Prepared by:

Children’s Research Center
426 S. Yellowstone Drive, Suite 250
Madison, WI 53719

Voice (608) 831-1180 fax (608) 831-6446
www.nccd-cre.org




TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...ttt ettt sttt ettt st sbe et s nae e i
L. INTRODUCTION ...ttt ettt sttt sttt st e bt et st e e enne s 1
II. PROGRAMMATIC PROFILE........cooiiiiiiiiiiieriteieeeeete ettt sttt 2
A. Philosophy and Description of Educational Methodology ..........cccccccvvveevieenniennnee. 2
1. Montessori APPIOACH........uiiuiiiiieiieiie ettt et 2
2. Teacher Information............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 4
3. Parental InVOIVEMENT ........coouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 4
4. DiSCIPINE POIICY ....uviiiiiiieiie e 5
B. Student POPULation ........cc.eeeiiiiiiiiiecie ettt 6
C. Hours of INSHUCTION ......eiiitiiiiiiiieie e 8
D. Computer/Technology Capability..........cccecueeiiiriiieniiiiiieieeieeee e 8
E. Activities for Continuous School Improvement .............ccccveeeiieeiiieeiieecieeceeeee 9
III.  PARENT, TEACHER, STUDENT, AND BOARD MEMBER SATISFACTION.......... 10
A. Parent SUTVEYS ....ooeiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt e eeabeeens 10
B. Teacher INTETVIEWS....c..eiiiiiiiiiii e 20
C. Student INTETVIEWS ....c..eeuiiiiiiieieiiieie ettt sttt e 25
D. Board of Directors’ INtEIVIEWS ........cevuiiiiieiiiiiieiie ettt 26
IV.  EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE .....cccoiiiiiiiieiteieetee ettt 29
A. ACNAANCE ...ttt st 29
B. Parent Conferences and CONtracts ..........ccceeeeiieinieiiiienieiieeie e 29
C. Special Education Students............ccoeriiriiniiiiiniiniieneceeeeese e 30
D. Internal Local Measures of Educational Performance..........c.cccocevieieniencniencnn. 30
1. Progress REPOTLS ......eeiiiiiiiiieiiiie et 31
a. Pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten...........cccoocvevveeciienieenieennnnne, 32
b. First through Sixth Graders..........ccoceeverviiniininiinicneieeceeee 36
2. McGraw-Hill Reading Program.............cccccveeviiiiniiieniieciieeeeeee e 39
3. Summary of Scholastic Progress ..........ccoceevervenieneniicnieneneneceeceen 43
E. Standardized Measures of Educational Performance .............ccccoeeevienciniinienncne 43
1. Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test for First through Third Grade............. 44

2. Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination — Criterion
Referenced Test for Third through Sixth Grade ..........ccccoooiiniiiiniincnnn. 47
F. Multiple-Year Student Progress.......cocvvevieeiieiieiiieiiieeieeiie e 48
1. First through Third Graders ..........ccccoceviiriiiiniiniinineeceeeeeeeeen 49
G. Multiple-Year Progress for Students Who Met Proficiency Expectations............ 50

H. Multiple-Year Progress for Students Who Did Not Meet

Proficiency EXPECtations .........cccueeeuierieeiiieniiieiieriie ettt 50
L. Annual Review of the School’s Adequate Yearly Progress ......c.ccoceeeeveervcneennene 51
1. Background Information..............ccceeeciieriiieiiienieeieeie e 51
2. Three-Year Adequate Yearly Progress .........cocceevieeiieniiniiienieeiiesieeee 52

0:\627WI_Milw\2005-06\downtown\DowntownMontessoriYear8Rpt_2005-06_FINAL.doc



TABLE OF CONTENTS (cont.)
V.  CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATIONS .......ovveereerereesereesereeseseeseseesseeessseeeseessseesesesesens

APPENDIX A: Contract Compliance Chart
APPENDIX B: Outcome Measures Agreement Memo

Prepared for:
Downtown Montessori Academy, Inc.

2319 East Kenwood Blvd.
Milwaukee, WI 53211

0:\627WI_Milw\2005-06\downtown\DowntownMontessoriYear8Rpt_2005-06_FINAL.doc



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

for

Downtown Montessori Academy, Inc.

Eighth Year of Operation as a City of Milwaukee Charter School

This eighth annual report on the operation of Downtown Montessori Academy, Inc. charter
school is a result of the intensive work undertaken by the City of Milwaukee Charter School
Review Committee (CSRC), school staff, and the Children’s Research Center (CRC). Based on
the information gathered and discussed in the attached report, CRC has determined the

following:

2005-2006

I. CONTRACT COMPLIANCE SUMMARY'

Downtown Montessori has met all of the provisions in its contract with the City of Milwaukee
and subsequent requirements of the CSRC. See Appendix A for an outline of specific contract

provision compliance information.

I1. PARENT, TEACHER, STUDENT, AND BOARD MEMBER SATISFACTION

Figure ES1
Downtown Montessori
Overall Evaluation of the School

Teachers 25.0%

N=4

Parents 20.5%

N=39

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

. The two board members interviewed mentioned that the school needed a larger
facility, a foreign language added to the curriculum, and increased parent
involvement.

. Teachers suggested that there was a need for a larger physical space and more

resources to support a full-time assistant director, more planning time, and a

librarian.

' See Appendix A for a list of each educationally related contract provision, page references, and a description of whether or not

each provision was met.
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III. PERFORMANCE CRITERIA
A. Local Measures
1. Educationally Related Outcomes

To meet City of Milwaukee requirements, Downtown Montessori identified measurable
educationally related outcomes in the following areas:

. Attendance;

. Student demographics such as student return rate and special education
requirements; and

. Parent involvement.
The school achieved its goals in all of these outcomes.
2. Local Measures of Academic Progress

The CSRC requires that the school track student progress in reading, writing, and mathematics
throughout the year to identify students in need of additional help and to assist teachers in
developing strategies to improve the academic performance of all students.

This year, Downtown Montessori’s local measures of academic progress resulted in the
following outcomes:

. By the end of the school year, pre-K and kindergarten students reached steady
progress in or mastery of the following skills:

> 98.5% of the practical life skills;

> 92.1% of the sensorial discrimination skills;
> 79.6% of the math skills;

> 89.7% of the language skills; and

> 81.5% of the cultural skills.

. By the end of the school year, first through sixth graders, on average, were
“successful” in:

> 81.5% of language skills; and
> 66.2% of math skills.

. McGraw-Hill Reading Program results for 38 first through sixth graders indicated
that:
> Most students’ overall reading performance was proficient (57.9%) or
advanced (34.2%);
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> 52.6% of the students exhibited proficient writing skills, and 23.7% of the
students exhibited advanced writing skills.

B. Year-to-Year Academic Achievement on Standardized Tests.

Downtown Montessori administered all required standardized tests noted in their contract with
the City of Milwaukee. Multiple-year student progress is described below.

. SDRT multiple-year advancement results indicated that second and third graders
advanced an average of 2.2 GLEs in reading.

. WKCE-CRT results were not reportable due to the small cohort size.

IV.  RECOMMENDATIONS

The school fully addressed the recommendations made in its 2004-05 Programmatic Profile and
Educational Performance report. To continue a focused school improvement plan, it is
recommended that the focus of activities for the 2006-07 year include the following:

. Increase marketing and advertising relative to the school’s move and increased
space.
. Develop plans to increase the student population at the school in order to extend

the program to eighth grade. With this accomplished, develop the curriculum to
include higher-level mathematics and foreign language.

. Fully implement Powerschool, including the capacity to generate electronic

reports. Identify which electronic reports can be used to provide data for
monitoring purposes.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This report is the eighth annual program monitoring report to address education outcomes
at Downtown Montessori Academy, Inc., a City of Milwaukee charter school.? As one
component of the monitoring program undertaken by the City of Milwaukee Charter School
Review Committee (CSRC), this report was prepared as a result of a contract between the CSRC
and the Children’s Research Center (CRC).

The process used to gather the information in this report included the following:

. A site visit, wherein a structured interview was conducted with the program
director. Critical documents were reviewed and copies were obtained for CRC
files, and classroom instruction was observed with notes recorded on student-
teacher interactions. Additional scheduled and unscheduled site visits were made
to observe classroom activities, student-teacher interactions, parent-staff

exchanges, and overall school operations.

. CRC read case files for selected special education students to ensure Individual
Education Programs (IEP) were up-to-date.

. CRC conducted face-to-face interviews with all of the teachers, randomly selected
students, and two members of the school’s board of directors.

. CRC developed a survey to gather information from parents about the school.
The school distributed and collected surveys. CRC then made follow-up
telephone calls to parents who had not submitted a completed survey and offered
to conduct the survey over the telephone.

. An end-of-the-year structured interview with the program director.

. Obtaining a copy of Downtown Montessori’s database. The school supplied
report cards and standardized tests results information on paper.

. Compiling and analyzing results.

% The City of Milwaukee Common Council chartered five schools in the 2005-06 academic year.
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II. PROGRAMMATIC PROFILE
Downtown Montessori Academy, Inc.

Address: 2319 East Kenwood Blvd.
Milwaukee, WI 53211

Telephone: (414) 332-8214

Program Director:  Ms. Virginia Flynn

A. Philosophy and Description of Educational Methodology
1. Montessori Approach

Downtown Montessori Academy, Inc. (Downtown Montessori) delivers a wvalid
Montessori program, as interpreted by the Association Montessori Internationale or American
Montessori Society. The Montessori approach is a planned academic program, based on the
educational model developed by Dr. Maria Montessori, in which each child’s inborn desire to
learn is nurtured through an academic program that follows the natural path of a child’s
development. In the Montessori environment, the child is exposed to a wide range of
educational opportunities and activities that follow a developmental progression. Individual
learning is emphasized by offering a series of increasingly challenging exercises aimed at
allowing students to develop their skills by utilizing a discovery, rather than a didactic, approach.

As described in its 2005-06 Parent-Student Handbook, Downtown Montessori is divided
into two levels of programming—the Children’s House and the Elementary Program. The
Children’s House contains the Montessori Primary Program and is open to students ages two and
a half through six years old. Children age five on or before September 1 may attend full-day

Montessori sessions.

3 On September 1, 2006, the school moved to 2705 South Graham Street, Milwaukee, WI 53207. The new telephone number is
(414) 744-6005.
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The Children’s House provides a prepared environment to meet the needs of children,
where they work individually and collaboratively with sensorial materials that engage their
curiosity. Children are free to explore and observe at their own pace. The variety of sensorial
experiences enables children to refine and classify their impressions of the world around them.
The classroom engages children with numbers and language, writing and reading, the tools for
reasoning and communication, and the basis of self-directed learning.

At the elementary level, the school continues to provide multi-age grouping in an
environment that encourages cooperative learning and self-discipline for first through sixth grade
students. The Elementary Program is based on “Great Stories” and explores everything from the
microscopic to the cosmic, allowing children to discover the interrelatedness of all things. The
program builds on the foundations of the Children’s House program, where the children learn
through discovery, experimentation, and exploration at an individualized pace. An
interdisciplinary approach to learning is also emphasized, as is respect for self and community.
Materials and group activities develop individual and collaborative skills in the areas of biology,
mathematics, language, history, geography, music, and the visual arts. The environment
reinforces children’s natural curiosity and community; they learn ways of inquiring,
investigating, and resolving questions.

Extensions of classroom study are experienced through community involvement, which
gradually enables students to grow from classroom citizens to citizens in society at large. The
school is also a member of the Urban Ecology Center. This year-long program provides a
coordinated science and environmental program for students at the Urban Ecology Center

located on the Milwaukee River.
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2. Teacher Information

During the 2005-06 academic year, there were four teachers in four classrooms at
Downtown Montessori. The classrooms included two Children’s House classrooms for three- to
six-year-olds (or K3 through K5) and two elementary classrooms. All four teachers held valid
Wisconsin Department of Education (DPI) licenses or permits. In addition, all four DPI-licensed
teachers held Montessori certification. The school employed two classroom assistants (one
licensed as a special education aide) to assist in the classrooms as needed.

Montessori teachers serve as student guides, with the students working at their own pace.
The areas of discovery are ordered into a sequentially progressive curriculum that is
commensurate with the development of the child.

At the time of this report, the school had not submitted a list of the in-services provided

for the teachers during the 2005-06 year.

3. Parental Involvement

Because parents bring their children into the school building each day, they have a unique
opportunity for daily communication with the teachers. The Parent-Student Handbook states
that the school encourages and expects all parents to spend at least three hours per year of
school-based service activities and to visit their child’s classroom at least once a year. Teachers
encouraged parental involvement by sending a letter and calendar home at the start of each
month. Teacher email addresses were shared with parents, and Downtown Montessori held two
parent conferences during the academic year, as well as several parent informational meetings
and programs. Downtown Montessori also published the annual Parent-Student Handbook.

Parents attended parent education nights (one for the Children’s House and one for the
Elementary Program) with their children’s teachers at the beginning of the school year. Parental

involvement was also encouraged throughout the year with opportunities for parents to observe
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demonstrations of Montessori equipment, to assist with field trips, to read to their children, and
to have access to classrooms and teachers at any time. The year ended with an all-school family
picnic.

As part of the enrollment process, parents were asked to complete a parent volunteer
information sheet and sign contracts with Downtown Montessori that covered such areas as

parental involvement, field trip permission, and emergency medical care.

4. Discipline Policy

The school’s discipline policy was published in the 2005-06 Parent-Student Handbook.
It indicates that when dealing with discipline, it is most important to create a consistent
environment for the children. Adult reactions to the child are tested daily, and when the actions
of a child demand correction, it is most important that all adults who are involved with the child
deal with the problem in the same way.

The Montessori method encourages children to make choices and develop responsibility
for their own actions. Discipline is used to help, not punish, the child. The method of corrective
discipline endorsed by Downtown Montessori has grown out of the Montessori approach. When
a child is involved in actions contrary to established rules, the goal is to redirect the child to other
activities.

All staff and parents serve as role models for the children, as demonstrated by their
conduct with the children, other staff, and other parents. Each child should be dealt with
positively; parents and staff should avoid showing anger.

The “time out” procedure is used if redirection of the child does not work. The length of

the time out is limited, and the child must sit in full view of staff.
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When, in the judgment of the teacher and program director, a child’s behavior is
disruptive, disrespectful, cruel, or unsafe to the child or others, it cannot and will not be

tolerated. All interventions will be formulated on the following principles:

. Respect for the child.

. Knowledge and understanding of the developmental needs and characteristics of
the child, as well as the needs of the group.

. An understanding that appropriate behavior must be taught and modeled.

The discipline policy goes on to describe specific consequences for older children when
other interventions have not worked. These steps range from a review of the school rules and a
warning for a first offense, to possible consequences for fourth offenses, such as out-of-school
suspension, isolation from the group, or temporary suspension from activities, depending on the
nature of the offense. For chronic behavior problems that are suspected to be beyond the child’s
control, a referral is made to support services for evaluation and help. Suspension and/or

expulsion of students are considered last resorts and are subject to Board review.

B. Student Population
Downtown Montessori started the 2005-06 school year® with 81 children in K3 through
sixth grade. By the end of the year, four children had withdrawn. Two children left due to
transportation issues and two left for other unspecified reasons. Of the 77 students enrolled at
the end of the school year:
. Nine (11.7%) were in pre-kindergarten for three-year-olds, 14 (18.2%) were in
pre-kindergarten for four-year-olds, 15 (19.5%) were in kindergarten, nine
(11.7%) were in first grade, 12 (15.6%) were second graders, eight (10.4%) were

in third grade, six (7.8%) were in fourth grade, there were three (3.9%) fifth
graders, and one (1.3%) sixth grader.

* As of September 6, 2005.
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. Forty-five (58.4%) students were White, 17 (22.1%) were African American, four
(5.2%) were Hispanic, three (3.9%) were Asian, and six (7.8%) were multi-racial.
Race was not specified for two students.

. There were 44 (57.1%) girls and 33 (42.9%) boys.

. Six students had special education needs. Four had speech/language impairments
and two had learning disabilities.

Figure 1

Downtown Montessori
Student Grade Levels*
2005-06

K4
14 (18.2%)

K5
15 (19.5%)

K3
9 (11.7%)
Sixth
1(1.3%)
\__Fifth
3 (3.9%)

\__ Fourth
6 (7.8%)

First
9 (11.7%)

Second \_ Third
12 (15.6%) 8 (10.4%)

N=77
* At end of the school year

Data regarding the number of students returning to Downtown Montessori from the
previous year were gathered in the fall of 2005. Of the 75 students attending Downtown
Montessori on the last day of the 2004-05 academic year who were eligible for continued

enrollment at the school this past academic year, 57 enrolled and attended Downtown Montessori
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in September 2005. This represents a return rate of 76.0% and compares to a return rate of
85.0% in the fall of 2004.

As of September 30, 2005, there were two students waiting for admission to K4 and no
students waiting for the elementary program. In mid-June 2006, the program director reported

that there were approximately ten students on the waiting list for the fall semester.

C. Hours of Instruction

The 2005-06 school year consisted of 170 school days. The hours of instruction for K3
and K4 students were 8:30 a.m. to 11:30 a.m. each day. For students in K5 through sixth grade,
the school day was 8:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. The highest possible number of hours of instruction
per day was three hours for K3 and K4 students and 6.5 hours for K5 through sixth grade
students; therefore, the provision of at least 875 hours of instruction for full-day students (K5
through fifth grade) was met. K3 and K4 students attended half days; therefore, the provision of

one half of the required 875 hours of instruction was met.

D. Computer/Technology Capability

Downtown Montessori has generic personal computers (IBM-compatible). The program
director at Downtown Montessori has worked with the data specialist at CRC and has
computerized demographic and educational outcome information. She has continued to work
with CRC staff to refine the database to ensure that it has utility for both program and monitoring
purposes. This year, the staff attended a Powerschool training prior to the beginning of the year;
however, the full utilization of Powerschool remains in process.

All students have access to computer stations at various times throughout the day.

0:\627WI_Milw\2005-06\downtown\DowntownMontessoriYear8Rpt_2005-06_FINAL.doc 8



E. Activities for Continuous School Improvement

Following is a description of Downtown Montessori’s response to the recommended
activities in its programmatic profile and education performance report for the 2004-05 academic
year:

. Recommendation: Continue to work on finding new classroom space, including
identifying resources beyond parent time and energy.

Response: The school identified a building in the Bayview area of Milwaukee.
At the time of this report, the school leaders were negotiating a lease for the fall
of 2006 and have informed the CSRC of plans to move the school.

. Recommendation: Continue developing the afternoon integrated literacy program
to specifically work on logical reasoning.

Response: Logical reasoning was integrated in the reading program. The school
provided extended time for critical thinking and extended writing from one to two
hours in the afternoon, two days per week.

. Recommendation: Develop a rating system with criteria for local measures in
reading and math for first through sixth graders that will clearly identify students
in need of extra services.

Response: The school did not develop a new rating system this year for reading
and math. For reading and writing, the staff used the McGraw-Hill reading unit
tests and the Montessori writing curriculum to identify those students in need of
extra services. For math, the school used the step-by-step Montessori curriculum
and the WKCE-CRT math test data to identify students in need.

. Recommendation: Provide teacher training and foster appropriate utilization of
Powerschool.

Response: Teachers participated in an in-service on Powerschool before the
school year began. The level of utilization is an ongoing process. The staff
person who was the most knowledgeable in accessing reports through
Powerschool was on maternity leave for much of the year.
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I11. PARENT, TEACHER, STUDENT, AND BOARD MEMBER SATISFACTION
A. Parent Surveys

Parent opinions are qualitative in nature and provide a valuable external measure of
school performance. To determine how parents heard about the school, why they elected to send
their children to the school, parental involvement with the school, and an overall evaluation of
the school, parents were asked to complete a parent survey. The survey was provided during the
school’s May 4 and May 10, 2006, conferences. CRC staff made two attempts by telephone to
gather survey information from parents who did not return a survey. At the time of this report,
39 surveys (representing parents of 53 children) had been completed and submitted to CRC.’
Results are summarized below.

Parents heard about the school from a variety of places, such as friends or relatives
(43.6%). Some parents discovered the school when researching Montessori programs in the city
(10.3%), some families knew about the school because they lived in the neighborhood (7.7%),
others found the school online or via a website (7.7%), and some saw the school’s sign as they

walked by (7.7%) (see Figure 2).

3 There were 77 students enrolled in the school at the time of the survey. This represents a survey return rate of 68.8%.
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Figure 2

Downtown Montessori
How Parents Learned About the School
2005-06

Friends/Relatives 43.6%

Visited While Investigating
Montessori Programs

Live in Neighborhood

Online/Website

Sign in Front/ Walked By

Private Schools

Other* 15.4%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

N=39

*Other included phonebook, open house, magazine, and one parent who met with the principal.

Parents chose to send their child(ren) to Downtown Montessori for a variety of reasons.

Figure 3 illustrates the reasons parents considered “very important™®

when making the decision
to send their child(ren) to this school. For example, 87.2% (34 of 39) of parents stated that
educational methodology was a very important reason for selecting this school, and 84.6% of

parents indicated that the school’s general atmosphere was very important to them when

choosing this school.

8 Parents were given the following choices for each reason: very important, somewhat important, somewhat unimportant, and not
at all important.
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Figure 3

Downtown Montessori

Parent “Very Important” Reasons for Choosing School
2005-06

Educational Methodology
General Atmosphere
Class Size

Parental Involvement
Location

Financial Considerations
Governance Structure
Discipline

Age/Grade of Students
Other Child in School

Frustration w/Previous School

Other

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0%

Parental involvement was also used as a measure of satisfaction with the school. Parental

involvement was measured by:

. Number of contacts with the school initiated by the parent(s);
. Number of contacts with the parent(s) initiated by the school;
. Participation in school activities; and

. Participation in educational activities at home.

Parents and the school were in contact for a variety of reasons, including a child’s
academic performance and behavior, as well as to assist in the classroom or to engage in
fundraising activities.

As illustrated below, 43.6% of parents (17 of 39) contacted the school at least three times

regarding their child’s academic performance and/or their child’s behavior. Eight (20.5%)
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contacted the school to participate in fundraising, assist in the classroom, and/or to discuss their

child(ren)’s classes (see Figure 4).

Figure 4

Downtown Montessori
Percent of Parents Who Contacted
School Three or More Times
2005-06

Academic Performance 43.6%

Child's Behavior 43.6%
Fundraising

Assist in Classroom
Classes

School Records

Other

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%
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According to parents, the school initiated contact at least three times to 38.5% of parents
to discuss their child’s academic performance, and 35.9% of parents were contacted multiple

times to discuss child’s behavior and/or fundraising activities (see Figure 5).

Figure 5
Downtown Montessori
Percent of Parents Contacted by School
Three or More Times
2005-06
Academic Performance 5%

Child's Behavior
Fundraising
Assist in Classroom
Classes
School Records
Other

N =39 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%
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The extent to which parents participated in school events is illustrated below. Nearly all
(92.3%) parents attended at least one parent-teacher conference, and 59.0% participated in a
parent-teacher organization event. Approximately 51.3% of parents attended at least one parent-

teacher organization meeting this year, and 46.2% of parents volunteered in the classroom (see

Figure 6).
Figure 6
Downtown Montessori
Parent Participation in School Events
2005-06
Attend P/T Conference 92.39

Participate in P/T Org. Event

Attend P/T Org. Mtg

Volunteer in Class

Supervise Field Trip

Belong to P/T Org.

Belong to Other School Org.

Other

N =39 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%

Note: Based on parent response.

Parental participation can also be described in terms of educational activities the family

engages in while at home. During a typical week:

. 100.0% of parents read to their child;

o 100.0% worked on arithmetic or math;

. 87.2% worked on penmanship and/or writing;

. 84.6% participated in sports activities with their child,
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. 79.5% watched educational programs on TV; and
. 87.2% worked on other homework with their children.

When asked what they most liked about the school, 30.8% of parents indicated an

appreciation for the teachers and/or principal,” 28.2% liked the Montessori program/curriculum,

and 23.1% liked the small class size and/or the location (see Figure 7).

Figure 7

Downtown Montessori
Most Liked by Parents About School

2005-06
Diversity _ 5.1%
0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0%

40.0%

7 The “program director” at Downtown Montessori.
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Parents noted the following as needing improvement:

. Physical structure/facility (e.g., outdoor and indoor space, bathrooms, security)
(20.5%);

. Better event organizing as well as earlier notification of upcoming events
(10.2%));

. Location and/or parking (10.2%);
. The need for additional courses such as arts, languages, and science (7.7%);

. Would like more administrative structure (7.7%).

Figure 8

Downtown Montessori
Least Liked by Parents About School
2005-06

|

Physical Structure/Facility 20.5%

Disorganized Events/Late

0,
Notification 10.2%

Location/Parking 10.2%

Additional Courses 7.7%

Loose Administrative
Structure

7.7%

Other 15.4%

|

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0%
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Other aspects of the school least liked by parents included discipline problems (two
parents); transportation (one parent); lack of minority teachers (one parent); too few students in
upper grades (one parent); and one parent indicated that he/she was not always aware of the work
his/her child was doing in class.

In terms of overall evaluation, parents were asked to rate the school’s performance in
three areas: class size, materials and equipment, and student assessment plan. As shown in

Table 1, most parents rated these areas as “excellent” or “good.”

Table 1

Downtown Montessori
Parental Rating of School Performance

2005-06
(N=39)
Rating
Measure Excellent Good Fair Poor No Response

N % N % N % N % N %
1. Class size 19 | 48.7% | 19 | 48.7% 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
2. Materials and equipment [ 20 | 51.3% | 18 | 46.1% 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
3. Student assessment plan 13 [ 333% | 23 | 59.0% 2 5.1% 0 0.0% 1 2.6%
3a. Standardized tests 10 | 25.6% [ 21 | 53.8% 3 7.7% 0 0.0% 5 12.8%
3b. Progress reports 21 | 538% | 16 | 41.0% 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 1 2.6%

Parents were then asked to indicate their level of satisfaction in various aspects of the
school ranging from academic progress to communication issues. Table 2 indicates that parents
were very satisfied or somewhat satisfied most of the time with 13 aspects of the academic
environment. For example, most parents indicated they were very satisfied with the program of
instruction, their child(ren)’s academic progress, parent-teacher relations, and responsiveness to
concerns. Parents who either had no knowledge or experience with an aspect or had no opinion

did not respond.
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Table 2

Downtown Montessori

Parental Satisfaction

2005-06
(N=39)
Response
Area Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied | No Response
N % N % N % N % N %

Program of instruction 28 | 71.8% 9 23.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 5.1%
Enrollment policy and 25 | 641% | 8 | 205% | 3 | 77% | o | 00% | 3| 7.7%
procedures
Child’s academic progress 24 | 61.5% | 13 | 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 5.1%
Student/teacher ratio 23 | 59.0% | 15 | 38.5% 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Discipline policy 18 | 46.2% | 19 | 48.7% 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 1 2.6%
Adherence to discipline 21 | 538% | 13| 333% | 3| 77% | 1| 26% | 1| 26%
policy
Parent-teacher relations 30 | 76.9% 9 23.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Communication regarding | 15 | 3950, | 21 | 538% | 3 | 77% | 0 | 00% | o | 00%
learning expectations
Parent involvementin policy | o | 5130, | 16 | 410% | 2 | 51% | 1 | 26% | o | 00%
and procedures
Teacher performance 33 84.6% 6 15.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Principal performance 30 | 76.9% 8 20.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.6%
Teacher/principal 35 1 897% | 4 | 103% | 0 | 00% | 0| 00% | 0| 00%
accessibility
Responsiveness to concerns 28 | 71.8% 9 23.1% 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 1 2.6%

Last, a high level of overall parent satisfaction was most evident in that:

. Nearly all (97.4% or 38 of 39) parents would recommend this school to other

parents;
. 66.7% (26 of 39) of parents will send their child to this school next year;® and
. When asked to rate the school overall, most (79.5%) parents indicated “excellent”

and eight (20.5%) parents rated the school “good.” No parents thought the school
was “fair” or “poor.”

¥ Two families are moving away, one is sending their child to a school with a sibling, and ten families did not know if their
children would return. Eight of the ten are unsure because the school may move, one family may be moving away, and one
family is trying to enroll their child(ren) in a suburban school during open enrollment.
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B. Teacher Interviews

In the spring of 2006, CRC interviewed the school’s four teachers regarding reasons for
teaching and overall satisfaction with the school. Two teachers taught three- to six-year-olds;
one taught first through third grades and was the assistant director, and one teacher taught third
through sixth grades. Teachers were responsible for 16 to 22 students at a given time. Two of
the four teachers used team teaching techniques. One of the teachers had been teaching at this
school for six years, two teachers for seven years, and one teacher was in his/her thirteenth year
at the school.” Two teachers’ performance reviews occurred at least annually, one was reviewed
informally on an “as needed” basis, and one had not yet had a performance review. All four
teachers indicated that they routinely used data to make decisions within the classroom and
indicated that school leadership used data to make school-wide decisions.

When asked about their reasons for teaching at this school, all teachers indicated that the
educational methodology at the school was a very important reason, and three out of four
indicated that the general atmosphere and governance structure were very important reasons for

teaching at this school. See Table 3 for more details.

% The principal/administrator, known at Downtown Montessori as the “Program Director,” is not included in the teacher interview
section.
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Table 3

Reasons for Teaching at Downtown Montessori

2005-06
(N=4)
Importance
Reason Very Somewhat Somewhat Not At All
Important Important Unimportant Important
Educational methodology 4 0 0 0
General atmosphere 3 1 0 0
Governance structure 3 1 0 0
Parental involvement 2 2 0 0
Discipline 2 2 0 0
Age/grade of students 2 2 0 0
Class size 1 2 1 0
Financial 0 2 2 0
Location 0 2 1 1
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In terms of overall evaluation of the school, teachers were asked to rate the school’s
performance related to class size, materials and equipment, and overall student assessment plan,
as well as shared leadership, professional support and development, and the school’s progress
toward becoming an excellent school. Most teachers rated these areas as good or excellent,

except for one teacher who rated professional support as “poor” (see Table 4).

Table 4

Downtown Montessori
School Performance Rating

2005-06
(N=4)
Rating
Area
Excellent Good Fair Poor
1. Class size 3 1 0 0
2. Materials and equipment 3 1 0 0
3. Student assessment plan 3 1 0 0
3a. Local measures 3 1 0 0
3b. Standardized tests 2 2 0 0
3c. Progress reports 2 2 0 0
4. Shared leadership, decision making, and
o 1 3 0 0
accountability
5. Professional support 1 2 0 1
6. Professional development opportunities 2 2 0 0
7. Progress toward becoming an excellent
3 1 0 0
school

Teachers were then asked to rate their satisfaction in a variety of areas related to the
school. On a satisfaction rating scale ranging from “very satisfied” to “very dissatisfied,”
teachers responded on the “satisfied” end of the response range in most areas. Areas where a
teacher expressed some dissatisfaction were adherence to the discipline policy, parent-teacher
relationships, parent involvement, teacher involvement in policy and procedure decisions, and

the frequency and effectiveness of staff meetings. Table 5 lists all of the teacher responses.
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Table 5

Downtown Montessori

Teacher Satisfaction

2005-06
N=4)
Response
Perf M
eriormance Yeasure Very Somewhat Somewhat Very No
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied Opinion

Program of instruction 4 0 0 0 0
Enrollment policy and procedures 3 1 0 0 0
Student’s academic progress 3 1 0 0 0
Student/teacher ratio 4 0 0 0 0
Discipline policy 3 1 0 0 0
Adherence to discipline policy 3 0 1 0 0
Instructional support 2 2 0 0 0
Parent-teacher relationships 2 1 1 0 0
Parent-teacher collaboration to

. . 2 1 0 0 1
plan learning experiences
Teacher collab.oratlon to plan 3 1 0 0 0
learning experiences
Parent involvement 3 0 1 0 0
Community business involvement 2 0 0 0 2
Teacher performance 3 1 0 0 0
Principal performance 3 1 0 0 0
Teacher involvement in policy and

. 2 1 0 1 0

procedures decisions
Board of directors performance 0 4 0 0 0
Opport.unlty for continuing 4 0 0 0 0
education
Frequency of staff meetings 1 2 0 1 0
Effectiveness of staff meetings 3 0 0 1 0
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When teachers were asked what they most liked about the school, at least one teacher

mentioned:
. Family and community diversity;
. The Montessori method;
. Small class size;
. Small school;
. Opportunities for professional development;
. Teacher flexibility; and
. The general atmosphere.

When asked what they least liked about the school, teachers mentioned:

. Trouble with communication (two teachers); and
. The current facility (two teachers).

When asked for suggestions to improve the school, teachers indicated:

. Need for a larger physical space;
. The assistant director should be a full-time position; and
. Hire a librarian or staff member to take care of books.

When asked to provide suggestions to improve the classroom, teachers indicated:

. More resources to enhance the classroom; and

. More planning time.

(The other two teachers did not have any suggestions for improving the classroom.)

On a scale of poor, fair, good, or excellent, three teachers rated the school as excellent
and one teacher rated the school as good. All four teachers indicated that they intended to

continue teaching at the school.
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C. Student Interviews
Seven students in fourth or fifth grade were asked several questions about their school.
All seven children indicated that they liked their school and the books at their school, that they

follow school rules, and that their teachers talk to their parents (see Table 6).

Table 6

Downtown Montessori
Student Interview

2005-06
N=7)
Quesion R
1. Do you like your school? 7 0 0
2. Do you learn new things every day? 5 2 0
3. Is your school work fun? 6 0 1
4. Do you like the books at school? 7 0 0
5. Do you use computers at school? 6 1 0
6. Is your school clean? 6 0 1
7. Do you like the school rules? 6 1 0
8. Do you follow the rules? 7 0 0
9. Does your homework help you learn more? 4 2 1
10. Do your teachers help you at school? 6 0 1
11. Do you like being in school? 6 0 1
12. Do you feel safe in school? 6 0 1
13. Do people work together in school? 6 0 1
14. Do you feel the marks you get on glass work, 6 1 0
homework, and report cards are fair?
15. Do your teachers talk to your parents? 7 0 0
16. Does your school have after-school activities? 6 0 1

0:\627WI_Milw\2005-06\downtown\DowntownMontessoriYear8Rpt_2005-06_FINAL.doc 25



Students were then asked what they liked best and least about the school. Responses are

summarized below.

Like most:
. Teachers;
. Friends and other students;
. Close to home; and
. Students learn a lot, often times before students in other schools.
Like least:
. Need more space;
. More choices for reading materials; and
. The school does not have pets anymore.
D. Board of Directors’ Interviews

Board member opinions are qualitative in nature and provide valuable, although
subjective, insight regarding school performance and organizational competency. Two members
of the Downtown Montessori Academy’s Board of Directors were interviewed by telephone by
CRC staff, using a prepared interview guide. One of the board members has been involved with
Downtown Montessori for three years and the other for five years. Both have children enrolled
in the school. These board members also bring experience in education and non-profit and for-
profit business administrations.

The board members were asked to rate the school’s performance in class size, material
and equipment, and the student assessment plan (local measures of achievement, standardized
testing, and progress reports to parents) if they had knowledge of these school performance
elements. The rating scale was excellent, good, fair, or poor. The interviewees rated all of these

elements as “excellent.”
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The interviewees rated the school progress toward becoming an excellent school as
excellent. Their rating for the areas of shared leadership, decision making and accountability,
and professional development opportunities was either good or excellent. One interviewee did
not have enough information to make a judgment regarding professional development and
another could not rate professional support for the same reason. Both rated the school overall as
excellent.

The board members indicated that the trustees use data to make decisions regarding the
school, especially in the areas of financial planning.

On a satisfaction rating scale ranging from “very satisfied” to “very dissatisfied,” both

board members indicated that they were very satisfied with the following aspects of the school:

. The students’ academic progress;

. The student ratio/class size;

. Opportunities for continuing education;

. The commitment of the school’s leadership; and
. The safety of the educational environment.

The board members were somewhat satisfied with:

. The program of instruction; and

. The administrative and financial resources to fulfill the school’s mission.

There were some elements of the school for which at least one of the board members did
not have a basis for an opinion. These included the discipline policy, the adherence to the
discipline policy, instructional support, opportunities for teacher involvement in
policy/procedure decisions, and the human resources to fulfill the school’s mission.

The only areas where the interviewees expressed dissatisfaction were parent involvement
(both were very dissatisfied) and community business involvement (one was somewhat

dissatisfied).
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When asked what they liked best about the school, the board members liked the

following about Downtown Montessori:

. The teacher/student relationship and the closeness of the people involved;
o The class size;

. The commitment of the faculty and staff; and

. The Montessori approach.

When asked what things they least liked about the school, the board members indicated

that they would like to see:

. A larger facility;
. The addition of a foreign language to the curriculum; and
. Increased parent involvement.

The board members suggested that the school could be improved by improving

communication between board members, the parent-teacher association, and all parents.
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IV. EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE

To monitor Downtown Montessori school performance, a variety of qualitative and
quantitative information has been collected at specified intervals during the past several
academic years. This year, the school established attendance, parent conference, and parent
contract goals, as well as goals related to special education students. In addition, the school
utilized internal and external measures of academic progress. This section of the report describes
school success in meeting attendance, conference, parent contract, and special education goals.
It also describes student progress as measured internally on student report cards and externally
by standardized tests, such as the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT) and the Wisconsin

Knowledge and Concepts Examination — Criterion Referenced Test (WKCE—CRT).

A. Attendance
At the beginning of the academic year, the school established a goal to maintain an
average attendance rate of 80.0%. This year, the school surpassed this goal, as students, on

average, attended school 92.5% of the time. '

B. Parent Conferences and Contracts

At the beginning of the academic year, the school established a goal that parents would
attend 50.0% of scheduled parent-teacher conferences. This year, the school scheduled two
conferences, one in the fall and one in the spring. There were 77 children enrolled for the entire
year, and parents of all (100.0%) children attended both conferences. The school has, therefore,

met its goal related to parent conferences.

1% Attendance was calculated for 77 students by dividing the number of days attended by the number of expected days of
attendance as recorded in the school’s database. Only complete records were included.
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The school also established a goal that 80.0% of parents would fulfill the requirements of
the parent contract related to hours of involvement. This year, parents of 85.7% of children

fulfilled contract requirements; therefore, the school has met this goal.

C. Special Education Students

This year, the school established a goal to develop and maintain records for all special
education students. During the year, there were seven students with special needs. One student
left early in the school year. IEPs for all six remaining students had been completed and
reviewed in a timely manner." The school has met their goal related to special education

students.

D. Internal Local Measures of Educational Performance

Charter schools, by definition and nature, are autonomous schools with curricula that
reflect each school’s individual philosophy, mission, and goals. In addition to standardized
testing, each charter school has the responsibility to describe the goals and expectations of its
students in meaningful language, in light of that school’s unique approach to education. These
goals and expectations are established by each City of Milwaukee charter school at the beginning
of the academic year to measure the educational performance of its students. These local
measures are useful for monitoring and reporting progress, guiding and improving instruction,
clearly expressing the expected quality of student work, and providing evidence that students are
meeting local benchmarks.

The CSRC required each city chartered school to submit a plan for using local measures.
The CSRC established a committee to review the local measure plan and provide feedback to the

school. The plan was to include:

" CRC reviewed randomly chosen files to verify the accuracy of these data.
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I. A description of local measures that were reliable and valid in reading or literacy,
writing, and math, as well as a description of other required or elected local
measures.

2. A description of how teachers use the local measures in making instructional and
curricular decisions in the classroom.

3. A description of how the administration uses local measures to inform decision-
making at the school level.

4. A description of the process the school uses to communicate local measures to
CRC.
5. A description of staff development opportunities for staff to learn about using

local measures.

6. A description of ways in which the school intends to improve the use of its local

measures.

Downtown Montessori’s program director submitted the school’s local measure plan in a
timely manner. Feedback was provided by the CSRC local measure plan committee, requesting
the school to submit an addendum to describe the ways in which the school intends to improve
the use of its local measures. At the time of this report, Downtown Montessori’s staff are

developing strategies to improve the use of their local measures.

1. Progress Reports
For the fifth consecutive year, Downtown Montessori elected to use the Scholastic
Progress Reports in grades K3 through K5 to track children’s progress on a variety of skills. The

K3 through K5 report cards cover skill areas such as the following:

. Practical Life, e.g., care of person, grace and courtesy, and control and
coordination.

o Sensorial Discrimination, e.g., visual, auditory, tactile, gustatory, and olfactory.

. Mathematical Development, e.g., numbers, counting, addition, subtraction, and
multiplication.
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. Language, e.g., spoken, written, reading, parts of speech, and word study.

. Cultural Areas, e.g., globes, maps, and animals of the world.

For the second consecutive year, the school has used the Elementary Progress Report to
track student skills in language, reading/writing, mathematics, social studies, science, physical
development, and creative expression (art/music). The Elementary Progress Report is completed

for students in first through sixth grades.

a. Pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten

This year, the school established goals for practical life, sensorial, mathematics,
language, and cultural areas for students in K4 (pre-kindergarten) and K5 (kindergarten).
Figures 9 through 13 describe the percentage of skills in which K4 and K5 students reached
“making steady progress” or “has mastered the skill.” Rates are calculated for each child
depending on if/when the skill was first introduced, and they are averaged across all children.'?

This year, report cards were submitted for 28 K4 and K5 students. All 28 students
exhibited progress or mastery in 76.0% or more of the practical life skills that had been presented
in the first and second semesters (see Figure 9). In terms of sensorial discrimination skills,
19 students were progressing or had mastered 76.0% or more of the skills that had been
presented to them in the first semester, and 27 showed progress or mastery in 76.0% or more of
the sensorial skills presented in the second semester (see Figure 10). Similar information is

provided in Figures 11 through 13.

12 Rates were calculated by dividing the number of skills “progressing” or “mastered” by the number of skills presented for each
student.
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Figure 9

Downtown Montessori
Practical Life
Steady Progress or Mastery
Pre-Kindergarten through Kindergarten
2005-06
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@ 1st Semester W 2nd Semester
N=28
Students were graded on an average of 56 skills in the first and 57 skills in the second semester. On average, students
reached steady progress or mastery in 97.4% of skills presented in first semester, 99.5% of skills presented in second
semester, and 98.5% overall.

Figure 10
Downtown Montessori
Sensorial Discrimination
Steady Progress or Mastery
Pre-Kindergarten through Kindergarten
2005-06
30
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@ 1st Semester M 2nd Semester
N=28
Students were graded on an average of 19 skills in the first and 19 skills in the second semester. On average, students
reached steady progress or mastery in 85.6% of skills presented in first semester, 94.9% of skills presented in second
semester, and 92.1% overall. One student was not assessed in the second semester.
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Figure 11

Downtown Montessori
Math
Steady Progress or Mastery
Pre-Kindergarten through Kindergarten
2005-06
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N=28
Students were graded on an average of 12 skills in the first and 15 skills in the second semester. On average, students
reached steady progress or mastery in 70.2% of skills presented in first semester, 87.4% of skills presented in second
semester, and 79.6% overall.

Figure 12
Downtown Montessori
Language
Steady Progress or Mastery
Pre-Kindergarten through Kindergarten
2005-06
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@ Ist Semester M 2nd Semester ‘

N=28
Students were graded on an average of 20 skills in the first and 22 skills in the second semester. On average, students
reached steady progress or mastery in 88.0% of skills presented in the first semester, 91.5% of skills presented in the
second semester, and 89.7% overall.
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Figure 13

Downtown Montessori
Cultural Areas
Steady Progress or Mastery
Pre-Kindergarten through Kindergarten
2005-06
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N=28
Students were graded on an average of 16 skills in the first and 20 skills in the second semester. On average, students
reached steady progress or mastery in 72.7% of skills presented in the first semester, 88.4% of skills presented in the second
semester, and 81.5% overall.
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By the end of the school year,"> Downtown Montessori K4 and K5 students, on average,

achieved “steady progress” or “mastery” in the following:

b.

98.5% of overall practical life skills. During the first semester, students showed
progress or mastered 97.4% of practical life skills, on average. During the second
semester, students showed steady progress or mastered 99.5% of skills.

92.1% of overall sensorial skills. During the first semester, students reached the
goal of 85.6% of skills. During the second semester, students showed progress or
reached mastery on 94.9% of skills.

79.6% of overall mathematics skills. During the first semester, students, on
average, reached this goal in 70.2% of the mathematics skills presented and on
87.4% of skills presented in the second semester.

89.7% of overall language skills. Students reached this goal on 88.0% of
language skills presented in the first semester and 91.5% presented in the second
semester.

81.5% of the overall cultural areas skills. Students reached this goal on 72.7% of

the cultural skills presented in the first semester and 88.4% presented in the
second semester.

First through Sixth Graders

Student progress in grades first through sixth is tracked in a variety of areas, such as:

Montessori Language lessons, e.g., grammar and writing.

Reading/Writing Program, e.g., overall reading performance, writing skills, and
spelling, and assessments using the McGraw-Hill Reading Program unit tests.

Mathematics, e.g., decimal system and number theory.

Social Studies, e.g., geography, history, and cultural geography.
Science, e.g., biology and physical geography.

Physical Development, e.g., large and small muscle development.

Creative Expression, e.g., art activities and music.

13 The end-of-the-year percentage is an average of the skills in which students reached “steady progress” or “mastery” during the
first and second semesters.
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In all areas except reading/writing programs, students are rated on each skill as “skills not
yet introduced,” “needs strengthening,” or “successful.” Reading/writing assessment results are
assessed in terms of proficiency levels and are reflected in the McGraw-Hill Reading Program
results. Reading/writing results are described later in this section. Due to the limited number of
skills on which students are assessed in other areas, CRC limited analysis to progress in language
and math skills."*

This year, the annual learning memo did not reflect goals related to the rating system on
the report cards for first through sixth grade. To estimate student progress, CRC counted the
number of skills in which a student reached “successful.”

Figures 14 and 15 describe the percentage of skills in which first through sixth grade
students reached “successful” in language and math."> This year, 22 of 38 students reached
“successful” in 76.0% or more of the language skills that had been presented in the first
semester, and 27 of 36 students reached “successful” in 76.0% or more of language skills that
had been presented in the second semester (see Figure 14). In terms of math skills, 21 of 38
students reach “successful” in 76.0% or more of the skills that had been presented to them in the
first semester, and seven of 38 students reached “successful” in 76.0% or more of the skills

presented in the second semester (see Figure 15).

! Students are rated on two physical developments, two creative expressions, two social studies, and two science items. Given
the limited number of items in these areas, they were not included in the analysis.

13 Rates were calculated by dividing the number of skills in which the student was assessed “successful” by the number of skills
for which the student was assessed.
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Figure 14

Downtown Montessori

Language SKkills “Successful”
First through Sixth Graders
2005-06

0.0-25.0% 26.0-50.0% 51.0-75.0% 76.0%+

@ 1st Semester M 2nd Semester

N=38
Students were graded on an average of 14 skills in the first and 13 skills in the second semester. On average, students

reached successful in 80.5% of skills presented in first semester, 83.8% of skills presented in second semester, and 81.5%
overall. Two students were not assessed in the second semester.

Figure 15

Downtown Montessori
Mathematics SKkills “Successful”
First through Sixth Graders
2005-06

0.0-25.0% 26.0-50.0% 51.0-75.0% 76.0%+

N=38 @ 1st Semester M 2nd Semester

Students were graded on an average of 14 skills in the first and 18 skills in the second semester. On average, students
reached successful in 72.2% of skills presented in first semester, 62.0% of skills presented in second semester, and 66.2%
overall.
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By the end of the school year,'® Downtown Montessori first through sixth graders, on

average, achieved “successful” in the following:

. 81.5% of language skills. Students reached “successful,” on average, in 80.5% of
the skills presented during the first semester and 83.8% of those presented during
the second semester.

. 66.2% of the math skills presented throughout the year. Students reached

“successful,” on average, in 72.2% of the skills presented during the first semester
and 62.0% presented in the second semester.

2. McGraw-Hill Reading Program

In 2004-05, the school adopted the McGraw-Hill Reading Program to monitor students’
progress in gaining reading skills. The school administered a placement test to students in first
through sixth grades at the beginning of the year to identify each child’s reading level. Results
were combined with SDRT results and teacher assessments to place each child in an instructional
level, unrelated to the traditional concept of “grade level.” Children with similar instructional
levels were placed in reading groups.

During each semester, students were taught three reading units. Results were
summarized on student report cards in ten competency areas, such as overall reading
performance, completion of nightly reading homework, and responsibility for reading materials.
Each competency was assigned a proficiency level.

Results from the end of the year indicate that most students’ overall reading performance
was proficient (47.4%) or advanced (36.8%). In writing, 44.7% of the students exhibited
proficient and 23.7% advanced skills. Results from each semester are illustrated in Tables 7

and 8.

'8 End-of-the-year percentage includes achieving “successful” on skills presented in the first or second semester.
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Table 7

Downtown Montessori
Reading/Writing Program Proficiency Levels
McGraw-Hill Reading Program Summary
End of First Semester

First through Sixth Graders

2005-06
Proficiency Level
Area Tested Minimal Basic Proficient Advanced Total
N % N % | N % N % | N %

gevr‘;gﬂl frffedi“g 1| 26% | 5 |132% | 18 | 47.4% | 14 | 36.8% | 38 | 100.0%
Egﬁzsiﬂighﬂy Reading | o | 000 | 9o |265% | 13 | 382% | 12 | 353% | 34 | 100.0%
Attendance/Tardiness 0 0.0% 4 10.5% | 11 29.0% 23 60.5% | 38 | 100.0%
&east‘;‘r’;iisbimy forReading | | 56t | 4 | 105% | 13 | 342% | 20 | 52.6% | 38 | 100.0%
Oral Reading Skills 2 | 53% | 5 | 132% | 19 | 50.0% | 12 | 31.6% | 38 | 100.0%
Writing Skills 1| 26% | 11 |290% | 17 | 447% | 9 | 23.7% | 38 | 100.0%
Comprehension Skills 1 2.6% 3 7.9% 17 | 44.7% 17 | 44.7% | 38 | 100.0%
Analysis Skills 1 | 26% | 10 |263% | 15 | 395% | 12 | 31.6% | 38 | 100.0%
Spelling 2 | 53% | 11 |29.0% | 12 | 31.6% | 13 | 342% | 38 | 100.0%
Grammar 1| 26% | 3 | 79% | 28 | 737% | 6 | 158% | 38 | 100.0%

*Homework did not apply to all students.
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Table 8

Downtown Montessori
Reading/Writing Program Proficiency Levels
McGraw-Hill Reading Program Summary
End of Second Semester

First through Sixth Graders

2005-06
Proficiency Level
Area Tested Minimal Basic Proficient Advanced Total
N % | N % [ N] % | N] % [ N] %

ggggﬂl ljrfjeding 1| 26% | 2 | 53% | 22 | 57.9% | 13 | 342% | 38 | 100.0%
g‘;ﬁgiﬁggghﬂy Reading | | hog0, | 5 | 143% | 15 | 429% | 14 | 40.0% | 35 | 100.0%
Attendance/Tardiness 1 2.6% 2 5.3% 7 18.4% 28 73.7% | 38 | 100.0%
&eastz‘;giisbﬂ“y forReading | | 56or | 1 | 26% | 9 | 23.7% | 27 | 71.1% | 38 | 100.0%
Oral Reading Skills 1| 26% | 4 |105% | 18 | 474% | 15 | 39.5% | 38 | 100.0%
Writing Skills 1| 26% | 8 [211% | 20 | 526% | 9 | 23.7% | 38 | 100.0%
Comprehension Skills 0 0.0% 2 53% 15 | 39.5% | 21 | 553% | 38 | 100.0%
Analysis Skills 0 | 00% | 5 |132%| 17 | 447% | 16 | 42.1% | 38 | 100.0%
Spelling 0 | 00% | 7 [184% | 14 | 368% | 17 | 447% | 38 | 100.0%
Grammar 0 | 00% | 4 |105% | 24 | 632% | 10 | 263% | 38 | 100.0%

*Homework did not apply to all students.
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A summary of students’ proficiency levels in overall reading and writing skills in the first
and second semesters is provided in Figure 16. As illustrated, most students were at proficient or
advanced in overall reading and writing skills. At the end of the year, only three students
remained at minimal (2.6%) or basic (5.3%) in overall reading, an improvement from first
semester, when 15.8% of students exhibited minimal or basic skills. Also, only nine students
were rated as having minimal or basic writing skills, compared to 12 students who were minimal

(2.6%) or basic (29.0%) in the first semester.

Figure 16
Downtown Montessori
Overall Reading and Writing Proficiency Levels
McGraw Hill Reading Program Summary
First through Sixth Graders
00.0v 2005-06
0% -
60.0% 7 | BUCEl e
50.0% A 20 (52.6%)
40.0% - 22 (57.9%) - -
20.0% 1 - 11 (29.0%) - )
10.0% A 8 (21.1%)
0.0% H2:6%) ' Z6%) ' T(2:6%) ' Z6%)
Semester One Semester Two Semester One Semester Two
Overall Reading Writing Skills
N =38 O Minimal M Basic B Proficient @ Advanced |
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3. Summary of Scholastic Progress

Downtown Montessori’s local measure related to report cards for pre-kindergarten and
kindergarten was that students would demonstrate “making steady progress” or “has mastered
the skills” on the skills presented each semester. Report cards indicate that, on average, K4 and
K35 students made steady progress or mastered between 79.6% and 98.5% of the skills presented,
depending on the skill area.

The school did not specifically identify a local measure for the Elementary Progress
Reports used in first through sixth grades. When analysis was limited to skills in which students
were “successful,” results showed that on average, students reached “successful” in 66.2% of
math and 81.5% of language skills. Based on the McGraw-Hill Reading Program test results at
the end of the year, most students’ overall reading performance was proficient (57.9%) or
advanced (34.2%). Finally, 52.6% of percent of students exhibited proficient and 23.7%

advanced writing skills. Therefore, this local measure of academic achievement was met.

E. Standardized Measures of Educational Performance

The SDRT is the standardized test required by the CSRC for administration to first,
second, and third graders enrolled in city charter schools to assess student reading skills. Results
are provided as grade level equivalents (GLE). The test was to be administered between
March 15 and April 15, 2006.

The CSRC also requires that students in third through eighth grade take the WKCE-CRT.
This test is also required by the State of Wisconsin and is administered to all students in
Wisconsin public schools. The WKCE-CRT meets federal No Child Left Behind requirements
that students in third through eighth grades be tested in reading and mathematics. Students in
fourth and eighth grades are also tested in language arts, science, and social studies. Results are

provided as proficiency levels. The following describes results of the standardized measures of
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academic performance. (Note: Standardized testing was not an appropriate measure of
educational performance for the pre-kindergarten or kindergarten students enrolled at Downtown

Montessori during the academic year because of their age and developmental level.)

1. Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test for First through Third Grade

In April 2006, the SDRT was administered to eight first graders,'” 12 second graders, and
eight third graders. Student performance is reported in phonetic analysis, vocabulary,
comprehension, and a total SDRT score. For confidentiality reasons, results for the first and

third grade classes could not be included in this report.'®

'7 One additional first grader took part of the test. His/her scores are not included in the analysis.

'8 To protect student identity, the CSRC requires group sizes of ten or more.
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Results for second graders are presented in Figure 17 and Table 9. Second graders were

functioning, on average, at fourth and fifth grade level equivalents in the areas tested.

Figure 17
Downtown Montessori
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Average Grade Level
Equivalent for Second Graders
Grade Level Equivalent 2005-06
6.0
5.4
5.0
4.0
3.0
2.0
1.0 A
0.0 -
Phonetic Analysis Vocabulary Comprehension SDRT Total
N=12
Note that post-high school scores were converted to 12.9 to calculate the average GLE.

Table 9

Downtown Montessori
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test
Grade Level Equivalent Range for Second Graders

2005-06
(N=12)
Area Tested Lowest Grade Level Highest Grade Level Median
Scored Scored

Phonetic Analysis 2.1 10.9 3.6
Vocabulary 2.1 8.1 4.1
Comprehension 2.2 PHS* 4.4
SDRT Total 2.3 PHS* 4.0

*Note that post-high school scores were converted to 12.9 to calculate the average GLE.
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Although results for first and third grade could not be reported for each grade, CRC
combined results to provide an indication of how many students in first, second, or third grade
were reading at grade level. Results indicate that eight (28.6%) first through third graders were
reading at grade level and 20 (71.4%) were reading above grade level. No students scored below

GLE (see Figure 18).

Figure 18

Downtown Montessori
Reading GLE Based on SDRT Total
for First through Third Graders
2005-06

At Grade Level
8 (28.6%)

Above Grade
Level
20 (71.4%)

N=28
Note: No students scored below GLE.
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2. Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination — Criterion Referenced Test for
Third through Sixth Grade

In October 2005, all public school students in third through eighth grades and tenth grade
in Wisconsin participated in statewide assessments called the Wisconsin Knowledge and
Concepts Examination — Criterion Referenced Test (WKCE-CRT). This test is similar to the
TerraNova and WKCE used in previous years in that, based on how they score on these
assessments, students are placed in one of four proficiency categories: advanced, proficient,
basic, or minimal performance. They differ from previous years’ tests in that tests used in the
past reflected how students performed compared to a national sample of students. The WKCE-
CRT results reflect student performance relative to the state of Wisconsin model academic
standards. This year, there were eight third, six fourth, three fifth, and one sixth grader who were
administered the WKCE-CRT. Due to the small size of these cohorts, results for each grade
level could not be included in this report. However, when results for all grades were combined,
14 (77.8%) students were reading at advanced, and four (22.2%) scored in the proficient level.
No students scored in the basic or minimal reading categories. In math, nine (50.0%) students
exhibited advanced skills, four (22.2%) scored proficient, one (5.6%) scored in the basic range,

and four (22.2%) students scored minimal math proficiency (see Figure 19).
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Figure 19

Downtown Montessori
WKCE-CRT Proficiency Levels for
Third through Sixth Graders
2005-06

100.0% 7

90.0% A

80.0% A

70.0% A

60.0% A

50.0% A

40.0% A

30.0% A

20.0% A

4 (22.2%)

10.0% A

0.0% -
Reading Math

O Minimal B Basic B Proficient @ Advanced

F. Multiple-Year Student Progress

Year-to-year student progress is measured by comparing scores on standardized tests
from one year to the next. The tests used to examine progress have been the SDRT (reading
only), the TerraNova and WKCE test results from 2004-05, and the WKCE-CRT for 2005-06. In
addition, the CSRC requires that progress for fourth through sixth grade students who met
proficiency expectations be reported separately from those who did not.

The following section includes all students for whom standardized test data were

available in consecutive years.
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1. First through Third Graders

First through third grade reading progress is measured using the SDRT. Results from this
test are stated in GLEs. The CSRC expects all students, on average, to advance at least one year
from spring to spring testing. The expectation for students with below-grade-level scores in the
previous year is more than one year GLE advancement.

The following table describes reading progress results, as measured by SDRT, over
consecutive academic years for students enrolled as first graders in 2004-05 and as second
graders in 2005-06, and for second graders who returned as third graders in 2005-06. Overall,
SDRT totals indicate an average improvement of 2.0 GLE from first to second grade. Average
advancement from second to third grade could not be reported due to the small size of this
cohort. Results were combined to show an overall average advancement 2.2 GLE for second and

third graders combined.

Table 10

Downtown Montessori
Average GLE Advancement in Reading

Based on SDRT
Grade Level Equivalent
Grades
Average GLE Average GLE Median Average
(2004-05) (2005-06) Advancement Advancement
First to Second (N = 12) 3.0 5.0 1.6 2.0
Second to Third (N = 6) Cannot be reported | Cannot be reported | Cannot be reported | Cannot be reported
Total (N = 18) - - 1.6 2.2

It is possible to compare SDRT results from 2003-04 to 2005-06 using scores from

students who took the SDRT in 2003-04 as first graders and again in 2005-06 as third graders.

Six of this year’s third graders were administered the SDRT as first graders in 2003-04. Due to

the small size of this cohort, progress could not be included in this report.
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G. Multiple-Year Progress for Students Who Met Proficiency Expectations

The CSRC requires that multiple-year standardized test results be reported for students
who met proficiency level expectations in the previous school year. Multiple-year progress for
fifth and sixth graders can be examined using the WKCE and TerraNova examinations from
2004-05 and the WKCE-CRT from 2005-06. For this year, there was no test series to compare
third to fourth grade results. Next year, the WKCE-CRT can be used for all students in third
through eighth grades.

This year, there were two fifth graders and one sixth grader who had scores from
consecutive years. All met reading proficiency level expectations, and one met expectations in
math. Due to the small size of these cohorts, progress could not be included in this report.

All students in second and third grade met GLE expectations based on the SDRT. As
illustrated in the previous section, these students progressed an average of 2.2 GLE from

2004-05 to 2005-06.

H. Multiple-Year Progress for Students Who Did Not Meet Proficiency Expectations

In addition to examining progress for students who met expectations, the CSRC requires
that the school report grade and proficiency level advancement for children who did not meet
proficiency level expectations in reading, language, and/or math in the previous academic year.
Because the SDRT does not translate into proficiency levels, CRC selected second and third
graders who tested below GLE in 2004-05 as first and second graders.

This year, there were:

. No second graders who tested below GLE in reading, based on the 2004-05

SDRT;

. No third graders who tested below GLE in reading, based on the 2004-05 SDRT;
and
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. No fifth graders who tested at minimal or basic, i.e., did not meet proficiency
expectations in reading; and two who tested at minimal or basic in math, based on
the 2004-05 WKCE.

. No sixth graders who tested at minimal or basic level in reading and/or math,
based on the 2004-05 TerraNova.

Due to the small size of the cohorts, and the fact that no students met the criteria, there

are no reportable results for students below GLE or for those who did not meet proficiency level

expectations.

L. Annual Review of the School’s Adequate Yearly Progress
1. Background Information'’

State and federal laws require the annual review of school performance to determine
student academic achievement and progress. In Wisconsin, the annual review of performance

required by the federal No Child Left Behind Act is based on each school’s performance on four

objectives:
. The test participation of all students enrolled.
. A required academic indicator (either graduation or attendance rate).
. The proficiency rate in reading.
. The proficiency rate in mathematics.

In Wisconsin, the DPI releases an Annual Review of School Performance for each
chartered school with information about whether the school has met the criteria for each of the
four required adequate yearly progress (AYP) objectives. If a school fails to meet the criteria in
the same AYP objective for two consecutive years, the school is designated as “identified for

improvement.” Once designated as “identified for improvement,” the school must meet the

' This information was taken from the DPI website: www.dpi.state.wi.us.
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annual review criteria for two consecutive years in the same AYP objective to be removed from

this status.

The possible school status designations are as follows:

“Satisfactory,” which means that the school is not in improvement status.

SIFI, or “School Identified for Improvement,” which means that the school did
not meet AYP for two consecutive years in the same objective.

SIFI Levels 1-5, which means that the school missed at least one of the AYP
objectives and is subject to state requirements and additional Title I sanctions, if
applicable, assigned to that level.

SIFI Levels 1-4 Improved, which means that the school met the AYP in the year
tested, but it remains subject to sanctions due to the prior year. AYP must be met
for two consecutive years in that objective to return to “satisfactory” status from
“improvement” status.

Title I Status, which identifies whether Title I funds are directed to this school. If
s0, the schools are subject to the federal sanctions.*’

2. Three-Year Adequate Yearly Progress

According to Downtown Montessori’s Adequate Yearly Progress Review Summary

School Performance: 2005-06>' published by DPI, the school has demonstrated “Satisfactory”

performance on all four objectives: test participation, attendance, reading, and mathematics

objectives.

In addition, DPI reported that Downtown Montessori received a “Satisfactory”

designation in all four objectives applicable for the past three years. The school has met all

requirements for AYP for the 2005-06 academic year.

2 For complete information about sanctions, see www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/esea/doc/sanctions-schools; www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/
esea/bul_0402.html; and www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/esea/doc/sanctions-districts.doc.

2! For a copy of the Downtown Montessori Annual Review of School Performance, see the DPI website www2.dpi.state.wi.us/
sifi/AYP_Summary.
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V. CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATIONS

This report covers the eighth year of Downtown Montessori’s operation as a City of
Milwaukee charter school. For the 2005-06 academic year, Downtown Montessori has met all of
its educationally related contract provisions. In addition to the information explained in the body
of this report, please see Appendix A for an outline of specific contract provision compliance
information.

This year, the CSRC expanded its monitoring plans to include surveys of parents and
interviews with staff and board members. A few highlights of the results indicated:

. Three of the four teachers interviewed rated the school as “excellent” overall; the

fourth rated the school as “good.”

. 79.5% of the 39 parents surveyed indicated the school overall as “excellent” and
20.5% indicated the school overall as “good.”

. The two board members interviewed mentioned that the school needed a larger
facility, a foreign language added to the curriculum, and increased parent
involvement.

. Teachers suggested that there was a need for a larger physical space and more

resources to support a full-time assistant director, more planning time, and a
librarian.

The major educationally related findings for this year were as follows:

. Average student attendance was 92.5%, exceeding the school’s goal of 80.0%.
. All (100.0%) of the parents attended both scheduled parent-teacher conferences.

Downtown Montessori’s local measures of academic progress indicated that:

. By the end of the school year, pre-kindergarten and kindergarten students reached
steady progress or mastery of the following skills:

> 98.5% of the practical life skills;

> 92.1% of the sensorial discrimination skills;
> 79.6% of the math skills;
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> 89.7% of the language skills; and
> 81.5% of the cultural skills.

. By the end of the school year first through sixth graders were “successful” in:

> 81.5% of language skills; and
> 66.2% of the math skills.

. McGraw-Hill Reading Program results for 38 first through sixth grade indicated
that by the end of the second semester:

> Most students’ overall reading performance was proficient (57.9%) or
advanced (34.2%).

> 52.6% of the students exhibited proficient writing skills, and 23.7% of the
students exhibited advanced writing skills.
Standardized tests results for Downtown Montessori students were as follows:

The April 2006 SDRT results indicated that:

. Second graders were, on average, reading at a fifth grade level (5.0 GLE); and

. 71.4% of first through third graders were reading above grade level, and 28.6%
were reading at grade level.

The WKCE-CRT for 18 third through sixth graders indicated that in:

Reading:

. 77.8% were functioning at the advanced level; and
. 22.2% were functioning at the proficient level.
And in math:

. 50.0% were functioning at the advanced level;

. 22.2% were functioning at the proficient level;

. 5.6% were functioning at the basic level; and

. 22.2% were functioning at the minimal level.
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SDRT multiple-year advancement results indicated that second and third graders
advanced an average of 2.2 GLEs in reading.

WKCE-CRT results for multiple-year advancement were not reportable due to small
cohort sizes.

After reviewing the information in this report and considering the information gathered
during the administration interview in June 2006, it is recommended that the focus of activities

for the 2006-07 school year include the following:

. Focus on marketing and advertising relative to the school’s move and increased
space.
. Develop plans to increase the student population at the school in order to extend

the program to eighth grade. With this accomplished, develop the curriculum to
include higher level mathematics and foreign language.

. Fully implement Powerschool, including the capacity to generate electronic

reports. Identify which electronic reports can be used to provide data for
monitoring purposes.
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APPENDIX A

Contract Compliance Chart
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Downtown Montessori Academy, Inc.

Overview of Compliance for Educationally Related Contract Provisions

2005-06
Section of Educationally Related Monitoring C})ptract
Contract Contract Provision Report Provision Met or
Reference Page Not Met
Section B Desyrlptlon of educational program of the school and pp. 2-3 Met
curriculum focus
Section B 875 hours of instruction p-8 Met
Section C Educational methods pp. 2-3 Met
Section D Montessori Learning Review (see local measures below) Met
Section E Parental involvement pp- 4-5 Met
Section B Teacher certification: Montessori p-4 Met
Section F DPI license or permit p-4 Met
Section I Stud?nt databa}se information including information regarding pp. 7-8 Met
special education students
Section K Procedures for disciplining students pp. 5-6 Met
Memo
subsequent to Administration of required standardized tests pp- 43-88 Met
contract
Memo Academic criteria #1: Maintain local measures, showing
subsequent to . . . pp. 30-42 Met
student growth in demonstrating curricular goals.
contract
Academic criteria #2: Achievement measure
a. Second and third grade students: Advance average of a. p.49 a. Met*
1.0 GLE in reading.
b.  Fourth through sixth grade students proficient or b. p. 50 b. N/A**
Memo advanced in reading: At least 75.0% maintain
subsequent to proficiency level. c. DPI testing does
contract c.  Fourth through sixth grade students proficient or c. p.50 not include
advanced in language arts: At least 75.0% maintain language arts
proficiency level. for these grades
d.  Fourth through sixth grade students proficient or d. p.50 d. N/A**
advanced in mathematics: At least 75.0% maintain
proficiency level.
Academic criteria #3: Year-to-year achievement measure
a.  Second and third grade students with below grade level a. pp. 50-51 a. N/A***
04-05 scores in reading: Advance more than 1.0 GLE in
reading.
b.  Fourth through sixth grade students below proficient b. pp. 50-51 b. N/A***
level in 04-05 reading test: Advance one level of
Memo proficiency or to the next quartile within the proficiency
subsequent to level range.
contract c.  Fourth through sixth grade students below proficient c. pp. 50-51 c. DPI testing does
level in 04-05 language arts test: Advance one level of not include
proficiency or to the next quartile within the proficiency language arts
level range. for these grades
d.  Fourth through sixth grade students below proficient d. pp. 50-51 d. N/A**

level in 04-05 math test: Advance one level of
proficiency or to the next quartile within the proficiency
level range.

*There were fewer than ten third graders. The 12 second graders advanced an average of 2.0 GLEs. The average
advancement of the second and third graders combined was 2.2 GLEs.
**QGroup size too small for grade level, or school-wide report could not be reported.
***There were no students who tested below grade level in 2004-05.
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APPENDIX B

Outcome Measures Agreement Memo
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Downtown Montessori Academy
2319 E Kenwood Blvd.
Milwaukee, WI. 53211

Student Learning Memorandum
2005-06 School Year

The following procedures and outcomes will be used for the 2006-06 school year monitoring of the education
programs of Downtown Montessori. The data will be provided to Children’s Research Center, the monitoring agent
contracted by the City of Milwaukee, Charter School Review Committee.

Attendance:
The school will maintain an average daily attendance rate of eighty percent (80%). Attendance rates will be reported
as present, excused, unexcused.

Enrollment:
Upon admission, individual student information will be added to the school database .

Termination:
The date and reason for every student leaving the student will be recorded in the school database.

Parent Conferences:

On average, parents will participate in at least fifty percent (50%) of the scheduled parent-teacher conferences.
Dates for the events and names of the parent participants will be recorded by the school and provided to Children’s
Research Center in June of each school year.

Parent Contract:
Eighty percent (80%) of parents will fulfill the requirements of the parent contract related to hours of involvement.

Special Education Needs Students:
The school will maintain updated records on all special education students including date of team assessment,
assessment outcome, IEP completion date, IEP review dates and any reassessment results.

Academic Achievement: Local Measures
Montessori Skills
Students’ Montessori curricular experiences, skills, and content included in local measures assessment are in the
areas of Sensorial, Practical Life, Mathematics, Language Arts, and Culture. The following scale will be used for
the local measures assessment:

1 — New presentation 3 — Making steady progress

2 — Having difficulty 4 — Has mastered the skill

Beginning with four year old kindergarten through sixth grade students will demonstrate “Making steady progress”
or “Has mastered the skill” on the skills presented each semester. Measurement will occur once each semester.

These measures are based on the Montessori approach where the teacher first presents the skill; and the student then
practices the skill until reaching mastery at that particular skill. Teachers will document the semester when a skill is
presented and the semester when the student reaches the Mastery level. At the end of the school year, all skills that
were presented to the student and in which the student has not yet reached “Has mastered the skill” will be recorded
as “Making steady progress,” “Having difficulty,” or “New presentation.”

Writing Skills will continue to be part of our local measures and progress will continue to be measured and reported
as part of our present local measures.

McGraw Hill Reading Program — Using the McGraw Hill reading tests throughout the year we will be able to
measure the students annual reading progress. The placement tests will be administered in the fall to 1% Grade and
new students, unit tests will be administered through out the year. Results are combined from the SDRT and teacher

assessment place each child at an instructional level ,unrelated to the traditional concept of ‘grade levels.
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Academic Achievement: Standardized Measures
The following standardized test measures will assess academic achievements in reading and mathematics.

Grades 1, 2,3 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test will be administered March 15" thru April
15th. The first year testing will serve as baseline data. Progress will be assessed
based on the results of the testing in reading in the second and subsequent years.

Grade 3,4,5, 6 WKCE will be administered in the fall on an annual basis as defined by the
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. The areas to be evaluated will be
reading and math for all students and the additional subjects of Science Social
Studies and Language Arts for 4™ Grade.

0:\627WI_Milw\2005-06\downtown\DowntownMontessoriYear8Rpt_2005-06_FINAL.doc B2




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


