regular State assessment, with or without accommodations, by taking an alternate assessment aligned to grade-level standards, or by taking an alternate assessment aligned to alternate achievement standards.  The total number and percentage of students with disabilities who participated in these various assessments is presented in the following table. 

The data provided below includes participation results from all students with disabilities as defined under the Individuals with Disabilities Act and does not include results from students only covered under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

Participation of Students with Disabilities 
in the 2003-04 School Year Test Administration

	2003-2004 School Year

Mathematics Assessment
	Total Number
 of Students with Disabilities
	Students with Disabilities Tested
	Percent 
 Tested
	% All Students w/ Disabilities Tested

	Regular Assessment, 
with or without accommodations
	25,209
	24,636
	98%
	89.9%

	Alternate Assessment Aligned to Grade-Level Achievement Standards for LEP
	97
	93
	96%
	0.3%

	Alternate Assessment 
Aligned to Alternate Achievement Standards
	2,095
	2095
	100%
	7.6%

	Not Tested
577
	
	
	
	2.1%

	Unduplicated Totals
	27,401
	26,824
	98%
	


	2003-2004 School Year

Reading Assessment
	Total Number
of Students with Disabilities
	Students with Disabilities Tested
	Percent 
 Tested
	% All Students 
w/ Disabilities Tested

	Regular Assessment, 
with or without accommodations
	24,998
	24,432
	98%
	89.9%

	Alternate Assessment Aligned to Grade-Level Achievement Standards for LEP
	94
	88
	94%
	0.3%

	Alternate Assessment 
Aligned to Alternate Achievement Standards
	2,309
	2,309
	100%
	8.4%

	Not Tested
572
	
	
	
	2.0%

	Unduplicated Totals
	27,401
	26,829
	98%
	


III.  STUDENT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

In the following charts, please provide student achievement data from the 2003-2004 school year test administration.  Charts have been provided for each of grades 3 through 8 and high school to accommodate the varied State assessment systems in mathematics and reading/language arts during the 2003-2004 school year.  States should provide data on the percentage of students scoring at the proficient or advanced levels for those grades in which the State administered mathematics and reading/language arts assessments during the 2003-2004 school year.

The data for students with disabilities should include participation results from all students with disabilities as defined under the Individuals with Disabilities Act, including results from alternate assessments, and do not include results from students covered under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
The following charts provide student achievement data from the 2003-04 school year test administration.  The percentage of Wisconsin students scoring at the proficient or advanced levels are provided for grade 3 (reading only-see note), plus grades 4, 8, and 10 mathematics and reading assessments during the 2003-04 school year.

	Grade 3 

Reading
	Percent of Students Proficient or Advanced

School Year 2003-04

	All Students
	85%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	80%

	Asian
	78%

	Black or African American
	64%

	Hispanic or Latino
	65%

	White
	90%

	Race/Ethnicity Missing or Invalid
	50%

	Limited English Proficient
	54%

	Migrant
	50%

	Students with Disabilities
	49%

	Economically Disadvantaged
	73%

	Female
	86%

	Male
	83%


Note: 
The participation results are based on 59 065 students enrolled in third grade. There were 7,700 students with disabilities enrolled.  The participation results above include those as defined under the Individuals with Disabilities Act as well as the results from students covered under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
*The data for students with disabilities includes participation results from all students with disabilities as defined under the Individuals with Disabilities Act, including results from alternate assessments, and do not include results from students covered under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
	Grade 4 

Mathematics
	Percent of Students Proficient or Advanced

School Year 2003-04

	All Students
	73%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	60%

	Asian
	71%

	Black or African American
	45%

	Hispanic or Latino
	53%

	White
	80%

	Race/Ethnicity Missing or Invalid
	71%

	Limited English Proficient
	50%

	Migrant
	49%

	Students with Disabilities*
	51%

	Economically Disadvantaged
	56%

	Female
	73%

	Male
	73%


	Grade 4 

Reading
	Percent of Students Proficient or Advanced

School Year 2003-04

	All Students
	81%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	71%

	Asian
	73%

	Black or African American
	62%

	Hispanic or Latino
	62%

	White
	86%

	Race/Ethnicity Missing or Invalid
	75%

	Limited English Proficient
	54%

	Migrant
	41%

	Students with Disabilities*
	53%

	Economically Disadvantaged
	68%

	Female
	85%

	Male
	77%


*The data for students with disabilities includes participation results from all students with disabilities as defined under the Individuals with Disabilities Act, including results from alternate assessments, and do not include results from students covered under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
	Grade 8 

Mathematics
	Percent of Students Proficient or Advanced

School Year 2003-04

	All Students
	65%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	46%

	Asian
	56%

	Black or African American
	24%

	Hispanic or Latino
	38%

	White
	73%

	Race/Ethnicity Missing or Invalid
	53%

	Limited English Proficient
	28%

	Migrant
	34%

	Students with Disabilities*
	25%

	Economically Disadvantaged
	40%

	Female
	66%

	Male
	65%


	Grade 8 

Reading
	Percent of Students Proficient or Advanced

School Year 2003-04

	All Students
	79%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	68%

	Asian
	62%

	Black or African American
	49%

	Hispanic or Latino
	56%

	White
	85%

	Race/Ethnicity Missing or Invalid
	68%

	Limited English Proficient
	34%

	Migrant
	48%

	Students with Disabilities*
	41%

	Economically Disadvantaged
	60%

	Female
	83%

	Male
	76%


*The data for students with disabilities includes participation results from all students with disabilities as defined under the Individuals with Disabilities Act, including results from alternate assessments, and do not include results from students covered under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
	High School – Grade 10
Mathematics
	Percent of Students Proficient or Advanced

School Year 2003-04

	All Students
	69%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	49%

	Asian
	58%

	Black or African American
	23%

	Hispanic or Latino
	38%

	White
	76%

	Race/Ethnicity Missing or Invalid
	53%

	Limited English Proficient
	23%

	Migrant
	25%

	Students with Disabilities*
	27%

	Economically Disadvantaged
	43%

	Female
	68%

	Male
	69%


	High School – Grade 10
Reading
	Percent of Students Proficient or Advanced

School Year 2003-04

	All Students
	69%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	52%

	Asian
	53%

	Black or African American
	31%

	Hispanic or Latino
	41%

	White
	76%

	Race/Ethnicity Missing or Invalid
	54%

	Limited English Proficient
	17%

	Migrant
	18%

	Students with Disabilities*
	26%

	Economically Disadvantaged
	45%

	Female
	75%

	Male
	64%


IV. SCHOOL and DISTRICT ACCOUNTABILITY
A.
For all public elementary and secondary schools and districts in Wisconsin 
(Title I and non-Title I), please provide the total number and percentage of all schools and districts that made adequate yearly progress (AYP), based on data from the 2003-04 school year.
	School Accountability
	Total number of public elementary and secondary schools (Title I and non-Title I) in Wisconsin
	Total number of public elementary and secondary schools (Title I and non-Title I) in WI that made AYP
	Percentage of public elementary and secondary schools (Title I and non-Title I) in WI that made AYP

	Based on 2003-04 School Year Data
	2206
	2098
	95%


	District Accountability
	Total number of public elementary and secondary districts (Title I and non-Title I) in Wisconsin
	Total number of public elementary and secondary districts (Title I and non-Title I) in WI that made AYP
	Percentage of public elementary and secondary districts (Title I and non-Title I) in WI that made AYP

	Based on 2003-04 School Year Data
	426
	396
	93%


B. 
For all Title I schools and districts in Wisconsin, please provide the total number and percentage of all Title I schools and districts that made AYP, based on data from the 2003-04 school year.

	Title I School Accountability
	Total number of Title I schools in Wisconsin
	Total number of Title I schools in Wisconsin that made AYP
	Percentage of Title I schools in Wisconsin that made AYP

	Based on 2003-04 School Year Data
	1103
	1046
	95%


	Title I District Accountability
	Total number of Title I districts in Wisconsin 
	Total number of Title I districts in Wisconsin that made AYP
	Percentage of Title I districts in Wisconsin that made AYP

	Based on 2003-04 School Year Data
	389
	359
	92%


C. Title I Schools Identified for Improvement

1. In the following chart, please provide a list of Title I schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring under section 1116 for the 2004-2005 school year, based upon data from the 2003-2004 school year. For each school listed, please provide the name of the school’s district, the areas in which the school missed AYP (e.g., missing reading proficiency target, reading participation rate, other academic indicator), and the school improvement status for the 2004-2005 school year (e.g., school in need of improvement year 1, school in need of improvement year 2, corrective action, restructuring - planning, restructuring - implementation). Additionally, for any Title I school identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring for the 2004-2005 school year, that made AYP based upon data from the 2003-2004 school year, please mark “Made AYP 2003-2004.”  

1. 
The following chart, provides a list of Wisconsin Title I schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring under section 1116 for the 2004-05 school year, based upon data from the 2003-04 school year.  The chart provides the name of the school’s district, the areas in which the school missed AYP (e.g., missing reading proficiency target, reading participation rate, other academic indicator), and the school improvement status for the 2004-05 school year (e.g., school in need of improvement year 1, school in need of improvement year 2, corrective action, restructuring - planning, restructuring - implementation) The improvement status is listed by “Level.”  Additionally, any Title I school identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring for the 2004-05 school year, that made AYP based upon data from the 2003-04 school year, is marked “Improved or Continued” if they made AYP in 2003-04   

Wisconsin Title I Schools Identified for Improvement, Corrective Action, and Restructuring

	NCES/ CCD ID Code
	District Name
	NCES/ CCD ID Code
	School Name 
	Area(s) in which school missed AYP
	School Improvement Status for 
SY 2004-05*

	
	
	
	
	Test Participation
	Other Academic Indicator
	Academic Indicators
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Other Indicator
	Reading
	Math
	

	5507320
	Kenosha
	00822
	Reuther Central Hi
	X
	
	
	X
	 
	Level 1

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01128
	Bell Mid
	 
	
	 
	X
	 
	Level 3 Improved

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01218
	Bradley Tech & Trade Hi
	X
	Graduation  
	X
	X
	 
	Level 3

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01134
	Bryant El
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	Level 3 Improved

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01147
	Custer Hi
	X
	
	 
	X
	 
	Level 1

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01230
	Douglas Community Academy
	X
	Attendance  
	X
	X
	X
	Level 3

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	02371
	Douglass El
	 
	
	 
	 
	X
	Level 1

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01171
	Garfield Avenue El
	 
	
	 
	X
	 
	Level 2 Improved

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	
	Global Learning Center
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	Level 2 Improved

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	02437
	Grand Ave Mid
	 
	
	 
	X
	X
	Level 2

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01177
	Granville El
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	Level 1 Improved

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01189
	Hopkins Street El
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	Level 1 Improved

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01194
	Juneau Hi
	 
	Graduation  
	X
	X
	X
	Level 3

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01201
	Kosciuszko Mid
	 
	Attendance  
	X
	X
	X
	Level 4

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01193
	Madison Hi
	X
	
	 
	X
	X
	Level 2

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01168
	Malcolm X Academy
	 
	
	 
	X
	X
	Level 4

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01215
	Marshall Hi
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	Level 3 Improved

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01042
	Metropolitan Hi
	X
	Graduation  
	X
	X
	X
	Level 2

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	00217
	Milwaukee Education Centr
	X
	
	 
	X
	X
	Level 3

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	00679
	Milwaukee Village School
	X
	Attendance  
	X
	 
	 
	Level 1

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01223
	Muir Mid
	 
	
	 
	X
	X
	Level 4

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01227
	North Division Hi
	X
	
	 
	X
	X
	Level 3

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01235
	Pulaski Hi
	 
	
	 
	X
	X
	Level 3

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01237
	Riverside Hi
	X
	
	 
	 
	 
	Level 1

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01192
	Robinson Mid
	 
	
	 
	X
	 
	Level 3

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01241
	Sholes Mid
	 
	Attendance  
	X
	X
	X
	Level 1

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01247
	South Division Hi
	X
	
	 
	X
	X
	Level 3

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01248
	Steuben Mid
	X
	
	 
	X
	X
	Level 3

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01251
	Thirty-Eighth St El
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	Level 1 Improved

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01261
	Twenty-First Street El
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	Level 1 Improved

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	02272
	Vincent Hi
	 
	Graduation  
	X
	X
	 
	Level 1

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	00871
	Walker (SWELL)
	 
	Attendance  
	X
	 
	 
	Level 2 Continued

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01267
	Washington Hi
	 
	Graduation  
	X
	 
	X
	Level 3

	5509600
	Milwaukee
	01260
	Wheatley El
	 
	
	 
	X
	X
	Level 1

	
	Non-Distr Charter
	
	Central City Cyberschool
	 
	Attendance  
	X
	 
	 
	Level 2 Improved


Note:  School Improvement Status Levels are equivalent to Years in improvement status.   

Level 1 = school in need of improvement year 1, 
Level 2 = school in need of improvement year 2, 

Level 3 = corrective action, 

Level 4 = restructuring - planning, 

Level 5 = restructuring - implementation 

*Improved or Continued indicates schools in Improvement (SIFI) that Made AYP in 2003-04

2. Briefly describe the measures being taken to address the achievement problems of schools identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring.

All schools identified for improvement receive Title I Supplemental Grants to assist in the implementation of the school improvement plan. Goals must be aligned with their areas of greatest need and annual reports are required to demonstrate effectiveness. SEA staff provide technical assistance to SIFI upon request. The DPI website contains school improvement resources including an electronic school improvement planning tool and data gathering instruments to assess perceptions of school needs. 

See http://goal.ncrel.org/winss/sip/ for the School Planning Tool  

All schools and districts identified for improvement are invited to attend at no cost, an annual training conference on closing the achievement gap.

Currently all schools in corrective action or restructuring are in the Milwaukee Public School system. SEA staff are working in collaboration with district staff to determine the effectiveness of corrective actions. SEA staff are working to become more closely integrated in the district process of review and feedback of school improvement plans. MPS and SEA staff are collaborating in the development of restructuring plans for Year 4 (Level 4) schools.

D. Title I Districts Identified for Improvement.

1. In the following chart, please provide a list of Title I districts identified for improvement or corrective action under section 1116 for the 2004-2005 school year, based upon data from the 2003-2004 school year. For each district listed, please provide the areas in which the district missed AYP (e.g., missing reading proficiency target, reading participation rate, other academic indicator), and the district improvement status for the 2004-2005 school year (e.g., district in need of improvement year 1, district in need of improvement year 2, corrective action). 

1. 
The following chart, provides a list of Title I districts identified for improvement or corrective action under section 1116 for the 2004‑05 school year, based upon data from the 2003-04 school year.  For each district listed, the areas in which the district missed AYP (e.g., missing reading proficiency target, reading participation rate, other academic indicator), and the district improvement status for the 2004-2005 school year (e.g., district in need of improvement year 1, district in need of improvement year 2, corrective action) are provided. 

Title I Districts Identified for Improvement and Corrective Action

	NCES/ CCD ID Code
	District Name
	Area(s) in which school missed AYP
	School Improvement Status for 
SY 2004-05*

	
	
	Test Participation
	Other Academic Indicator
	Academic Indicators
	

	
	
	
	Other Indicator
	Reading
	Math
	

	5509070
	Menominee Indian
	X
	
	
	
	 
	Level 1


Note:  District Improvement Status Levels are equivalent to Years in improvement status.   

Level 1 = school in need of improvement year 1,  

*Improved or Continued indicates schools in Improvement (SIFI) that Made AYP in 2003-04

2. Briefly describe the measures being taken to address the achievement problems of districts identified for improvement and corrective action.

After consultation with LEAs identified for improvement, the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (DPI) will target assistance related to the area identified. Currently, Wisconsin has one district identified for improvement. This district missed in the area of test participation, and DPI targeted assistance to this area. In addition, the DPI is available to provide technical assistance to the LEA’s district improvement plan.
E. PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE AND SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

1. Public School Choice

1. Please provide the number of Title I schools identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring from which students transferred under the provisions for public school choice under section 1116 of Title I during the 2003-2004 school year.   43_  
2. Please provide the number of public schools to which students transferred under the provisions for public school choice under section 1116 of Title I during the 2003-2004 school year. __94    How many of these schools were charter schools? __________

3. Please provide the number of students who transferred to another public school under the provisions for public school choice under section 1116 of Title I during the 2003-2004 school year.  __758__   
4. Please provide the number of students who were eligible to transfer to another public school under the provisions for public school choice under section 1116 of Title I during the 2003-2004 school year. __37,651__  
Optional Information: If the State has the following data, the Department would be interested in knowing the following: 

1. The number of students who applied to transfer to another public school under the provisions for public school choice under section 1116 of Title I during the 2003-2004 school year. __870__
2. The number of students, among those who applied to transfer to another public school under the Title I public school choice provisions, who were actually offered the opportunity to transfer by their LEAs, during the 2003-2004 school year. __870__
2. Supplemental Educational Services

1. Please provide the number of Title I schools identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring whose students  received supplemental educational services under section 1116 of  Title I during the 2003-2004 school year. __40__
2. Please provide the number of students who received supplemental educational services under section 1116 of Title I during the 2003-2004 school year. __3,295__
3. Please provide the number of students who were eligible to receive supplemental educational services under section 1116 of Title I during the 2003-2004 school year. __25,026__
Optional Information: If the State has the following data, the Department would be interested in knowing the following: 

1. The number of students who applied to receive supplemental educational services under section 1116 of Title I during the 2003-2004 school year. __5,574__
V. TEACHER and PARAPROFESIONAL QUALITY

A. Highly Qualified Teachers. NCLB places a major emphasis upon teacher quality as a factor in improving student achievement.  The new Title II programs focus on preparing, training, and recruiting high-quality teachers and principals and requires States to develop plans with annual measurable objectives that will ensure that all teachers teaching in core academic subjects are highly qualified by the end of the 2005-2006 school year.

The requirement that teachers be highly qualified, as defined in Section 9101(23) of the ESEA, applies to public elementary and secondary school teachers teaching in core academic subjects.  (The term “core academic subjects” means English, reading or language arts, mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history, and geography (Section 9101(11)).  For more detailed information on highly qualified teachers, please refer to the Improving Teacher Quality State Grants Guidance, available at: 

http://www.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/guidance.doc
1. In the following table, please provide data from the 2003-2004 school year for classes in the core academic subjects being taught by “highly qualified” teachers (as the term is defined in Section 9101(23) of the ESEA), in the aggregate and in “high-poverty” and "low-poverty" schools (as the terms are defined in Section 1111(h)(1)(C)(viii) of the ESEA). Section 1111(h)(1)(C)(viii) defines “high-poverty” schools as schools in the top quartile of poverty in the State and "low-poverty" schools as schools in the bottom quartile of poverty in the State. Additionally, please provide information on classes being taught by highly qualified teachers by the elementary and secondary school level. 
	School Type
	Total Number of Core Academic Classes
	Number of Core Academic Classes Taught by Highly Qualified Teachers
	Percentage of Core Academic Classes Taught by Highly Qualified Teachers

	All Schools in State
	51,963 FTE
	50,923 FTE
	98%

	By Poverty Status
	
	
	

	High-Poverty Schools
	12,405 FTE
	11,865 FTE
	95.6%

	Low-Poverty Schools
	13,836 FTE
	13,749 FTE
	99.3%

	By Level
	
	
	

	Elementary
	26,387 FTE
	25,995 FTE
	98.5%

	Secondary
	24,095 FTE
	23,638 FTE
	98.1%


2. Please report the State poverty quartile breaks for high- and low-poverty schools used in the table above. 

	
	High-Poverty Schools
	Low-Poverty Schools

	State Poverty Quartile Breaks
	More than 40.14%
	Less than 13.90%

	Poverty Metric Used
	Disadvantaged students who are reported as eligible for free or reduced lunch. 185% of Federal Poverty Guidelines.


3. Please provide the State’s definition of elementary and secondary school level as used in the chart above.

a. Elementary Level – PK-5
b. Secondary Level – 6-12
B. High-Quality Professional Development. In the following chart, please provide data from the 2003-2004 school year the percentage of teachers receiving high-quality professional development. The term “high-quality professional development” means professional development that meets the criteria outlined in the definition of professional development in Title IX, Section 9101(34) of ESEA. The data for this element should include all public elementary and secondary school teachers in the State.  

For more detailed information on high-quality professional development, please refer to the Improving Teacher Quality State Grants Guidance, available at: 

http://www.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/guidance.doc
	
	Percentage of Teachers Receiving High-Quality Professional Development 

	2003-2004 School Year
	90.81%


C. Paraprofessional Quality. NCLB defines a qualified paraprofessional as an employee who provides instructional support in a program supported by Title I, Part A funds who has (1) completed two years of study at an institution of higher education; (2) obtained an associate’s (or higher) degree; or (3) met a rigorous standard of quality and be able to demonstrate, through a formal State or local academic assessment, knowledge of and the ability to assist in instructing reading, writing, and mathematics (or, as appropriate, reading readiness, writing readiness, and mathematics readiness)  (Section 1119(c) and (d).) For more information on qualified paraprofessionals, please refer to the Title I paraprofessionals Guidance, available at: 

http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/paraguidance.doc
In the following chart, please provide data from the 2003-2004 school year for the percentage of Title I paraprofessionals (excluding those with sole duties as translators and parental involvement assistants) who are qualified.  

	Baseline Data and Targets
	Percentage of Qualified Title I Paraprofessionals

	2003-2004 School Year


	60.33%


VI. English Language Proficiency

A. English Language Proficiency (ELP) Standards 

	Please provide an updated description of the State’s progress since September 1, 2003, in developing and implementing ELP standards as required under section 3113(b)(2). Please describe the progress the State has made in linking the ELP standards to academic content in reading/language arts and mathematics. Provide a description of the State’s progress in developing ELP standards that are linked to academic content in science.  Specifically, describe how the State’s ELP standards:

· Address grades K through 12

· Address the four domains of listening, speaking, reading, and writing



	STATE RESPONSE 




Wisconsin is the lead state in a ten-state consortium known as “the WIDA Consortium” (World-Class Instructional Design and Assessments). In May 2003, eight WIDA states convened in Madison, Wisconsin to begin development on English language proficiency standards linked to state standards in English language arts, reading, mathematics, science, and social studies. Using NCLB and TESOL’s (Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages) original K-12 standards as guides, WIDA drafted common standards that encompass five areas: 1) Social/Instructional Language of the Classroom, 2) the language of classroom Language Arts, 3) the language of classroom Mathematics, 4) the language of classroom Science, 5) the language of classroom social studies. The standards are linguistically and developmentally appropriate, benchmarked to grade clusters K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12, and address all four domains of listening, speaking, reading, and writing. Nationally recognized ELL standards and assessment expert Margo Gottlieb synthesized the work of the state committees and worked with Deborah Short (Center for Applied Linguistics) and Lorraine Valdez Pierce (George Mason University) on revisions to ensure NCLB compliance and the integration of best ELL practice for the WIDA ELP Standards. The standards were finalized by March 2004 and have been widely disseminated in WIDA states. TESOL has formally agreed to use the WIDA Standards as the foundation for a new national model that will be fully NCLB compliant and reflective of best practice for ELLs (This model will be available in draft form in 2005). TESOL was particularly impressed with the WIDA standards because of the clear linkages to state academic standards and the model it provides to teachers for teaching academic content language within ESL and bilingual programs. Professional development is underway with three multi-day training institutes and several full-day sessions already completed across the consortium. Wisconsin conducted one four-day institute in June 2004, and two one-day sessions in fall 2004. Training is ongoing. The WIDA ELP Standards are available at www.wida.us or most of the WIDA Consortium websites.

B. English Language Proficiency (ELP) Assessments

	1. Please describe how the State ensures:

· The annual assessment of all LEP students in the State in grades K-12;

· The ELP assessment(s) address the five domains of listening, speaking, reading, writing, and comprehension

4. If the State is using multiple ELP assessments, please describe how the State:

· Set technical criteria for the assessments (validity and reliability);

· Ensured the assessments are equivalent to one another in their content, difficulty, and quality;

· Reviewed and approved each assessment; and

· Ensured that data from all assessments can be aggregated for comparison and reporting purposes as well as disaggregated by ELP levels and grade levels

5. Please provide an updated description, including a timeline, of the State’s progress in developing and implementing new or enhanced ELP assessment(s) that are aligned with the State’s English language proficiency standards as required by section 3113(b)(2)(C)(iii). 



	STATE RESPONSE


Wisconsin has mandated through state administrative code (PI 13) the annual assessment of all LEP students in grades K-12. Districts must submit annual census information on their LEP students and assessment results for those same students by grade and cohort. The statewide individual student tracking system will be operational in 2005, further facilitating monitoring by the state. Currently Wisconsin uses four commercially available interim assessments for this purpose (LAS, IPT, Woodcock-Munoz, and MACII) for which the state has set common benchmarks through standards-settings with these multiple instruments to ensure validity, reliability, and content equivalence to the extent possible using established methods like the Modified Anghoff. AMAOs have been set to each of these instruments for use during this interim period to ensure comparability of data collected for aggregation and reporting (by LEP levels and grade levels) based upon the common criteria used with the Modified Anghoffs for these instruments. Furthermore, the state is developing the ACCESS for ELLs™ English proficiency assessment with the Center for Applied Linguistics as the lead state in the WIDA Consortium. The ACCESS for ELLs™ will be the single measure for the State of Wisconsin beginning in the 2005-06 academic year. The state will develop new AMAOs based on this improved measure of academic language which is linked to the new WIDA ELP Standards. This assessment measure will be fully NCLB compliant in assessing ELLs across grades K-12 in the five domains of listening, speaking, reading, writing, and comprehension (derived score from listening and reading). The WIDA Consortium will conduct bridge studies in 2005 that will establish the relationship, to the extent feasible, between old instruments and the ACCESS for ELLs™. The Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) will confirm the reliability and validity of the new measure, not only for Wisconsin, but for all ten WIDA states using accepted psychometric practice for establishing test validity and reliability. The test manual describing this will be available by summer 2005.

C. English Language Proficiency Assessment Data

In the following tables, please provide English language proficiency (ELP) data from the 2003-2004 school year test administration. English language proficiency data should include all students in the State who were assessed and identified as limited English proficient by State-selected English language proficiency assessments. The State must also disaggregate ELP data by number and percentage of students who participated in Title III programs.  

The ELP data should be aggregated at the State level and should include the following: 

1. Total number and percentage of all students assessed for limited English proficiency (“assessed” refers to the number of students referred for assessment and evaluated using State-selected ELP assessments) 

2. Total number and percentage of all students identified as LEP by each State-selected ELP assessment(s) (“identified” refers to the number of students determined to be LEP on State-selected ELP assessments)

3. Total number and percentage of all students identified as LEP at each level of English language proficiency as defined by State-selected ELP assessment(s)

4. Total number and percentage of students who participated in a Title III language instruction educational program during the 2003-2004 school year

5. Total number and percentage of students who participated in a Title III language instruction educational program during the 2003-2004 school year and who were transitioned into a classroom not tailored for LEP children and are no longer receiving services under Title III

6. Total number and percentage of LEP students at each level of English language proficiency who received Title III services during the 2003-2004 school year. 

States may use the sample formats below or another format to report the requested information.

Table C-1: Refers to English Language Proficiency Assessment Data Items 1, 2, and 3 on the previous page

	2003-2004 Data for ALL LEP Students in the State

	Name of LEP Assessment(s)

(1)
	Total number and percentage of ALL Students Assessed

(2)
	Total number and percentage of ALL students identified as LEP

(3)
	Total number and percentage of ALL students identified as LEP at each level of English language proficiency

	
	
	
	Number and Percentage at Basic or Level 1
(4)
	Number and Percentage at Intermediate or Level 2

(5)
	Number and Percentage at Advanced or Level 3

(6)
	Number and Percentage at Proficient or Level 4
(7)



	LAS/IPT/W-M MACII
	33,358
	%**
	32,639
	%
	5,681*
	%
	5,787*
	%
	7,848*
	%
	8,065*  and 6,818* (level 5)
	%

	ACCESS for ELLs in ’05-06
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%


* Level data is for 2002-03 year but we expect similar numbers for 2003-04. 2003-04 should be available by Feb 2005. 

**Percentages will be available for 2005 data.
Table C-2: Refers to English Language Proficiency Assessment Data Items 4, 5, and 6 on the previous page

	2003-2004 Data for LEP Students in the State Served under Title III

	Name of LEP Assessment(s)

(1)
	Total number and percentage of students identified as LEP who participated in Title III programs

(2)
	Total number and percentage of Title III LEP students transitioned for 2 year monitoring

(3)
	Total number and percentage of Title III students identified at each level of English language proficiency

	
	
	
	Number and Percentage at Basic or Level 1
(4)
	Number and Percentage at Intermediate or Level 2

(5)
	Number and Percentage at Advanced or Level 3

(6)
	Number and Percentage at Proficient or Level 4
(7)



	LAS/IPT/W-M MACII
	#***
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	ACCESS for ELLs in ’05-06
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%


***Background to data collection in the state of Wisconsin

Before NCLB, Wisconsin did not collect individual student data; all data were collected in aggregates.  Wisconsin is in the process of developing a system that will assign all students an individual and unique student identification number.  At regular intervals, all LEAs will submit all pertinent data to a data warehouse, allowing the SEA to extract data collected at the student level.

Until this new system is fully operational in Spring of 2006, it is impossible for the SEA to follow cohorts of students, as required by Title III, NCLB.  In addition, the new system does not yet allow for identification of only those ELLs served by Title III monies.  State aids are small and only about 10% of Wisconsin LEAs are eligible for partial reimbursement of expenses involved in serving ELLs.  In addition, very few funding sources exist besides local funding to provide the necessary services to ELLs.  The SEA is confident that subgrantees are using Title III allocations to serve the majority, if not all, ELLs.  The data presented are for all ELLs as identified and reported to the SEA by LEAs.

The state also allocates Title III subgrants to LEAs serving American Indian students.  However, these students have not yet been included in English language proficiency (ELP) assessments.  In spring of 2006, when the ELP assessment developed by the WIDA consortium
 is available to Wisconsin LEAs, American Indian students will be included in ELP assessments.

In the first year (2002-2003) that Title III formula grants were available, the SEA determined allocations for American Indian students by reviewing the scores of American Indian students in reading, English language arts, and mathematics from the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concept Exam (WKCE), the academic achievement test aligned to the state standards and administered to students in grades 4, 8, and 10.  

Because approximately 48% of American Indian students statewide scored below proficient or advanced, it was decided to include half of all American Indian students enrolled in LEAs in the formula to determine per-pupil allocations for Title III purposes.  

The SEA currently has no way to collect data on individual American Indian students who are benefiting from services provided by Title III.  However, beginning in 2006, American Indian students will be included in data collections through the new ELP assessment (ACCESS for ELLs).  In addition, because American Indian students are not assessed for English language proficiency, we have no data for Tables 2.2a or 2.2b for these students.

D. Immigrant Children and Youth Data

Please provide the following information required under Section 3111(c): 

1.  Number of immigrant children and youth reported in 2003-2004

7,548
2.  Number of immigrant children and youth served in 2003-2004

6,608
3.  Number of subgrants awarded to LEAs for immigrant children 

and youth programs for 2003-2004





2 (two)
E. Definition of Proficient

	If the State has made changes since the September 1, 2003 Consolidated State Application submission, please provide the State’s definition of “proficient” in English as defined by the State’s English language proficiency standards and assessments as defined in section 3122(a)(3). Please include in your response:

· The test score range or cut scores for each of the State’s ELP assessments

· A description of how the five domains of listening, speaking, reading, writing, and comprehension are incorporated or weighted in the State’s definition of “proficient” in English

· Other criteria used to determine attaining proficiency in English


	STATE RESPONSE 




No changes since last submission. Changes will occur in 2005-06 with the rollout of the new ACCESS for ELLs™ English proficiency assessments.

F. Definition of Making Progress

	If the State has made changes since the September 1, 2003 Consolidated State Application submission, please provide the State’s definition of “making progress” in learning English in Title III served schools as defined by the State’s English language proficiency standards and assessments as defined in section 3122(a)(3). Please include in your response:

· A description of the English language proficiency levels and any sub-levels as defined by the State’s English language proficiency standards and assessments

· A description of the criteria students must meet to progress from one proficiency level to the next (e.g., narrative descriptions, cut scores, formula, data from multiple sources)
· A description of the language domains in which students must make progress in moving from one English language proficiency level to the next

	STATE RESPONSE 




No changes since last submission. Changes will occur in 2005-06 with the rollout of the new ACCESS for ELLs™ English proficiency assessments.

G. Definition of Cohort

	If the State has made changes since the September 1, 2003 Consolidated State Application submission, please provide the State’s definition of “cohort.”  Include a description of the specific characteristics of the cohort(s) in the State, e.g., grade/grade span or other characteristics. 



	STATE RESPONSE 




No changes since last submission. Changes will occur in 2005-06 with the rollout of the new ACCESS for ELLs™ English proficiency assessments.

H. Information on the Acquisition of English Language Proficiency for ALL Limited English Proficient Students in the State. 

Please provide information on the progress made by ALL LEP students in your State in learning English and attaining English language proficiency.

Did your State apply the Title III English language proficiency annual measurable achievement objectives (AMAOs) to ALL LEP students in the State?

   X   Yes

_____No

If yes, you may use the format provided below to report the requested information.

If no, please describe the different evaluation mechanism used by the State to measure both the progress of ALL LEP students in learning English and in attaining English language proficiency. and provide the data from that evaluation. 

	English Language Proficiency 
	Percent and Number of ALL LEP Students in the State Who Made Progress in Learning English
	Percent and Number of ALL LEP Students in the State Who Attained English Proficiency 

	2003-2004 School Year
	Projected
	Actual
	Projected
	Actual

	
	%


	#


	%


	11,413

	%


	#


	%


	1,663



I. Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives for English Language Proficiency for Title III Participants

Please provide the State’s progress in meeting performance targets/annual measurable achievement objectives in LEAs served by Title III
*Unit of Analysis/Cohort:      LEP level     
(Note: States should specify the defining characteristics of each cohort addressed, e.g., grades/grade spans) 

States may use the sample format below or another format to report the requested information. 

	English Language Proficiency 
	Percent and Number of Title III LEP Students in the State Who Made Progress in Learning English
	Percent and Number of Title III LEP Students in the State Who Attained English Proficiency 

	2003-2004 School Year
	Projected
	Actual
	Projected
	Actual

	
	%


	#***

	%


	#


	%


	#


	%


	#




***See background note on changes to data system in 2005

J.
Please provide the following data on Title III Programs for the 2003-2004 School Year:
1.
Number of Title III subgrants 





71
2.
Number of Title III subgrants that met Title III

annual measurable achievement objectives


not available
3.
Number of Title III subgrantees that did not meet 

Title III annual measurable achievement objectives

not available
4.
Number of Title III subgrantees that did not meet 

Title III annual measurable achievement objectives 

Due to large increases in the number of LEP

Immigrant students






not available
VII. Persistently Dangerous Schools 
In the following chart, please provide data for the number of schools identified as persistently dangerous as determined by the State by the start of the 2004-2005 school year. For further guidance on persistently dangerous schools, please refer to the Unsafe School Choice Option Non-Regulatory Guidance, available at:

http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/unsafeschoolchoice.doc
	
	Number of Persistently Dangerous Schools

	2004-2005 School Year
	0


VIII. Graduation and Dropout Rates
A. Graduation Rates

Section 200.19 of the Title I regulations issued under the No Child Left Behind Act on December 2, 2002, defines graduation rate to mean:

· The percentage of students, measured from the beginning of high school, who graduate from public high school with a regular diploma (not including a GED or any other diploma not fully aligned with the State’s academic standards) in the standard number of years; or,

· Another more accurate definition developed by the State and approved by the Secretary in the State plan that more accurately measures the rate of students who graduate from high school with a regular diploma; and

· Avoids counting a dropout as a transfer.

1. The Secretary approved each State’s definition of the graduation rate, consistent with section 200.19 of the Title I regulations, as part of each State’s accountability plan. Using the definition of the graduation rate that was approved as part of your State’s accountability plan, in the following chart please provide graduation rate data for the 2002-2003 school year. 

2. For those States that are reporting transitional graduation rate data and are working to put into place data collection systems that will allow the State to calculate the graduation rate in accordance with Section 200.19 for all the required subgroups, please provide a detailed progress report on the status of those efforts.  
GRADUATION RATE

	High School Graduates
	Graduation Rate

	Student Group
	02-03 
School Year

	All Students
	91.83%

	American Indian/Alaska Native
	78.50%

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	91.40%

	Black, non-Hispanic 
	62.89%

	Hispanic 
	76.17%

	White, non-Hispanic
	95.22%

	Students with Disabilities
	

	Limited English Proficient
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	

	Migrant
	

	Male
	90.64%

	Female
	93.05%


Additional racial/ethnic groups or combinations of racial/ethnic groups may be reported that are consistent with the major racial/ethnic categories that you use under NCLB.
B. Dropout Rate
For purposes of calculating and reporting a dropout rate for this performance indicator, States should use the annual event school dropout rate for students leaving a school in a single year determined in accordance with the National Center for Education Statistics’ (NCES) Common Core of Data. 

Consistent with this requirement, States must use NCES’ definition of “high school dropout,” An individual who: 1) was enrolled in school at some time during the previous school year; and 2) was not enrolled at the beginning of the current school year; and 3) has not graduated from high school or completed a state- or district-approved educational program; and 4) does not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions: a) transfer to another public school district, private school, or state- or district approved educational program (including correctional or health facility programs); b) temporary absence due to suspension or school-excused illness; or c) death.

In the following chart, please provide data for the 2002-2003 school year for the percentage of students who drop out of high school, disaggregated by race, ethnicity, gender, disability status, migrant status, English proficiency, and status as economically disadvantaged. 

Dropout rate

	Dropouts
	Dropout Rate

	Student Group
	02-03 
School Year

	All Students
	1.491%

	American Indian/Alaska Native
	3.090%

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	1.331%

	Black, non-Hispanic 
	6.924%

	Hispanic 
	4.138%

	White, non-Hispanic
	0.754%

	Students with Disabilities
	

	Limited English Proficient
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	

	Migrant
	

	Male
	1.671%

	Female
	1.302%


Additional racial/ethnic groups or combinations of racial/ethnic groups may be reported that are consistent with the major racial/ethnic categories that you use under NCLB.







































� A 10-state consortium for which Wisconsin is the lead state.
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