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PLEASE NOTE:  The March 2014 Planning/Facilities/ 
       Equipment and Personnel/Policy 
       Standing Committee Meetings 
                            Committee Meeting Have Been Canceled. 

 
 
        
There may be a quorum of the board present at these Standing Committee meetings; however, under no 
circumstances will a board meeting be convened nor board action taken as part of the committee process.  The 
three board members who have been appointed to each committee and the community advisors are the only 
voting members of the Standing Committees. 



 
KENOSHA UNIFIED SCHOOL BOARD 
  AUDIT/BUDGET/FINANCE MEETING 

         Educational Support Center – Room 110 
February 11, 2014 

MINUTES 
 
 

A meeting of the Kenosha Unified Audit/Budget/Finance Committee chaired by Mrs. 
Taube was called to order at 5:55 P.M. with the following Committee members present: 
Mr. Nuzzo, Mr. Bryan, Mr. Kent, Mr. Aceto, Mrs. Dawson, Mr. Holdorf, and Mrs. Taube.  
Dr. Mangi was also present.  Mrs. Marcich, Mr. Coleman, and Ms. London were absent. 
 
Approval of Minutes – January 14, 2014 
 
Mr. Nuzzo moved to approve the minutes as contained in the agenda.  Mr. Holdorf 
seconded the motion.  Unanimously approved. 
 
Request to Submit 21st Century Community Learning Center (CLC) Program Grant 
Application for 2014-2015 School Year 
 
Mr. Kristopher Keckler, Executive Director of Information and Technology, presented 
the Request to Submit the 21st Century Community Learning Center (CLC) Program 
Grant Application for 2014-2015 School Year as contained in the agenda.  He noted 
that Wilson should only be noted as a cycle three grant; however, in error it is listed as a 
continuation and cycle three grant. Due to the error, the total amount requested should 
be $500,000, not $550,000 as indicated in the report. 
 
Mr. Holdorf requested a copy of the Annual CLC Performance Report for his own 
knowledge.  Mr. Keckler indicated that he would provide that to Mr. Holdorf. 
 
Mr. Bryan moved to forward the Request to Submit the 21st Century Community 
Learning Center (CLC) Program Grant Application for 2014-2015 School Year to the full 
Board for approval. Mr. Nuzzo seconded the motion.  Unanimously approved. 
 
Information Items 
 
Mr. Tarik Hamdan, Interim Chief Financial Officer, presented the Monthly Financial 
Statements as contained in the agenda.  He noted that the statements do not yet reflect 
the teacher stipends as the statements are only through December and the stipends 
were disbursed in January.  He answered questions from Committee members.   
 
Ms. Heather Kraeuter, Accounting and Payroll Supervisor, presented the Cash and 
Investment Quarterly Investment Report as contained in the agenda.  There were no 
questions from Committee members. 
 
Mr. Hamdan presented the Quarterly Summary of Grant Activity as contained in the 
agenda.  There were no questions from Committee members. 
 
Mr. Hamden indicated that the Cash Flow Summary was being provided at the request 
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of Mr. Aceto.  Ms. Kraeuter presented  the  cash  flow summary sheet, the  property  tax 
collections  
 
 
schedule, the equalized aid payment estimate sheet, and the state aids payment 
schedule sheet  
and explained how all of them helped in the monitoring of the District’s cash flow and 
with the projecting of short term borrowing. 
 
Future Agenda Items 
 
Mrs. Taube requested a timeline for the development of next year’s budget and 
budgetary implications for next year which are related to the Curriculum Audit.   
 
Meeting adjourned at 6:16 P.M. 
 

Stacy Schroeder Busby 
                                                             School Board Secretary 
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Fund 10     General Fund

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 27,109,475 27,109,475 15,683,728 15,683,728

200 Local revenues                77,787,444 77,145,799 641,645 99.18 77,667,217 76,603,970 1,063,247 98.63 77,070,376

300 Interdistrict revenues        350,000 0 350,000 0.00 300,000 0 300,000 0.00 351,557

500 Intermediate revenues         24,376 631 23,745 2.59 32,500 4,771 27,729 14.68 25,950

600 State aid                     151,616,796 58,012,654 93,604,142 38.26 150,466,803 58,219,279 92,247,524 38.69 150,545,880

700 Federal aid                   10,423,849 981,300 9,442,549 9.41 10,439,218 329,889 10,109,329 3.16 9,236,820

800 Debt proceeds                 0 350 -350 0 0 0 0

900 Revenue adjustments           647,252 4,274 642,978 0.66 575,887 847,449 -271,562 147.16 2,373,538

Total Revenues 240,849,717 136,145,009 104,704,709 56.53 239,481,625 136,005,358 103,476,267 56.79 239,604,121

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

100 Salaries                      118,534,324 58,693,833 0 59,840,491 49.52 110,915,026 53,463,615 30,077 57,421,335 48.23 107,314,036

200 Benefits                      54,112,789 24,279,417 0 29,833,372 44.87 59,763,460 27,178,048 0 32,585,412 45.48 57,761,038

300 Purchased Services            22,415,011 9,499,532 1,891,743 11,023,735 50.82 19,225,971 7,483,792 2,059,135 9,683,045 49.64 17,468,737

400 Supplies                      10,752,765 5,881,719 916,866 3,954,180 63.23 9,821,192 4,073,496 745,870 5,001,826 49.07 8,105,801

500 Capital Outlay                1,941,476 1,179,428 161,577 600,470 69.07 2,500,522 1,144,232 293,359 1,062,931 57.49 2,529,750

600 Debt Services                 506,588 238,414 17,000 251,174 50.42 450,093 347,176 0 102,917 77.13 636,843

700 Insurance                     970,207 549,506 420,701 56.64 2,326,707 1,209,062 25 1,117,620 51.97 1,342,151

800 Operating Transfers Out       30,089,571 14,751,041 15,338,530 49.02 31,289,473 15,491,617 15,797,856 49.51 32,416,742

900 Other objects                 1,526,986 164,030 4,253 1,358,703 11.02 189,180 72,751 3,154 113,275 40.12 603,275

Total Expenditures 240,849,717 115,236,920 2,991,440 122,621,358 49.09 236,481,625 110,463,789 3,131,620 122,886,217 48.04 228,178,374

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

0 20,908,089

27,109,475 48,017,564

3,000,000 25,541,569 11,425,747

18,683,728 41,225,297 27,109,475

Kenosha Unified School District2/26/2014 1:38:39 PM Page 1 of 12

/Bitech-gl_bs_mgmt02_rpt

Budget to Actual Comparison Report by Fund Groups

 For the Period Ended 1/31/2014

2013 -  2014 Fund Summary Budget 

3



Fund 25     Head Start

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 0 0 0 0

700 Federal aid                   1,857,747 787,165 1,070,582 42.37 1,956,394 739,804 1,216,590 37.81 1,736,967

Total Revenues 1,857,747 787,165 1,070,582 42.37 1,956,394 739,804 1,216,590 37.81 1,736,967

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

100 Salaries                      905,838 512,537 393,301 56.58 944,729 445,461 499,267 47.15 880,040

200 Benefits                      671,766 333,711 338,055 49.68 605,818 296,276 309,542 48.91 610,889

300 Purchased Services            174,395 27,638 54,406 92,351 47.04 132,170 35,261 44,081 52,828 60.03 123,385

400 Supplies                      104,266 30,760 697 72,809 30.17 94,529 21,460 130 72,940 22.84 80,170

500 Capital Outlay                0 0 0 177,667 41,000 136,667 23.08 41,000

900 Other objects                 1,482 1,404 78 94.73 1,482 1,482 0 0 100.00 1,482

Total Expenditures 1,857,747 906,050 55,103 896,594 51.74 1,956,394 840,940 44,211 1,071,243 45.24 1,736,967

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

0 -118,885

0 -118,885

0 -101,136 0

0 -101,136 0
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Fund 27     Special Education

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 0 0 0 0

100 Operating Transfers In        29,589,571 14,751,041 14,838,530 49.85 29,983,235 14,991,617 14,991,617 50.00 31,110,504

200 Local revenues                10,000 4,228 5,772 42.28 10,064 4,518 5,546 44.89 8,681

300 Interdistrict revenues        20,000 0 20,000 0.00 20,000 0 20,000 0.00 0

600 State aid                     10,390,000 4,881,088 5,508,912 46.98 10,405,000 4,618,620 5,786,380 44.39 11,019,398

700 Federal aid                   7,854,033 1,719,058 6,134,975 21.89 7,710,576 1,511,820 6,198,756 19.61 4,578,040

Total Revenues 47,863,604 21,355,415 26,508,189 44.62 48,128,875 21,126,576 27,002,299 43.90 46,716,623

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

100 Salaries                      27,544,587 13,661,326 13,883,261 49.60 27,124,930 12,753,355 14,371,575 47.02 26,352,529

200 Benefits                      14,599,015 6,548,133 8,050,883 44.85 17,136,466 7,899,768 9,236,698 46.10 16,818,598

300 Purchased Services            3,426,269 1,854,163 416,825 1,155,281 66.28 3,158,312 2,128,157 293,511 736,644 76.68 3,280,623

400 Supplies                      385,046 166,488 17,560 200,999 47.80 574,796 80,678 40,815 453,303 21.14 256,548

500 Capital Outlay                6,900 8,543 0 -1,643 123.82 8,500 3,031 0 5,469 35.65 8,248

900 Other objects                 1,901,787 0 1,901,787 0.00 125,871 0 125,871 0.00 78

Total Expenditures 47,863,604 22,238,653 434,385 25,190,567 47.37 48,128,875 22,864,989 334,326 24,929,560 48.20 46,716,623

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

0 -883,237

0 -883,237

0 -1,738,413 0

0 -1,738,413 0
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Fund 30-39   Debt Services Fund

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 950,971 950,971 24,177 24,177

100 Operating Transfers In        500,000 0 500,000 0.00 1,156,895 500,000 656,895 43.22 1,156,895

200 Local revenues                16,159,147 16,154,399 4,748 99.97 15,626,548 15,630,349 -3,802 100.02 15,635,768

800 Debt proceeds                 6,616,812 6,616,812 0 100.00 0 0 0 0

900 Revenue adjustments           1,772,817 951,607 821,210 53.68 966,723 282,027 684,697 29.17 1,227,403

Total Revenues 25,048,776 23,722,818 1,325,958 94.71 17,750,166 16,412,376 1,337,790 92.46 18,020,066

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

600 Debt Services                 24,059,106 9,008,457 15,050,649 37.44 16,908,485 2,485,103 14,423,382 14.70 16,908,485

900 Other objects                 0 0 0 184,786 184,786 0 100.00 184,786

Total Expenditures 24,059,106 9,008,457 15,050,649 37.44 17,093,271 2,669,889 14,423,382 15.62 17,093,271

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

989,670 14,714,361

1,940,641 15,665,332

656,895 13,742,487 926,794

681,072 13,766,663 950,971
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Fund 40-49   Capital Project Fund

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 0 0 341,397 341,397

100 Operating Transfers In        0 0 0 149,343 0 149,343 0.00 149,343

200 Local revenues                12,000 1,548 10,452 12.90 0 0 0 0

800 Debt proceeds                 16,690,000 16,690,000 0 100.00 0 0 0 0

900 Revenue adjustments           0 0 0 184,786 184,786 0 100.00 184,786

Total Revenues 16,702,000 16,691,548 10,452 99.94 334,130 184,786 149,343 55.30 334,130

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

300 Purchased Services            4,350,000 18,359 566 4,331,075 0.44 675,527 527,763 121,374 26,390 96.09 675,527

Total Expenditures 4,350,000 18,359 566 4,331,075 0.44 675,527 527,763 121,374 26,390 96.09 675,527

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

12,352,000 16,673,189

12,352,000 16,673,189

-341,397 -342,976 -341,397

0 -1,579 0
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Fund 50    Food Service

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 1,646,432 1,646,432 560,079 560,079

200 Local revenues                2,647,589 1,070,089 1,577,500 40.42 2,834,551 1,391,910 1,442,641 49.11 2,652,744

600 State aid                     140,000 0 140,000 0.00 142,370 0 142,370 0.00 140,005

700 Federal aid                   5,712,411 1,840,646 3,871,765 32.22 5,142,850 1,918,770 3,224,080 37.31 5,757,694

Total Revenues 8,500,000 2,910,735 5,589,265 34.24 8,119,771 3,310,681 4,809,090 40.77 8,550,443

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

100 Salaries                      1,978,052 1,009,606 968,446 51.04 2,121,141 983,143 1,137,998 46.35 1,928,908

200 Benefits                      668,520 343,476 325,044 51.38 1,193,987 359,792 834,195 30.13 704,882

300 Purchased Services            268,275 77,617 20,548 170,110 36.59 213,097 60,448 164,610 -11,960 105.61 112,396

400 Supplies                      5,356,152 1,939,403 2,134,306 1,282,444 76.06 4,369,552 2,143,804 1,702,983 522,765 88.04 4,607,228

500 Capital Outlay                104,000 5,828 8,668 89,504 13.94 151,264 2,087 1,913 147,264 2.64 18,089

900 Other objects                 125,000 33,522 91,478 26.82 70,730 34,722 36,008 49.09 92,589

Total Expenditures 8,500,000 3,409,453 2,163,522 2,927,025 65.56 8,119,771 3,583,995 1,869,506 2,666,270 67.16 7,464,090

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

0 -498,718

1,646,432 1,147,715

0 -273,315 1,086,353

560,079 286,764 1,646,432
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Fund 60     Student Activity Fund

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 0 0 0 0

200 Local revenues                0 0 0 0 172 -172 0

Total Revenues 0 0 0 0 172 -172 0

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

100 Salaries                      0 61 -61 0 5,634 -5,634 0

200 Benefits                      0 215 -215 0 1,004 -1,004 0

300 Purchased Services            0 0 0 0 0 0 0

400 Supplies                      0 -298,339 38,119 260,220 0 -285,161 36,182 248,978 0

900 Other objects                 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Expenditures 0 -298,063 38,119 259,944 0 -278,522 36,182 242,340 0

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

0 298,063

0 298,063

0 278,694 0

0 278,694 0
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Fund 70-79   Trust Funds

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 8,791,703 8,791,703 8,356,169 8,356,169

200 Local revenues                14,000 11,720 2,280 83.72 4,398,798 1,662,666 2,736,132 37.80 13,709

900 Revenue adjustments           9,986,000 0 9,986,000 0.00 0 0 0 8,574,740

Total Revenues 10,000,000 11,720 9,988,280 0.12 4,398,798 1,662,666 2,736,132 37.80 8,588,450

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

200 Benefits                      0 2,118,971 1,647,974 -3,766,945 3,370,000 2,372,225 2,851,992 -1,854,217 155.02 0

300 Purchased Services            0 0 0 310,000 14,699 215 295,086 4.81 14,914

400 Supplies                      0 0 0 0 473 -473 0

900 Other objects                 9,500,000 0 9,500,000 0.00 0 0 0 8,134,626

Total Expenditures 9,500,000 2,118,971 1,647,974 5,733,055 39.65 3,680,000 2,387,397 2,852,208 -1,559,604 142.38 8,149,540

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

500,000 -2,107,251

9,291,703 6,684,452

718,798 -724,731 438,910

9,074,967 7,631,438 8,790,735
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Fund 81     Recreation Services Program

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 232,729 232,729 241,277 241,277

200 Local revenues                428,000 397,047 30,953 92.77 428,000 394,692 33,308 92.22 426,470

Total Revenues 428,000 397,047 30,953 92.77 428,000 394,692 33,308 92.22 426,470

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

100 Salaries                      306,779 150,043 156,736 48.91 291,773 139,037 152,736 47.65 246,246

200 Benefits                      141,231 69,280 71,952 49.05 141,719 70,003 71,716 49.40 135,991

300 Purchased Services            45,400 17,424 5,662 22,314 50.85 45,400 19,297 5,061 21,042 53.65 36,895

400 Supplies                      23,959 2,818 120 21,021 12.26 15,300 3,087 241 11,972 21.75 9,388

500 Capital Outlay                7,680 7,680 0 0 100.00 7,000 3,870 2,130 1,000 85.71 3,870

900 Other objects                 4,000 976 3,024 24.40 4,000 895 0 3,105 22.38 2,628

Total Expenditures 529,050 248,220 5,782 275,047 48.01 505,192 236,189 7,432 261,571 48.22 435,018

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

-101,050 148,827

131,679 381,556

-77,192 158,503 -8,548

164,085 399,780 232,729
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Fund 82     Athletic Venues

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 4,117 4,117 7,999 7,999

200 Local revenues                29,125 14,474 14,651 49.70 29,125 26,610 2,515 91.37 32,452

Total Revenues 29,125 14,474 14,651 49.70 29,125 26,610 2,515 91.37 32,452

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

100 Salaries                      10,000 5,062 4,938 50.62 10,000 6,149 3,851 61.49 15,326

200 Benefits                      0 615 -615 0 909 -909 2,384

300 Purchased Services            10,000 4,055 5,945 40.55 10,000 15,815 0 -5,815 158.15 18,624

400 Supplies                      380 667 -287 175.42 2,148 0 2,148 0.00 0

Total Expenditures 20,380 10,399 9,981 51.02 22,148 22,872 0 -724 103.27 36,334

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

8,745 4,075

12,862 8,193

6,977 3,738 -3,882

14,976 11,736 4,117
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Fund 83     Community Services Program

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 1,249,488 1,249,488 -6,293 -6,293

200 Local revenues                1,130,000 1,130,000 0 100.00 1,680,267 1,680,267 0 100.00 1,685,342

900 Revenue adjustments           0 30 -30 0 0 0 230

Total Revenues 1,130,000 1,130,030 -30 100.00 1,680,267 1,680,267 0 100.00 1,685,572

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

100 Salaries                      232,209 112,067 120,142 48.26 96,372 202,155 -105,783 209.77 99,519

200 Benefits                      68,320 27,924 40,396 40.87 20,101 86,963 -66,862 432.63 21,718

300 Purchased Services            294,585 116,057 166,949 11,578 96.07 284,291 133,348 166,921 -15,978 105.62 281,998

400 Supplies                      29,249 11,726 7,778 9,744 66.68 21,768 19,452 12,195 -9,879 145.38 25,789

500 Capital Outlay                396,932 0 396,932 0.00 742,019 361,363 380,656 48.70 0

900 Other objects                 0 0 0 602 0 602 0.00 767

Total Expenditures 1,021,295 267,774 174,728 578,794 43.33 1,165,152 803,280 179,116 182,756 84.31 429,791

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

108,705 862,256

1,358,194 2,111,745

515,115 876,987 1,255,782

508,822 870,694 1,249,488
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Fund 85     CLC After School Program

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source           Budget              Actual                                    Balance      % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 78,344 78,344 34,756 34,756

200 Local revenues                0 4,682 -4,682 0 28,484 -28,484 55,464

500 Intermediate revenues         0 448 -448 0 17,670 -17,670 31,934

Total Revenues 0 5,130 -5,130 0 46,155 -46,155 87,398

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object           Budget              Actual    Encumbered        Balance      % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

200 Benefits                      0 0 0 0 72 -72 72

300 Purchased Services            16,400 0 16,400 0.00 0 0 0 43,738

Total Expenditures 16,400 0 16,400 0.00 0 72 -72 43,810

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

-16,400 5,130

61,944 83,474

0 46,083 43,588

34,756 80,838 78,344
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All Funds 

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Source         Budget              Actual                                   Balance        % Rec Budget             Actual                                   Balance      % Rec           Fiscal

Fund Balance - Beginning 40,063,260 40,063,260 25,243,288 25,243,288

100 Operating Transfers In        30,089,571 14,751,041 15,338,530 49.02 31,289,473 15,491,617 15,797,856 49.51 32,416,742

200 Local revenues                98,217,305 95,933,987 2,283,318 97.68 102,674,570 97,423,638 5,250,932 94.89 97,581,006

300 Interdistrict revenues        370,000 0 370,000 0.00 320,000 0 320,000 0.00 351,557

500 Intermediate revenues         24,376 1,079 23,297 4.43 32,500 22,441 10,059 69.05 57,885

600 State aid                     162,146,796 62,893,742 99,253,054 38.79 161,014,173 62,837,899 98,176,274 39.03 161,705,283

700 Federal aid                   25,848,040 5,328,169 20,519,871 20.61 25,249,038 4,500,283 20,748,754 17.82 21,309,522

800 Debt proceeds                 23,306,812 23,307,162 -350 100.00 0 0 0 0

900 Revenue adjustments           12,406,069 955,911 11,450,158 7.71 1,727,397 1,314,263 413,135 76.08 12,360,697

Total Revenues 352,408,970 203,171,092 149,237,878 57.65 322,307,151 181,590,141 140,717,009 56.34 325,782,692

 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2014 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2013 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Object         Budget              Actual    Encumbered       Balance        % Used Budget             Actual    Encumbered       Balance      % Used          Fiscal

100 Salaries                      149,511,789 74,144,535 0 75,367,255 49.59 141,503,971 67,998,548 30,077 73,475,346 48.08 136,836,604

200 Benefits                      70,261,642 33,721,742 1,647,974 34,891,926 50.34 82,231,550 38,265,060 2,851,992 41,114,498 50.00 76,055,572

300 Purchased Services            31,000,335 11,614,846 2,556,700 16,828,789 45.71 24,054,768 10,418,578 2,854,908 10,781,282 55.18 22,056,837

400 Supplies                      16,651,818 7,735,242 3,115,447 5,801,130 65.16 14,899,285 6,057,289 2,538,416 6,303,580 57.69 13,084,924

500 Capital Outlay                2,456,988 1,201,479 170,245 1,085,264 55.83 3,586,971 1,555,582 297,402 1,733,987 51.66 2,600,956

600 Debt Services                 24,565,694 9,246,871 17,000 15,301,823 37.71 17,358,577 2,832,279 0 14,526,298 16.32 17,545,327

700 Insurance                     970,207 549,506 420,701 56.64 2,326,707 1,209,062 25 1,117,620 51.97 1,342,151

800 Operating Transfers Out       30,089,571 14,751,041 15,338,530 49.02 31,289,473 15,491,617 15,797,856 49.51 32,416,742

900 Other objects                 13,059,255 199,933 4,253 12,855,070 1.56 576,651 294,636 3,154 278,860 51.64 9,020,230

Total Expenditures 338,567,299 153,165,194 7,511,618 177,890,487 47.46 317,827,954 144,122,653 8,575,974 165,129,328 48.04 310,959,344

Net Revenue/Expenses

Fund Balance - Ending

13,841,670 50,005,898

53,904,930 90,069,159

4,479,196 37,467,489 14,823,348

29,722,484 62,710,776 40,062,293
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KENOSHA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Kenosha, Wisconsin 

 
March 11, 2014 

Audit/Budget/Finance and Curriculum/Program Standing Committees 
 

MARY FROST ASHLEY CHARITABLE TRUST  
 
 
The District applied and received funding from the Mary Frost Ashley Charitable Trust in 2010 
and 2011 for the Back-to-School – A Celebration of Family and Community Event, and parent 
and student programs.  In 2012 the District was invited to apply and received funding from the 
Trust for Back to School supplies that were distributed at Elementary School Open Houses, 
parent and student education and learning experiences, parent leadership training, and support for 
the District’s Recognition Program, Academic Showcase, annual Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other 
Drugs Awareness Student Recognition Brunch and playground equipment.  
 
During the 2014-2015 school year, the District plans to further develop and strengthen the 
comprehensive parent education training program, family interactive learning experiences, and 
expand student learning opportunities through support with a high school group, strengthen the 
District’s Recognition Program, further develop the annual Alcohol Tobacco, and Other Drugs 
Awareness Student Recognition Brunch and Awareness week, and provide safe playground 
equipment for the elementary school with the oldest equipment. This comprehensive program is 
developed with the framework of Search Institute’s “40 Developmental Assets,” Joyce Epstein’s 
School, Family and Community Partnerships guide, and the District’s Transformation Design.  
The design plan includes improving student achievement, personalized learning, expanding 
collaborative partnerships with families, the community and industry as well as implementing 
Joyce Epstein’s “Ten Steps to Success:  School-Based Programs of Family, School, and 
Community Partnerships” and securing resources to support student learning. 

 
Data will be kept on attendance, ethnicity, and student participation in interactive family 
programs and student engagement.  There will be two methods for evaluation; 1) written 
evaluations by the participants, and 2) informal discussions with participants.  A summary will 
be compiled by the presenter. The application includes the following major components: 
 
1)   Provide school supplies for elementary age children 
2)   Implement interactive family learning experiences that relate to curriculum, strengthening  
      family and school connections, and safety issues.   
3)   Deliver parent education trainings that focus on parenting skills development, particularly in   
      the area of behavioral management, and support to families that are experiencing challenges  
      with lack of education, employment, and resources. 
4)   Continue to establish and train Action Teams for Partnerships in eight schools.  The teams  
      will access past practices, and identify current issues and strengths with family engagement  
      and community collaboration.  From there, the team will develop an action plan to expand  
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       and strengthen family engagement and community partnerships.   
5)   Initiate and support plans with Partnership Teams at Wilson with a lending library, Brass  
      with the challenge of strengthening involvement with “Dads,” EBSOLA Dual Language with  
      Computer Classes for parents in English and Spanish, and Reuther with their engagement  
      strategies to involve additional parents with the child’s education. 
6)   Support student engagement learning opportunities that will assist students in developing  
      healthy life skills, engaging in community service, and experience learning opportunities  
      through book studies.   
7)   Support the annual Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drugs Awareness Student Recognition  
      Brunch and week-long education sessions. 
8)   Strengthen the District Recognition Program, a program that recognizes 25 years of service,  
      a Recognition Dinner for individuals receiving recognition for exemplary service within and  
      external partners and a retirement reception. 
9) Provide safe playground equipment at McKinley Elementary School.  This school has the  
      oldest equipment.  It is also a school with 84.39% poverty. 
 
The all-encompassing program will continue to build on the framework of Joyce Epstein’s 
research from John Hopkins University.  The framework includes the Six Types of Family-
School-Community Partnerships; Parenting, Communication, Learning at Home, Volunteering, 
Decision Making, and Community Collaboration.  Within that research (Epstein & Sheldon 
2006), Epstein indicates, “School, Family and Community Partnerships is a better term than 
parental involvement.  The concept of “partnership” recognizes that parents, educators, and 
others in the community share responsibility for students’ learning and development.”  This 
model provides significant support to moving the District’s Transformational Design Goal #2 
forward. 

 
Title 
 
A Framework for Healthy Youth Development:  Expanding Family and Student Learning 
Programs. 
 
Funding Source 
 
These funds originate from the Mary Frost Ashley Charitable Trust.  The Trust was created by 
Mary Frost Ashley to provide financial support to the charitable organizations in Kenosha, 
Wisconsin.  The Kenosha Unified School District was invited to submit a 2014 proposal to the 
Trust. 
  
Time Period 
 
July 1, 2014 – June 30, 2015 
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Purpose 
 
The goal is to further develop the District’s Family Engagement Training and Education 
Programs as well as provide meaningful and engaging learning opportunities for students to 
increase achievement and attendance.  The following goals support the expansion of family and 
student participation as well as a stronger home school connection: 
 
Goal I       Coordinate back to school supplies for elementary children to ensure equity and  

preparation for learning. 
Goal II      Plan and deliver programs that are interactive family learning opportunities such 

as the Math Fair, Science Interactive Night, Dr. Seuss, Internet Safety, Family 
Health and Fitness and family awareness activities that strengthen family 
commuication. 

Goal III     Further develop parent education trainings that support parent skills development, 
strengthening family communication, violence prevention, literacy in support with 
reading to your child, and life skills that support the development of the “40 
Developmental Assets.” 

Goal IV   Develop and train Action Teams for Partnerships in eight schools that will 
establish a yearlong plan to strengthen family engagement and community 
partnerships.     

Goal V     Initiate newly developed plans with Partnership Teams in their second year of 
implementation such as Wilson with the lending library and ESL classes, Brass 
with the challenge of strengthening “Dads” with their child’s education, EBSOLA 
Dual Language with Computer Classes for parents in English and Spanish, and 
Reuther with their engagement strategies to involve additional parents with their 
child’s education. 

Goal VI    Fully develop  student engagement at two secondary schools that includes a 
community service learning project between secondary schools and an elementary 
school.     

 Goal VII   Provide support for the Annual Kenosha County Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other  
                 Drugs Awareness Student Recognition Brunch and week-long education sessions. 
Goal VIII    Assist with strengthening District's Recognition Program. 
Goal IX Plan and support safe playground equipment for McKinley Elementary School 

which has the oldest equipment in the district.  
 
The goals included in this plan directly relate to Transformation Plan Goal #2. 
  
Number of students served:  22,676 
 
Relationship to Transformation Design 
 
This proposal directly relates to the District’s Transformation Plan mission, goals, and student 
results. The transformation goal, as it relates to the A Framework for Healthy Youth 
Development:  Expanding Family Learning and Student Engagement Programs, is to expand 
collaborative partnerships with families, community, and industry. 

18



 
 
Budget 
 

Classification Object Amount 
Support Services Salaries $19,805.25 
 Fringes $2,763.48 
 Purchased Services $39.485.00 
 Non-Capitol Objects $27,946.27 
 Equipment $20,000.00 
 Total $110,000.00 

 
 
District Resources Committed as a Result of the Acceptance of these Funds 
 
The Community School Relations Coordinator is required to coordinate all goals in the program.  
Support for Parent Site Organizers, child care, and additional time for staff is covered through 
the Community School Relations Office Budget for approximately $15,000.00. 
 
Relationship to District Budget 
 
The trust covers items above those offered in the District budget. 
 
Evaluation Plan 
 
Elementary principals will receive, complete and return an evaluation form as to the 
effectiveness of the Back to School supplies distributed to the students in their buildings.  The 
data will be compiled and reviewed for future planning. 
 
The eight schools that participate in the Joyce Epstein’s School, Family and Community  
Partnerships process to strengthen family engagement and community participation will 
complete an evaluation through focus groups.  Each school will have an outside facilitator lead a 
group discussion on the value of this process to determine if it has an effective impact on the 
school-community. 
 
The Action Teams for Partnership will review their first year’s plan and further develop the 
programs established within their school sites.  Evaluations will be reviewed and adjustments 
made if necessary for program effectiveness. 
 
The Family interactive learning experiences and parent skill development trainings will have a 
formal written evaluation which includes a written narrative on how parents will use the 
strategies gained through a program to enhance learning at home and improve home-school 
communication connections.   The programs will also have informal group reviews to determine 
the effectiveness of the program. This data will be reviewed by the principals and presenters. 
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Every program will collect attendance data that includes how many parents and students attend 
and participate in the interactive program, ethnicity, and attendance in pre-school child care 
during the program.  Data from a written form regarding the climate of the location and value of 
the program will be compiled annually.   
 
Best practice, research based and evidence based programs will follow the evaluation criteria set 
up for the program.  Examples will include Second Step, 911 for Parents, Families and School 
Together (FASTWORKS), Supporting School Success, Parents as Teachers, Successful 
Fathering, and Motherread Fatherread.  Parents participating in Successful Fathering and 
Motherread Fatherread will participate in a focus group when the series is completed.  
Information compiled will help set the direction of the program for future groups.   
 
The Bradford Leading Ladies group will engage in a focus group with students and an outside 
facilitator to assist in determining the effectiveness of the program.  Other students in the school 
will voluntarily complete a survey to also determine the value of the established group. 
 
The student groups providing the community service project as well as Jefferson families that 
participate in the community service project will have an end of the year evaluation to determine 
the effectiveness of the program. 
 
The Annual Kenosha County Alcohol, Tobacco, and the Other Drugs Awareness Student 
Recognition Committee will send out evaluations to school site representatives, parents, teachers, 
and the committee at large.  Input from the evaluations will be used to consider revisions in the 
year long program for the 2015-2016 school year. 
 
The District’s Recognition Program will collect data and review the results to determine the 
effectiveness of the new collaborative group awards.   
 
Type of Project 
 
This is a competitive application. 
 
Staff Persons involved in preparation of application 
 
Tanya Ruder, Executive Director of Community Partnerships and Media Relations 
Patricia Demos, Community School Relations Coordinator 
Juan Torres, Even Start Program Director/Community Liaison 
Teri Giampietro, McKinley Elementary School Principal 
Scott Kennow, Brass Community School Principal 
Yolanda Jackson Lewis, Wilson Elementary School Principal 
Cheryl Johnson, Bradford High School Teacher 
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Administrative Recommendation: 
 
Administration recommends that the Audit/Budget/Finance and Curriculum/Program Standing 
Committees forward to the Board of Education this one-year grant proposal titled Framework for 
Healthy Youth Development:  Expanding Family Learning and Student Engagement Program in 
the amount of $110,000 for submission to the Mary Frost Ashley Charitable Trust. 
  
 
Dr. Joseph Mangi     
Interim Superintendent of Schools   
 
Tanya Ruder 
Executive Director of Community Partnerships and Media Relations   
 
Patricia Demos 
Community School Relations Coordinator 
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Kenosha Unified School District No. 1 
 

Fiscal, Facilities and Personnel Impact Statement 
 

 

Title: 
A Framework for Heathly Youth Development:  
Expanding Family and Student Learning 
Programs 

Budget Year: 2014-2015 

 
Department: Office of Communications Budget Manager:  Patricia Demos 
 
 

REQUEST 
School Board approval is requested to submit and implement a one-year grant to further 
develop and strengthen the comprehensive parent education training program, family 
interactive learning experiences, and expand student engagement learning opportunities 
through  a high school group that provides a framework for character buidling and healthy 
learing experiences. This comprehensive program is developed with the framework of Search 
Institute’s “40 Developmental Assets,” Joyce Epstein’s School, Family and Community 
Partnerships guide, and the District’s Transformation Plan.  The  plan includes improving 
student achievement,  expanding collaborative partnerships with families, the community and 
industry as well as implementing Joyce Epstein’s “Ten Steps to Success:  School-Based 
Programs of Family, School, and Community Partnerships” and securing resources to support 
student learning, comprehensive interactive family and student learning program opportunities 
to increase student attendance, achievement, and participation in citizenship. The grant 
includes support for the District Recognition Program and the ATOD Awareness Program. 
The grant request is for $110,000 which includes funds to support Back to School supplies for 
the 2014-2015 Elementary School Open Houses. 
Insert narrative summarizing the nature of your request 

 
 

RATIONALE/ INSTRUCTIONAL FOCUS 

The Grant will provide funding to further develop family learning opportunities, parenting skills 
development, family interactive learning programs, sessions on understanding the new 
"Family" structure at the elementary schools, implementing the Joyce Epstein's Partnership 
model process, student  group learning opportunities and a community service project. The 
goals include: 
 
Goal I      Coordinate back to school supplies for elementary children to ensure equity and     
                preparation for learning. 
Goal II     Plan and deliver programs that are interactive family learning opportunities such     
                as the Math Fair, Science Interactive Night, Dr. Seuss, Internet Safety, Family  
                Health and Fitness and family awareness activities that strengthen family  
                commuication. 
Goal III    Further develop parent education trainings that support parent skills  
                development, strengthening family communication, violence prevention, literacy in  
                support with reading to your child, and life skills that support the development of the  
 
                 “40 Developmental Assets.”.    
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Goal IV      Develop and train Action Teams for Partnershps in eight schools that will establish  
                  a yearlong plan to strengthen family engagement and community partnerships.    
Goal V       Initiate newly developed plans with Partnershp Teams in their second year of  
                  implementation such as Wilson with the lending library and ESL Classes, Brass  
                  with the challenge of strengthening “Dads” with their child’s education, EBSOLA  
                  Dual Language with Computer Classes for parents in English and Spanish, and  
                  Reuther with their engagement strategies to involve additional parents with their   
                  child’s education. 
Goal VI      Fully develop  student engagement at two secondary schools that includes a  
                  community service learning project between secondary schools and an  
                  elementary school.     
 Goal VII    Provide support for the Annual Kenosha County Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other  
                  Drugs Awareness Student Recognition Brunch and week-long education sessions. 
Goal VIII    Assist with strengthening District's Recognition Program. 
Goal IX      Plan and support safe playground equipment for McKinley Elementary School   
                  which has the oldest equipment in the district.  
 
The goals included in this plan directly relate to Transformation Plan Goal #2. 
 
 

IMPACT 

This programl provides opportunities for families to strengthen their involvement in their child's 
education, increase their parenting strategies and current information on pertinent issues such 
as technology safety, strengthen parenting strategies, and increase student learning 
opportunities that directly relate to life skills development and participation in citizenship. 
 
 

BUDGET IMPACT 

Object Level Descriptive Amount 

100’s Salaries $19,805.25 
200’s Fringes $2,763.48 
300’s Purchased Services $39,485.00 
400’s Non-Capital Objects $27,946.27 
500’s Capital Objects $20,000.00 

  $0.00 

 TOTAL $110,000.00 

 
This is a  one-time         or a   recurring expenditure 
 

FUNDING SOURCES 
Select Funding Sources: Additional Source of Revenue Available 
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Kenosha Unified School District 
Kenosha, Wisconsin 

 
March 11, 2014  

Audit/Budget/Finance and Curriculum/Program Standing Committees 
 

READ TO LEAD GRANT REQUEST  
 
Approval from the Board of Education is requested to submit and implement the Read 
to Lead Development Fund Grant.  The maximum funding possible for this grant is 
$50,000.00. The grant is aimed at improving literacy and early childhood development.   
 

• Grant Title 
o Read to Lead Development Fund Grant 

• Funding Source 
o Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction 
o Read to Lead Development Council 

• Grant Time Period 
o July 1, 2014 to June 30, 2015 

 

Purpose: 
The purpose of this grant is to support literacy development of KUSD Early Education 
students and their families at one elementary location. This would be accomplished 
through the use of electronic readers coupled with literacy training for Early Education 
staff and for the parents in those classrooms.   
 
Proposal: 
Similar to the current Early Education “Take Home Book” program, families in the 
selected classrooms will be invited to take home an electronic reader (e-reader). The e-
reader will be pre-loaded with age appropriate as well as challenging literature. The E-
books purchased for the e-reader will allow books to be read in either Spanish or 
English, depending upon the language spoken within the home. Challenging literature 
will be included as books downloaded on the e-reader to promote the development of 
increasingly complex vocabulary. The KUSD Library Media Consultant and Early 
Education Instructional Coaches will collaborate to determine which E-books are 
purchased for the e-readers. 
 
Prior to taking an e-reader to their home, parents will be required to participate in 
training on the features of the e-reader, the care of the e-reader, and the liability 
assumed by the family when an e-reader is brought to their home. Parents will also 
need to commit to attending literacy training for parents. Literacy training for parents will 
focus on how to use stories on the e-reader to promote phonological awareness, 
alphabet knowledge, knowledge of print, and comprehension. Parents will be able to 
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use these foundational literacy skills to support their child’s reading through the primary 
grades.   
 
Early Education staff will be required to attend these trainings with the parent. Building a 
positive relationship with parents is a foundational belief of the Early Education 
program.  Staff participation in these trainings provides an additional opportunity for the 
teachers and parents to strengthen their relationship while learning more about how to 
support the child that they share. 
 
Early Education staff will also be expected to incorporate literacy skills and e-readers 
into all school wide or classroom family events.  Professional development on the 
application of the connection of vocabulary to future reading success will be provided to 
the Early Education staff at this site.   
 

Relationship to District Plan and Goals:    
The plan for implementing the Read to Lead Development Fund Grant correlates to the 
District’s Transformation Plan and following goals: 

• Improve student achievement. 
• Expand collaborative partnerships with families, community, and industry. 
• Secure resources to support learning. 

 
Establishing a foundation for literacy increases the likelihood that a student will be a 
“reader”. The activities identified in this grant proposal will be monitored throughout the 
2014-15 school year, with success evaluated at the conclusion of the school year.  
Based on the assessment results revisions to the plan will occur and consideration will 
be given to expansion of the concept to other Early Education sites. 
 

Administrative Recommendation: 
Administration recommends that the Audit/Budget/Finance and Curriculum/Program 
Standing Committees forward this request to the full Board for approval of the Read to 
Lead Development Fund Grant.  
 
 
Dr. Joseph Mangi                           Dr. Floyd Williams, Jr. 
Interim Superintendent of Schools Assistant Superintendent of Elementary 

School Leadership 
 
Ms. Belinda Grantham      
Director of Pre-school   
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Kenosha Unified School District No. 1 
 

BUDGET ASSUMPTION SUMMARY - EXPENDITURE 
 
 

 
Title: Read to Lead Development Fund Grant Budget Year: 2014 - 2015 
 
Department: Early Education Budget Manager: Belinda Grantham 
 

REQUEST 
 
Requesting to submit and implement the Read to Lead Development Fund Grant.  The 
maximum funding possible for this grant is $50,000.00.  The grant is aimed at improving 
literacy and early childhood development.   
 
Grant funds will be used to: 

• Purchase 1000 E-books at $20.00 per  book 
• Purchase 100 Electronic readers at approximately $250.00 per tablet. 
• Develop and provide literacy trainings for parents and staff. 

 
 
 

RATIONALE/ INSTRUCTIONAL FOCUS 
 
The program will: 

• Enhance the literacy component of the Early Education program. 
• Put books into the hands of low-income children. 
• Increase the number of Spanish and English fiction and non-fiction books available to 

children in their home. 
• Engage parents in reading to their children or listening to a story with their children in 

the language spoken in the home. 
• Provide books of differing reading levels so that children are exposed to increasingly 

challenging vocabulary.   
• Engage parents in learning/teaching foundational literacy skills to their children 

(phonological awareness, alphabet knowledge, knowledge of print, and 
comprehension). 

• Collaborations with community agencies will be established so that additional reading, 
writing, and computer literacy skills may be sought by parents wanting to improve their 
own literacy skills. 

• Collaborations with businesses will be established to help expand a successful 
program. 
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IMPACT 
• Establishing a foundation for literacy increases the likelihood that a student will be a 

“reader”.   
• The activities identified in this grant proposal will be monitored throughout the 2014-15 

school year with success evaluated at the conclusion of the school year.   
• Based on the assessment results revisions to the plan will occur and consideration will 

be given to expansion of the concept to other Early Education sites. 
 
 

BUDGET ASSUMPTION 
Object Level Descriptive Amount 

100’s Salaries $1300.00 
200’s Fringes $ 400.00 
300’s Purchased Services $ 0 
400’s Non-Capital Objects $ 45,000.00 
500’s Capital Objects $0 

 TOTAL* $45,000.00 
*To re-calculate the Total Amount, click once in the Total Amount cell then press the F9 key. 
 
Is this a      X   One-time or    Recurring expenditure? 
 

FUNDING SOURCES 
Enter Funding Sources (Additional revenues, re-allocation of existing budgeted funds, 
donations and/or request for new funds) 
 
Monies identified above would come from the grant funding. 
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Kenosha Unified School District 

Kenosha, Wisconsin 

 

March 11, 2014  

Joint Audit/Budget/Finance & Curriculum/Program Standing Committees 

 

HEAD START FEDERAL GRANT REQUEST  

 

Approval from the Board of Education is requested to submit and implement the Head 

Start Federal Grant for the 2014-2015 school year.  The funding for this grant is 

$1,893,682.00.  The grant is designed to fund the operating costs of the Kenosha Unified 

School District Head Start Program. 

 

Grant Title 

Federal Head Start Grant 

 

Funding Source 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 

Administration for Children and Families 

 

Grant Time Period 

July 1, 2014 to June 30, 2015 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Head Start program is to provide comprehensive services in the areas 

of health, education, social/emotional development, and parent involvement for low-

income preschool children and their families.  This grant will service 330 high-risk 

children who will be three or four years of age on or before September 1, 2014.  Funds 

will be utilized to serve the children and their families in all program component areas as 

required in the Head Start Act and through the Head Start Performance Standards. 

 

Number of Students Served 

330 eligible Head Start Students 

 

Relationship to District Plan and Goals    

The Head Start approach to school readiness ensures that families have the skills and 

knowledge necessary to support development and learning in children.  This correlates to 

the district’s Transformation Plan and following goals: 

 

 Improve student achievement. 

 Expand collaborative partnerships with families, community, and industry.    

 Secure resources to support learning. 

 

The Head Start Approach to School Readiness means that children are ready for school, 

families are ready to support their children's learning, and the transition into kindergarten 

is effective. Readiness goals are defined as the expectations at children’s developmental 

levels and progress across domains of language, literacy, cognition/general knowledge, 

approaches to learning, physical health, well-being, motor and social/emotional 

development.  Success in these areas will support each child’s readiness for kindergarten.   
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Fiscal Impact 

See attached Fiscal Impact statement. 

 

Changes in Program Service 

Head Start is proposing the following changes to the program for the 2014-2015 school 

year: 

 

 A reduction in the number of sites that provide Head Start services. 

 

o Due to a drop in the birth rate in the Head Start service area, Head Start 

would need to add sites in order to meet the mandated enrollment number.  

The program is not able to provide the staffing levels that would be 

needed to support additional sites. For this reason, we are reducing the 

number of Head Start sites by four. 

o Head Start will provide services at Bose, Brass, Chavez Learning Station, 

EBSOLA, Frank, Jefferson, McKinley, and Wilson Elementary Schools. 

 

 An increase in the number of classrooms at some of the sites that they currently 

serve. 

 

o To ensure that Head Start consistently meets their mandated enrollment 

number the program will focus on increasing the percentage of children 

that they currently serve at the sites identified above.  At some locations 

this will result in an expansion of the number of classrooms that currently 

provide Head Start services. 

o To comply with Head Start Performance Standards, each classroom that 

provides Head Start services will be staffed with a teacher and an 

educational support person. 

 

 Collaboration with KUSD Early Education to pilot CLASS (Classroom 

Assessment Scoring System) in some classrooms. 

 

o CLASS is a program evaluation tool that Early Education is working to 

pilot in some classrooms next year. 

o CLASS measures the environment and student-teacher interaction in a 

pre-K classroom.  This tool is used by the Federal Review Teams that 

conduct the Head Start Federal Reviews. 

 

In addition to the program changes identified above, the following revisions to staffing 

will be included in the grant:  

 

 1.0 FTE Instructional Coach  

 

o Included in this Instructional Coach position will be the responsibilities of 

the Head Start Disability Coordinator.  The Head Start Disability 
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Coordinator responsibilities were divided and absorbed by other positions 

when the previous Disability Coordinator became the interim principal of 

the Chavez Learning Station.  The responsibilities of the Head Start 

Disability Coordinator have proven to be too involved to be added to other 

positions.  For this reason Head Start is electing to re-establish the role. 

 

 0.5 FTE Family Engagement Specialist/0.5 FTE Family Service Provider Coach 

 

o A National Head Start initiative is to build relationships with families that 

support family well-being, strong parent-child relationships and ongoing 

learning and development of parents and children alike.  The Family 

Engagement Specialist/Family Service Provider coach will support this 

initiative.   

 

These two positions will strengthen and enhance the Head Start Program.  The 

Instructional Coach will be able to support staff ensuring that Head Start children receive 

the very best education.  The Family Engagement Specialist/Family Service Provider 

coach will support parents and Family Service Providers guiding them toward increased 

engagement in their child’s education at home, school and in the community.   

 

The salaries and benefits for these positions will be attributed to this Head Start grant. 

 

Evaluation Plan 

 The Head Start program meets a community need for the services that it provides.  

This will be evident through the maintenance of a Head Start waiting list of 

families that qualify for the program. 

 Student outcomes are monitored within the Head Start Child Development and 

Early Learning Framework in eight developmental domains.  The progress of 

every child is reported to parents/guardians three times during the school year. 

The outcomes measured are aligned with Wisconsin Model Early Learning 

Standards and Common Core Standards.  

 Semi-annual Program Report to the Policy Council and School Board Semi-

annual reports to monitor the program. 

 Program Plan Report to the Head Start Region V office in Chicago. 

 Head Start monthly reports (HS 22) to the Policy Council and School Board. 

 Quarterly calls to the Head Start Region V office in Chicago.  

 The Head Start program conducts an annual self-assessment in January to 

determine strengths and areas that are in need of improvement.  

 An annual report is available to the community and all stakeholders providing 

statistics, services and budget information. 
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Staff Persons involved in preparation of the grant application: 
Belinda Grantham, Director of Pre-school 

Lisa KC, Assistant Head Start Director, Chavez Learning Station 

Lynda Dower, Family & Community Coordinator 

Samantha McGovern, Education and Disabilities Coordinator 

Debbie Moran, Policy Council President 

Kristin Klimisch, RN, Health Coordinator   

 

 

Administrative Recommendation 

Administration recommends that the Audit/Budget/Finance and Curriculum/Program 

Standing Committees forward this request to the full Board for approval of the 2014-

2015 Head Start Federal Grant request.  

 

 

Dr. Joseph Mangi                           Dr. Floyd Williams 

Interim Superintendent of Schools  Assistant Superintendent of Elementary 

School Leadership 

 

Ms. Belinda Grantham   Ms. Lisa KC   

Director of Pre-school    Assistant Director Head Start 
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Kenosha Unified School District No. 1 
 

Fiscal, Facilities and Personnel Impact Statement 
 
  
 

Title: Head Start Federal Grant Request Budget Year: 2014-2015 
 
Department: Early Education Budget Manager: Belinda Grantham 
 
 

REQUEST 
Approval from the Board of Education is requested to submit and implement the Head Start 
Federal Grant  for the 2014-2015  school year.  It is designed to fund the program's 
operations with $1,893,682.     
 
 

RATIONALE/ INSTRUCTIONAL FOCUS 
This grant serves the academic, social/emotional, and health needs of low-income three and 
four year old children and their families.  Children who qualify must reside within the 
boundaries of KUSD.  The Head Start approach provides the foundation for implementing 
systemic and integrated comprehensive child development services and family engagement 
efforts that lead to school readiness for young children and families. This  supports stronger 
attendance rates, academic performance, and higher graduation rates in later years. 
 
 

IMPACT 
This Head Start grant provides: 
 - Funding for staffing (teachers and educational assistants) to serve 330 children within the 
guidelines of the Head Start Performance Standards. 
 - Funding for support staff (family service providers, coordinators, director) for families of Head 
Start children as specified in the Head Start Performance Standards. 
 - Utilities and maintance of the Chavez Learning Station 
 - Purchased services  and supplies to support  Head Start Performance Standards.  
 - All Head Start staff are employed through the Kenosha Unified School District and follow the 
contract agreements for their work classification.     
 
 

BUDGET IMPACT 
Object Level Descriptive Amount 

100’s Salaries $978,263.00 
200’s Fringes $643,848.00 
300’s Purchased Services $148,369.00 
400’s Non-Capital Objects $123,202.00 
500’s Capital Objects $0.00 
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    $0.00 
 TOTAL $1,893,682.00 
 
This is a  one-time         or a   recurring expenditure 
 

FUNDING SOURCES 
Select Funding Sources:   
Head Start Federal Grant will provide funds. 
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KENOSHA UNIFIED SCHOOL BOARD 

  JOINT PERSONNEL/POLICY AND 
CURRICULUM/PROGRAM MEETING 

         Educational Support Center – Room 110 
February 11, 2014 

MINUTES 
 

 
A joint meeting of the Kenosha Unified Personnel/Policy and Curriculum/Program 
Committees chaired by Mr. Bryan was called to order at 6:44 P.M. with the following 
Committee members present:  Mr. Flood, Mrs. Snyder, Mrs. Burns, Mrs. Butler, Mrs. 
Hamilton, Mrs. Dahl, Mrs. Taube, Mrs. Daghfal, Mrs. Karabetsos, Mrs. Kenefick, Mrs. 
Santoro, and Mr. Bryan.  Dr. Mangi was also present.  Mrs. Renish-Ratelis arrived later.   
Mrs. Coleman was excused.  Mrs. Morrison and  Ms. Morgan were absent.  

Approval of Minutes – January 14, 2014 
 
Mrs. Taube moved to approve the minutes as contained in the agenda.  Mrs. Kenefick 
seconded the motion.  Unanimously approved. 
 
Policy/Rule 5240 – Accommodations of Private School and Home Based 
Educational Program Students 
 
Mr. Kristopher Keckler, Executive Director of Information and Technology, presented 
Policy/Rule 5240 – Accommodations of Private School and Home Based Educational 
Program Students as presented in the agenda.   He indicated that Act 20 (2013) and the 
new part-time attendance law (Wis. Stats 118.53) have expanded the opportunities for 
resident and non-resident home schooled pupils.  The new legislation allows home 
schooled pupils in any grade to attend any public school on a part-time basis. The 
previous rule was limited to just resident students in high school grades.   A school 
district is required, space permitting, to allow resident and non-resident home schooled 
pupils to take up to two (2) courses per semester at any public school.   Kenosha 
resident students who are enrolled full time in a private school are still limited to part 
time KUSD enrollment at grades 9-12. This option was not changed by the recent 
legislation. 
 
Mrs. Burns moved to forward Policy/Rule 5240 – Accommodations of Private School 
and Home Based Educational Program Students to the full Board for approval.  Mrs. 
Butler seconded the motion.  Unanimously approved. 
 
Mrs. Renish-Ratelis arrived at 6:47 P.M. 
 
Policy 6520 – Field/Co-Curricular Trips 
 
Dr. Sue Savalgio-Jarvis, Assistant Superintendent of Teaching and Learning, presented 
Policy 6520 – Field/Co-Curricular Trips.  She indicated that the Board of Education 
requested that the Department of Teaching and Learning review current School Board 
Policy 6520 - Field/Co-Curricular Trips to ensure it meets the needs of staff and 
students when considering an extended learning opportunity off school grounds. The 
request also included a close examination of Kenosha Public Museums in regards to 
their alignment with Kenosha Unified’s curriculum and standards.  Upon review, the 
current policy as written is properly worded in order for district staff to adequately 
address field trips and offer extending and enriching off campus learning opportunities 
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for all students. Upon further review, the educational programs and services being 
offerred by the Kenosha Public Museums meet Kenosha Unified standards and 
curriculum.   
 
 
Administration recommends that wording in current Board Policy 6520 be retained and 
to encourage the learning opportunities inside the city limits as well as outside the city 
and state limits for student growth and learning.  
 
Mrs. Daghfal made the semantics suggestion that the word “will” in paragraph two be 
changed to “must” as it is in paragraph one. 
 
Mrs. Taube moved to forward Policy 6520 – Field/Co-Curricular Trips to the full Board 
for consideration.  Mrs. Snyder seconded the motion.  Unanimously approved. 
 
Future Agenda Items 
 
Mr. Bryan inquired about the status of the Standards Based Grading report.  Dr. 
Savaglio-Jarvis indicated that she expected to have a report for the Committee in April. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 6:52 P.M. 
 

Stacy Schroeder Busby 
School Board Secretary 
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KENOSHA UNIFIED SCHOOL BOARD 

CURRICULUM/PROGRAM MEETING         
Educational Support Center – Room 110 

February 11, 2014 
MINUTES 

 
 

A meeting of the Kenosha Unified Curriculum/Program Committee chaired by Mr. Flood 
was called to order at 6:54 P.M. with the following Committee members present:  Mrs. 
Taube, Mrs. Daghfal,  Mrs. Karabetsos, Ms. Kenefick, Mrs. Santoro, Mrs. Renish-
Ratelis, Ms. Galli,  and Mr. Flood.  Dr. Mangi was also present.  Mrs. Coleman was 
excused. 
 
Request to Submit 21st Century Community Learning Center (CLC) Program Grant 
Application for 2014-2015 School Year 
 
Mr. Kristopher Keckler, Executive Director of Information and Technology, presented 
the Request to Submit the 21st Century Community Learning Center (CLC) Program 
Grant Application for 2014-2015 School Year as contained in the agenda.  He noted 
that Wilson should only be noted as a cycle three grant; however, in error it is listed as a 
continuation and cycle three grant. Due to the error, the total amount requested should 
be $500,000, not $550,000 as indicated in the report. 
 
Mrs. Daghfal moved to forward the Request to Submit the 21st Century Community 
Learning Center (CLC) Program Grant Application for 2014-2015 School Year to the full 
Board for approval.  Mrs. Santoro seconded the motion.  Unanimously approved. 

Rosetta Stone 
 
Dr. Sue Savalgio-Jarvis, Assistant Superintendent of Teaching and Learning, presented 
the Rosetta Stone program information as presented in the agenda.  She indicated that 
the Rosetta Stone program was evaluated during the 2012-13 school year via 
conducting a student, administrative, and teacher survey, which was presented at the 
June 11, 2013, Curriculum/Program Standing Committee Meeting and reviewed by all 
elementary principals in fall 2013.  Based on the feedback received, it is being 
recommended that the Rosetta Stone world language exploratory program be 
eliminated at the elementary school level effective with the 2014-15 school year and 
that research for a kindergarten through twelfth grade world language program that 
supports a blended model of highly qualified staff and the use of technology to support 
student learning continue.   
 
Mrs. Kenefick moved to forward the Rosetta Stone information to the full Board for 
consideration. Mrs. Karabetsos seconded the motion.  Unanimously approved. 
 
Hockey Co-Operative Team Expansion 
 
Mr. Steven Knecht, Coordinator of Athletics/Physical Education, presented the Hockey 
Co-Operative Team Expansion.  He indicated that Westosha Central High school  has 
requested to be a part of the Kenosha Hockey Co-Op and that the WIAA application 
process requires approval by the Board before they can act on the request.  Expanding 
the team would strengthen  
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
  

36



 
 
the program in numbers and also add additional opportunities to students in another 
community. Westosha Central School District would financially support their students in 
the program, making the co-op fiscally responsible by reducing the cost of hockey for 
our District. 
 
Mrs. Daghfal moved to forward the Hockey Co-Operative Team Expansion to the full 
Board for approval to expand the district’s hockey program into a co-op agreement with 
Westosha Central School District beginning in the 2014-15 school year.  Mrs. Santoro 
seconded the motion.  Unanimously approved. 
 
Gymnastics Co-Operative Team Expansion 
 
Mr. Knecht presented the Gymnastics Co-Operative Team Expansion.  He indicated 
that Westosha Central High School has requested to be a part of the Kenosha 
Combined Gymnastics Team Co-Op and that the WIAA application process requires 
approval by the Board before they can act on the request.  Participation numbers in 
both Kenosha Unified and Westosha programs are low and combining the teams would 
provide stability to the District’s program and continue to give its female athletes a sport 
to compete in during the winter.   Westosha Central School District would financially 
support their students in the program, making the co-op fiscally responsible by reducing 
the cost of gymnastics for our District. 
 
Mrs. Kenefick  moved to forward the Gymnastics Co-Operative Team Expansion to the 
full Board for approval to expand the district’s gymnastics program into a co-op 
agreement with Westosha Central School District beginning in the 2014-15 school year.  
Mrs. Karabetos seconded the motion.  Unanimously approved. 
 
New Course Proposals:  Advanced Placement Art History, Advanced Placement 
Physics 1 and 2, Advanced Placement Human Geography,  and Teen Leadership 
(Agenda Items E-H) 
 
Mrs. Savaglio-Jarvis presented the New Course Proposals (Agenda Items E-H) as 
contained in the agenda.  She explained that AP Art History and AP Human Geography 
are popular courses in many other school districts and students across the District have 
expressed interest them; therefore, it is being proposed that the courses be added.  Due 
to a change in the current AP Physics B course which would impact other AP Physics 
courses offered within the District, it is being proposed that two one-credit algebra-
based courses called AP Physics 1 and AP Physics 2 replace the current two-credit AP 
Physics B course.  Indian Trail High School and Academy is requesting the addition of 
the Teen Leadership course as it builds upon its dedication to create a positive school 
culture.  
 
Mrs. Santoro moved to forward agenda items E-H (New Course Proposals:  Advanced 
Placement Art History, Advanced Placement Physics 1 and 2, Advanced Placement 
Human Geography, and Teen Leadership) to the full Board for approval.  Mrs. Daghfal 
seconded the motion.  Unanimously approved. 
 
Gateway Transcripted Course Proposal:  Foundations of Early Childhood 
Development and Gateway Transcripted Course Addition Proposal:  Accounting 
Principles (Agenda Items I and J)  
 
Mrs. Savaglio-Jarvis presented the Gateway Transcripted Course Proposals-37



Foundations of Early Childhood Development and Accounting Principles (Agenda Items 
I and J) as contained in  
 
 
the agenda.   She explained transcripted courses are taught by a qualified District 
teacher who uses Gateway Technical College’s syllabus, textbooks, materials and 
grading system.  Students taking  these classes not  only  earn  credits  towards  
graduation, they  earn credits  that  are  
transferrable to Gateway and the University of Wisconsin-Parkside.  Approval was 
requested for the Foundations of Early Childhood Development and the Accounting 
Principles Gateway Transcripted Courses.   
 
Mrs. Daghfal moved to forward agenda items I and J (Gateway Transcripted Course 
Proposals -Foundations of Early Childhood Development and Accounting Principles) to 
the full Board for review and acceptance.  Mrs. Karabetos seconded the motion.  
Unanimously approved.   
 
Information Items 
 
Ms. Belinda Grantham, Director of Early Education, presented the Head Start Semi 
Annual Report as contained in the agenda.   She noted a 5% federal funding cut 
(approximately $100,000) and explained that in order to avoid a decrease in the number 
of students/family that receive Head Start services, Head Start elected to cut two 
projected staff positions (an instructional coach and a family outreach position).   She 
also noted the change (effective July 1, 2013) to a non-competitive five year project 
period.  Questions from Committee members were answered. 
 
Future Agenda Items 
 
Dr. Savaglio-Jarvis indicated that a Middle School Honors Report along with a report 
pertaining to Ellevation would be presented to the Committee in March.   
 
Mrs. Taube requested a report on MAP testing, i.e. the effectiveness of it and whether 
or not it is aligned with the District’s curriculum. 
 
Mrs. Daghfal requested a report on English 12 Courses, i.e. student engagement and 
the possibility of reinstating the classes cut during the budget crisis.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:38 P.M. 
 

Stacy Schroeder Busby 
School Board Secretary 
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Kenosha Unified School District 
Kenosha, Wisconsin 

 
March 11, 2014 

Curriculum/Program Standing Committee 
 

EQUIPMENT USE FOR SOFTBALL AND BASEBALL  
 
 

Background 
 
 In an effort to continually service the safety needs of Wisconsin’s student athletes, the 
Wisconsin Interscholastic Athletic Association (WIAA) is continuously working with coaches, 
athletic directors, and their medical advisory teams.  Approximately five years ago, the WIAA 
added language to the bylaws stating that schools can issue protective equipment in the summer 
to their students with approval of their governing board for reasons of safety.  At that time, the 
Kenosha Unified School District Board of Education granted schools permission to hand out 
protective football equipment in the summer. 
  

In April of 2013, the WIAA membership passed this new rule: 
 

B. UNIFORMS AND EQUIPMENT 
 

Schools may not issue wearing apparel and protective equipment prior to the 
first allowable day of practice unless specifically allowed in season regulations 
for that sport. 

 
One exception is that, with approval of its governing body, schools may issue 
school uniform or other wearing apparel and protective equipment for use by 
athletes in training or competition in the summertime. During the school year, 
with approval of its governing body, a school may issue its baseball and 
softball equipment at its own discretion. It is acceptable to issue implements at 
any time if the school wishes, such as vaulting poles, shot puts, hurdles, 
baseball bats, basketballs, volleyballs, etc. (BL–Art. II and RE–Art. VI,  
Sect. 2) 

 
Per this new rule, the governing body of Kenosha Unified School District must approve 

the distribution of school baseball and softball equipment to its students during the school year. 
 

 
Rationale 

 
 All equipment has a cost to purchase and a cost to recondition.  The rationale for having 
the governing body approve the equipment use is that it may have an impact on the athletics 
budget.  
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 During an open gym, a pitching machine can be used which delivers a ball at speeds up to 
80 miles per hour.  It makes sense that the district provides appropriate tools for students to use 
and the proper safety equipment to protect them.  Under current practice, students who attend an 
open gym that do not have their own equipment would not get the opportunity to participate in 
certain activities that require protective equipment.  The cost for the use of district equipment is 
minimal compared to the risk a student faces without the equipment.  This rule change is purely 
in the interest of safety for student athletes.   
 
 

Recommendation 
 
 
 It is recommended that the Curriculum/Program Standing Committee forward this report 
to the School Board for consideration to approve use of protective equipment for softball and 
baseball during the school year outside of the sport season.   
  

Additionally, it is recommended that the Kenosha Unified School District Board of 
Education approves granting the superintendent and the coordinator of athletics/physical 
education the authority to approve the use of school equipment should future WIAA sports rules 
change that are in the best interest for the safety of our students. 
 
 
Dr. Joseph Mangi 
Interim Superintendent of Schools 
 
Dr. Sue Savaglio-Jarvis 
Assistant Superintendent of Teaching and Learning 
 
Mr. Steven Knecht 
Coordinator of Athletics/Physical Education 
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Kenosha Unified School District 
Kenosha, Wisconsin 

 
March 11, 2014 

Curriculum/Program Standing Committee Meeting 
 

ELLEVATION PROPOSAL 
 

 
Company History 

 
 Ellevation© is a software company specifically designed to meet the needs of monitoring 
English Language learners for English-as-a-second language teachers. In 2011 Ellevation was 
formed when it merged with English as a Second Language Innovations (ESL Innovations). 
English as a Second Language Innovations was a company started in 2006 in North Carolina by 
an English-as-a-second-language coordinator. Currently, this group collaborates under the new 
title Ellevation; and its software is used in over 170 school districts across 25 states  
(Appendix A).  
 
 

Need for Kenosha Unified School District 
 
 During the 2012-13 school year, there were English-as-a-second-language leadership 
committees formed to help solidify a program for English Language learners in the Kenosha 
Unified School District. The English-as-a-second-language leadership committees have ex-
pressed numerous concerns regarding the amount of time spent on paperwork versus time for 
teacher collaboration and student instructional time. Currently, the average amount of time spent 
on initial paperwork is approximately 45 minutes per student. If each teacher services an average 
of 40 students, each teacher spends approximately 30 hours preparing initial paperwork for the 
district’s English Language learners. This time can be spent providing quality instruction to stu-
dents and collaboration time with staff servicing Kenosha Unified School District’s English 
Language learners. 
   
 The programming leadership branch of the English-as-a-Second-Language Leadership 
Committee investigated a variety of software programs to try to find which one would best fit the 
needs of the Office of World Languages and Language Acquisition Program. The committee 
looked at three different English-as-a-second-language programs, including Ellevation, Imagine 
Learning, and the Berlitz CyberTeachers program. The members of the programming leadership 
branch favor the Ellevation program and believe that Ellevation’s programming materials would 
be the best fit for Kenosha Unified School District’s English as a second language program. The 
committee members believe that Ellevation would support teachers with the best software to 
assign standard-aligned goals to their students and facilitate the teacher collaboration process 
regarding English Language learners.  All of the information was shared with each member of 
the Office World Languages and Language Acquisition Program through email and a question-
and-answer session at a department meeting.  Committee members also shared the information 
learned from Ellevation’s software presentation with the Office of Information and 
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Accountability. Due to the benefits described in the section which follows, Ellevation was found 
to be the software program to best meet the needs of the district. All of Kenosha Unified School 
District’s English-as-a-second-language teachers and the dual language teachers agree with 
purchase of the Ellevation program (Appendix B). 
 
 

Benefits for Kenosha Unified School District 
 
 English Language learners account for some of the largest learning gaps in the school 
district. According to the official Third Friday Enrollment Report, the total number of identified 
English language learners is 1,811. The majority of the English Language learners are at the 
elementary level (1,032) followed by high schools (354) and then middle schools (345). 
 
 The Office of World Languages and Language Acquisition Program philosophy states: 
 

Kenosha Unified School District’s Language Acquisition Program supports the 
linguistic and academic success of all its culturally and linguistically diverse stu-
dents. This is provided collaboratively through a personalized, enriching, and 
trusting multicultural environment in which culturally and linguistically diverse 
students develop twenty-first century skills that prepare them to be lifelong 
learners who participate in a global society. 

 
English-as-second-language teachers help to support the academic success of the English 
Language learners. The Ellevation software would help them achieve this by: 
 

• Generating reports to help monitor student progress. 
 
• Allowing English-as-a-second-language and general education teachers to 

collaborate with “can do” statements for each English Language proficiency 
level (Appendix C). 
 

• Allowing English-as-a-second-language teachers to collaborate with general 
education teachers in goal setting for each individual student (Appendix D). 
 

• Generating reports to service students in need of special attention or those 
who are failing to meet annual goals. 

 
 Supporting the World Class Instruction Design and Assessment (WIDA) English 
Language development standards (ELD Standards), the purchase of Ellevation would also be 
beneficial for English-as-a-second-language teachers by: 
 

• Generating all Title III paperwork and translating these documents into 29 
different languages (Appendix E). 

 
• Keeping track of the district’s annual measurable achievement objectives 

(AMAOs). 
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• Generating individualized plans for each English Language learner. 

 
• Working collaboratively with WIDA to upload test scores to the Ellevation 

database. 
 

• Generating student plans to share with general education teachers facilitating 
collaboration. 
 

 Ultimately, the addition of the Ellevation program in the district would save teachers time 
working on the paperwork listed above and allowing them more time to be in classrooms with 
English language learners. 

 
 The district’s English-as-a-second-language staff currently is responsible for the 
following activities: 
 

 
Annual Tasks for English-as-a-Second Language/ 

Language Acquisition Program Teachers 
 

REQUIREMENT TIMELINE TASK 
Initial Identification of 
English Language 
Learners  
 

• August/September 
• Ongoing 

• Familiarize yourself 
with World-Class 
Instructional Design 
and Assessment 
(WIDA) standards 
and Common Core 
State Standards. 

 
• New hires must 

complete online 
training for the 
WIDA Assessing 
Comprehensive and 
Communication in 
English State-to-State 
for English Language 
Learners (ACCESS) 
Placement Test be-
fore administering 
screener. 
 

• Collect enrollment 
forms. 

• Review student’s 
previous academic 
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REQUIREMENT TIMELINE TASK 
history (i.e., 
WISEdash). 
  

• Administer screener 
(WIDA Measure of 
Developing English 
Language for kinder-
garten and WIDA 
ACCESS for English 
Language Learners 
for grades 1 through 
12). 
 

• Create a red folder. 
 

• Place screener results 
in the red folder. 
 

• Complete the update 
form, and send origi-
nal to the Office of 
World Languages and 
Language Acquisition 
Program within  
two weeks. 
 

• Arrange parent 
meeting to discuss 
student status. 
  

• Send the updated 
form to the Office of 
World Languages and 
Language Acquisition 
Program when parent 
response is received. 
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REQUIREMENT TIMELINE TASK 
Parent Notification • Within 30 days of 

being assessed for 
limited English 
proficient 

 
• For new enrollees 

within two weeks of 
being screened 

• Document parent 
meeting and obtain 
appropriate 
signatures. 

 
• Signatures are 

required to receive or 
decline services. 

Language Development 
Plans 

• Ongoing • Create plan with 
specific support, 
accommodations, and 
modifications. 

 
• Collaborate with 

personnel regarding 
student support. 
 

• Review the plan to 
ensure the student is 
meeting language 
development goals. 

Accommodations for 
All District and State 
Standardized Tests  

• Check testing 
windows at your 
buildings. 

• Communicate the 
accommodations with 
teachers. 

 
• Ensure students 

receive 
accommodations. 

ACCESS  
 
• Testing  
• Planning  
• Training 
• Data Review 

• End of November to 
end of May  

 
(Check testing 
windows.) 

 
 

• Attend ACCESS for 
ELLs (English 
Language learners) 
workshop. 
 

• Conduct WIDA 
online testing assess-
ment, and send results 
to the coordinator of 
world languages and 
language acquisition 
program. 
 

• Create a schedule for 
students (test 
coordinator). 
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REQUIREMENT TIMELINE TASK 
• Complete appropriate 

assessments. 
 
• Attend ACCESS for 

ELLs interpretation 
workshop. 

 
• Review data for 

accuracy. 
 

• Place a copy of 
ACCESS scores in 
student’s red folder. 

Monitoring Students 
(English Language 
Proficiency 6.1 and 6.2) 

• Ongoing • Monitor students who 
have English 
Language Proficiency 
6.1 and 6.2. 

 
• Communicate with 

the general education 
teacher. 

M     a      n      u      a     l  
Recl assi fica tion / De-
classification (Based on 
ACCESS Scores) 

• End of April through 
May 

• Determine manual 
reclassification or 
declassification. 

 
• Send update forms to 

Office of World 
Languages and 
Language Acquisition 
Program. 
 

• Keep copy in red 
folder. 
 

• Obtain documents 
and signatures. 

Exiting Students • May/June • Send exiting letter 
home for students 
who fulfilled exit 
requirements. 

 
• Copy letter and place 

in red folder. 
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REQUIREMENT TIMELINE TASK 
• Update red folder. 

 
• Obtain parent 

signature. 
 

• Monitor student if 
necessary. 

C   o    u    r    t    e    s   y 
C o m m u n i c a t i o ns 
Between Staff 

• May/June • Middle school 
teachers communi-
cate with high school 
teachers. 

  
• Elementary teachers 

communicate with 
middle school 
teachers. 

End of Year • May/June • Conduct incoming 
kindergarten 
screeners 

 
 

Training and Implementation 
 
 With the purchase of the Ellevation program, representatives from the company would 
offer two days of training for the district’s English-as-a-second-language staff and 
administration.  The training would include: 
 

• Kristopher Keckler:  Information and Accountability 
 
• Renee Blise:  Information and Accountability 

 
• Sarah Smith:  World Languages and Language Acquisition Program 

 
• Personnel from Informational Services (to be assigned at a later date for 

implementation and support) 
 

 The goals for this session are: 
 

• Build an understanding of Ellevation, and begin to make decisions about how 
product features will be used in the district. 

 
• Set goals and create an implementation plan for using Ellevation in the district 

(tasks, owners, due dates, ongoing calendaring). 
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• Review the district database and make additional customizations, if 
applicable. 
 

• Learn how to perform Ellevation administration tasks. 
 

• Make decisions about the user training (how to set expectations and which 
training modules and what modifications should be covered, if any). 

 
 

User/Teacher Training 
 
 The two-hour user and teacher training would include: 
 

• One principal or assistant principal from each school. 
 
• All English-as-a-second-language teachers in the Kenosha Unified School 

District. 
 
• All dual language teachers in the Kenosha Unified School District. 
 

The teacher training is scheduled one to two weeks after the leadership training has been 
completed. 
 
 The goals for user/teacher training are: 
 

• Be introduced to Ellevation and be able to navigate the product. 
 
• Understand the roles and responsibilities as an Ellevation user in the district. 

 
• Be able to use Ellevation to manage English Language learner student data 

and to generate reports and analyses that can inform instructional and 
programmatic decisions. 

 
 

Continued Learning and Troubleshooting 
 
 In addition to the training sessions, Ellevation offers free webinars every month for 
teachers and administration. The Ellevation Partner Support Team (PST) would help trouble-
shoot any software-related issues, including help desk and data integration. User questions, 
technical problems, and software-related problems are resolved through the Ellevation help desk.  
 
 

  

48



District Support 
 
 The Office of World Languages and Language Acquisition Programs and the Office of 
Information and Accountability will work together to create a usage plan for the district. This 
plan will include: 
 

• Setting permissions for the administration menu (permissions, type of support, 
etc.). 

 
• Customizing the software and setting goals and due dates for Kenosha Unified 

School District. 
 

• Making decisions regarding other users and teacher training. 
 
 The two departments would also work closely together analyzing data from the software 
to monitor the entrance and exits of the district’s English language learners and specifically 
recognize the schools with students who are not meeting state and  district expectations. 
 
 

Funding 
 
 The purchase of this software is $26,250, which includes: 
 

• Onsite training for administration and teachers (two days, two- to three-hour 
sessions). 

 
• User data for 70 teachers and administrators. 

 
• Standardized data importation for 2,000 English Language learners. 

 
• Free monthly webinars. 

 
• Software guidance through the Ellevation help desk. 

 
Funding would come from Title III in the 2014-15 school year. 
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Recommendation 
 

 Administration recommends that the Curriculum/Program Standing Committee review 
the Ellevation Proposal and forward the report to the school board for approval. 
 
 
Dr. Joseph Mangi 
Interim Superintendent of Schools 
 
Dr. Sue Savaglio-Jarvis 
Assistant Superintendent of Teaching and Learning 
 
Mrs. Sarah Smith 
Coordinator of World Languages and Language Acquisition Program 
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Kenosha Unified School District 
Kenosha, Wisconsin 

 
March 11, 2014 

Curriculum/Program Standing Committee 
 

MIDDLE SCHOOL HONORS 
 
 

 A request was made at the Curriculum/Program Standing Committee for an update 
regarding middle school honors.  This informational report contains a brief background of 
middle school honors, the 2013-14 first semester honors distinction and advanced math numbers, 
key findings from Hanover Research, and information regarding follow-up. 
 
 

Background 
 
HISTORY OF GRADE 7 AND 8 HONORS COURSES 
 
School Year 2010-11 Core Courses Offered 
 
• Grade 7 Mathematics 
 
• Grade 7 Prealgebra—Honors offering 

 
• Grade 8 Mathematics—Prealgebra 

 
• Grade 8 Algebra I—Honors offering 

 
• Grades 7 and 8 English—Coded honors courses offered at Lance, Mahone, McKinley, and 

Washington Middle Schools 
 
(Lincoln Middle School did not have a coded honors class but did separate students by 
performance levels.  Bullen Middle School did not offer honors English.) 
 

• No middle school offered honors in science or social studies. 
 
School Year 2011-12 Core Courses Offered 
 
• Grade 7 Prealgebra for all students 
 

o A few students took an advanced math course outside their grade level in their home 
building (Algebra 1) or at another location (i.e., Kenosha eSchool). 

 
• Grade 8 Mathematics—Prealgebra 

72



• Grade 8 Algebra 1—Honors offering 
 

• Grades 7 and 8 English—Continuance of 2010-11 
 

• No middle school offered honors in science or social studies. 
 
School Year 2012-13 Core Courses Offered 
 
• Grade 7 Prealgebra—Offered for all students 
 
• Grade 8 Algebra 1—Offered for all students 

 
• Grades 7 and 8 English—No separate honors sections 

 
• Honors distinction options are now offered in math, English, science, and social studies in 

grades 7 and 8. 
 

Outcome I 
 

 A meeting occurred with all middle school principals, the assistant superintendent of 
secondary school leadership, and members of Teaching and Learning to address the request 
noted by the March 12, 2013, Curriculum/Program Standing Committee.  The outcomes are 
provided below. 
 
• Seventh grade math 
 

o Advanced Prealgebra for seventh grade students 
o Prealgebra for seventh grade students 

 
• Eighth grade math 
 

o Advanced Algebra for eighth grade students 
o Algebra for eighth grade students 

 
• English/Language arts will remain; no advanced classes will be added for the 2013-14 school 

year.  Students will be heterogeneously grouped. 
 
• Science and social studies will remain; no advanced classes will be added for the 2013-14 

school year.  Students will be heterogeneously grouped. 
 

• The honors distinction opportunity will continue, and the opportunity for honors distinction 
will be offered in all core classes:  science, social studies, English/language arts, and math. 

 
• Grouping of students for advanced math courses will be as follows: 
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o Based on the top one-third of each class (seventh and eighth grade) for each middle 
school 

 
o If a child is below the designated one-third, every parent has the right to set an 

appointment with the building administration team to review all necessary data to ensure 
appropriate placement is considered for the child and may result in placement for the 
Advanced Prealgebra or Advanced Algebra course. 
 

Outcome II 
 

 A follow-up meeting occurred on May 15 and 16, 2013, with all middle school 
principals, assistant principals, the assistant superintendent of secondary school leadership, and 
members of Teaching and Learning to address the comments noted by the Curriculum/Program 
Standing Committee and public on May 14, 2013, at the Curriculum/Program Standing 
Committee Meeting.  The outcomes are provided below. 
 
• Seventh grade math 
 

o Advanced Prealgebra for seventh grade students 
o Prealgebra for seventh grade students 

 
• Eighth grade math 
 

o Advanced Algebra for eighth grade students 
o Algebra for eighth grade students 

 
• English/language arts will remain; no advanced classes will be added for the 2013-14 school 

year.  Students will be heterogeneously grouped. 
 
• Science and social studies will remain; no advanced classes will be added for the 2013-14 

school year.  Students will be heterogeneously grouped. 
 

• The honors distinction opportunity will continue, and the opportunity for honors distinction 
will be offered in all core classes:  science, social studies, English/language arts, and math. 

 
• Parent choice will be exercised to sign up students for any advanced math course in seventh 

or eighth grade. 
 
 

Semester 1 Data 
 
• Appendix A—district data (ethnicity/gender), 2013-14 Semester 1 (Quarter 2) 
• Appendix B—Bullen Middle School data 
• Appendix C—Lance Middle School data 
• Appendix D—Lincoln Middle School data 
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• Appendix E—Mahone Middle School data 
• Appendix F—Washington Middle School data 
 
 

Key Findings 
 

 In February 2014 Hanover Research prepared a Gifted Programming for Middle School 
Students report for the Southeast Wisconsin Schools Alliance.  Key findings from that report are 
as follows: 
 

• Over the past 30 years, gifted education programs have become the norm 
at U.S. public schools, with perhaps 75 percent of states mandating that 
schools provide specialized programming for high ability students.  
Recent estimates indicate that approximately 3 million students—or 6 percent 
of the U.S. kindergarten through twelfth grade student body—are currently 
enrolled in gifted education programming. 

 
• Overall, the current base of research is widely supportive of the efficacy 

of gifted education programs.  Most education researchers and practitioners 
believe that concerns regarding equitable access to high quality education, 
student labeling, and the social-emotional development of gifted adolescent 
learners can be addressed with effective program design and administration. 

 
• Recent evidence suggests that participation in gifted education programs 

may not be beneficial for marginally gifted pupils.  Researchers theorize 
that the recognition of these pupils’ abilities in comparison with those of their 
highly gifted peers may be associated with a decrease in self-esteem and, 
accordingly, decreased ability to pay attention and maintain interest in school. 

 
• The three most common designs for middle school gifted education 

programs are the pull-out/resource room models, the ability grouping 
model, and the in-class clustering model.  While each of these models has a 
substantial research-based evidence supporting their efficacy, the selection of 
the most appropriate model will largely depend on a number of localized 
contextual factors, including school size, funding arrangements, and the 
availability of other district resources. 

 
• Most gifted education experts advocate curriculum differentiation as a 

means of delivering appropriately challenging context to the entire 
spectrum of gifted learners.  Effective curriculum differentiation requires the 
development of flexible curricula and classroom structures that allow for the 
manipulation of content, pedagogy, and exercises to accommodate intellectual 
diversity. 
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• Middle school gifted programs frequently use accelerated curriculum and 
curriculum enrichment models to deliver content that is appropriate for 
the needs to gifted learners.  A review of district-wide gifted program 
protocols indicates that accelerated curricula are most common in 
mathematics while curriculum enrichment models are typically employed in 
the English Language arts. 

 
• Young adolescence is typically characterized by rapid physical and 

cognitive development as well as the development of academic interests 
and intellectual awareness.  In many instances students not identified as 
gifted in elementary school may begin to exhibit gifted behaviors and 
capacities in middle school.  Accordingly, schools and districts should 
develop systems that allow for the continuous assessment of students and 
create flexible groupings so that students can be shifted to more appropriate 
programming expeditiously if necessary. 

 
• Gifted education programs must effectively accommodate the social-

emotional needs of high ability middle school students.  Several advocacy 
groups recommend that gifted students should be encouraged to participate in 
a wide range of athletic and extra-curricular actives and that gifted 
programming should affirm these students’ cognitive capacities while 
recognizing their need to belong to a peer group. 

 
 A copy of the full report can be found in Appendix G. 
 
 

Follow-Up 
 
 Based on the feedback and need for middle school gifted and talented students, an 
investigation into establishing a sixth through eighth grade middle school gifted and talented 
program will be done.  (No changes are recommended in regard to middle school honors.) 
 
 
Dr. Joseph Mangi 
Interim Superintendent of Schools 
 
Dr. Sue Savaglio-Jarvis 
Assistant Superintendent of Teaching and Learning 
 
Dr. Bethany Ormseth 
Interim Assistant Superintendent of Secondary School Leadership 
 
 
 
 
2--22814 
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Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Black Hispanic White Female Male All Students

KENOSHA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Middle School Core Subjects and Honors Distinction

by Selected Ethnicities*, Gender, and All Students

SY 2013-14 Quarter 2

Grade/Subject

(District figures include students from Bullen, Lance, Lincoln, Mahone and Washington)

Grade Level: 7

English

233 28 12.0%Math

193 3 1.6%Science

206 3 1.5%Social Studies

11 4.7%232

419 84 20.0%

373 6 1.6%

384 5 1.3%

17 4.1%415

729 292 40.1%

650 61 9.4%

709 35 4.9%

75 10.3%729

718 217 30.2%

624 43 6.9%

674 28 4.2%

73 10.2%717

737 212 28.8%

658 32 4.9%

696 19 2.7%

35 4.8%733

1,455 429 29.5%

1,282 75 5.9%

1,370 47 3.4%

108 7.4%1,450

5,557 659 11.9%864 45 5.2% 1,591 112 7.0% 2,817 463 16.4% 2,733 361 13.2% 2,824 298 10.6%

Grade Level: 8

English

260 33 12.7%Math

241 4 1.7%Science

233 2 0.9%Social Studies

5 1.9%260

380 85 22.4%

351 12 3.4%

368 1 0.3%

2 0.5%372

783 358 45.7%

762 83 10.9%

762 58 7.6%

68 8.5%797

749 241 32.2%

713 57 8.0%

713 28 3.9%

43 5.7%749

739 255 34.5%

709 46 6.5%

716 40 5.6%

40 5.3%750

1,488 496 33.3%

1,422 103 7.2%

1,429 68 4.8%

83 5.5%1,499

5,838 750 12.8%994 44 4.4% 1,471 100 6.8% 3,104 567 18.3% 2,924 369 12.6% 2,914 381 13.1%

   *Ethnic groups with small cell sizes were not reported to protect student confidentiality.
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Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

NN

Black Hispanic White Female Male All Students

KENOSHA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Middle School Core Subjects and Honors Distinction

by Selected Ethnicities*, Gender, and All Students

SY 2013-14 Quarter 2

Grade/Subject

School: Bullen Middle

%

Grade Level: 7

English

53 7 13.2%Math

53 0 0.0%Science

53 0 0.0%Social Studies

0 0.0%52

103 27 26.2%

103 0 0.0%

103 0 0.0%

0 0.0%99

129 65 50.4%

129 8 6.2%

129 0 0.0%

1 0.8%129

137 50 36.5%

137 5 3.6%

137 0 0.0%

0 0.0%136

155 53 34.2%

155 3 1.9%

155 0 0.0%

1 0.7%151

292 103 35.3%

292 8 2.7%

292 0 0.0%

1 0.3%287

1,163 112 9.6%211 7 3.3% 408 27 6.6% 516 74 14.3% 547 55 10.1% 616 57 9.3%

Grade Level: 8

English

60 12 20.0%Math

60 4 6.7%Science

60 0 0.0%Social Studies

0 0.0%60

85 22 25.9%

85 7 8.2%

85 0 0.0%

0 0.0%78

130 86 66.2%

133 28 21.1%

133 4 3.0%

6 4.5%133

145 62 42.8%

146 23 15.8%

146 1 0.7%

2 1.4%140

136 59 43.4%

138 16 11.6%

138 3 2.2%

4 2.9%137

281 121 43.1%

284 39 13.7%

284 4 1.4%

6 2.2%277

1,126 170 15.1%240 16 6.7% 333 29 8.7% 529 124 23.4% 577 88 15.3% 549 82 14.9%

   *Ethnic groups with small cell sizes were not reported to protect student confidentiality.
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Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

NN

Black Hispanic White Female Male All Students

KENOSHA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Middle School Core Subjects and Honors Distinction

by Selected Ethnicities*, Gender, and All Students

SY 2013-14 Quarter 2

Grade/Subject

School: Lance Middle

%

Grade Level: 7

English

21 3 14.3%Math

21 3 14.3%Science

21 2 9.5%Social Studies

3 14.3%21

72 8 11.1%

72 4 5.6%

72 1 1.4%

0 0.0%72

228 74 32.5%

228 46 20.2%

226 27 11.9%

46 20.2%228

169 47 27.8%

169 33 19.5%

168 21 12.5%

42 24.9%169

173 41 23.7%

173 24 13.9%

172 11 6.4%

10 5.8%173

342 88 25.7%

342 57 16.7%

340 32 9.4%

52 15.2%342

1,366 229 16.8%84 11 13.1% 288 13 4.5% 910 193 21.2% 675 143 21.2% 691 86 12.4%

Grade Level: 8

English

21 0 0.0%Math

21 0 0.0%Science

21 0 0.0%Social Studies

4 19.0%21

57 5 8.8%

57 4 7.0%

57 1 1.8%

2 3.5%57

234 86 36.8%

238 33 13.9%

238 43 18.1%

50 21.0%238

161 43 26.7%

162 19 11.7%

162 19 11.7%

35 21.6%162

171 52 30.4%

176 21 11.9%

176 30 17.0%

25 14.2%176

332 95 28.6%

338 40 11.8%

338 49 14.5%

60 17.8%338

1,346 244 18.1%84 4 4.8% 228 12 5.3% 948 212 22.4% 647 116 17.9% 699 128 18.3%

   *Ethnic groups with small cell sizes were not reported to protect student confidentiality.
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Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

NN

Black Hispanic White Female Male All Students

KENOSHA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Middle School Core Subjects and Honors Distinction

by Selected Ethnicities*, Gender, and All Students

SY 2013-14 Quarter 2

Grade/Subject

School: Lincoln Middle

%

Grade Level: 7

English

69 8 11.6%Math

28 0 0.0%Science

41 1 2.4%Social Studies

8 11.6%69

81 12 14.8%

35 0 0.0%

46 0 0.0%

17 21.0%81

98 38 38.8%

19 0 0.0%

79 6 7.6%

28 28.6%98

137 33 24.1%

43 0 0.0%

94 3 3.2%

30 21.9%137

122 28 23.0%

42 0 0.0%

80 5 6.3%

24 19.7%122

259 61 23.6%

85 0 0.0%

174 8 4.6%

54 20.8%259

777 123 15.8%207 17 8.2% 243 29 11.9% 294 72 24.5% 411 66 16.1% 366 57 15.6%

Grade Level: 8

English

68 9 13.2%Math

49 0 0.0%Science

41 0 0.0%Social Studies

0 0.0%68

89 20 22.5%

60 0 0.0%

77 0 0.0%

0 0.0%88

110 60 54.5%

75 0 0.0%

75 2 2.7%

4 3.6%110

145 42 29.0%

103 0 0.0%

103 0 0.0%

1 0.7%145

131 51 38.9%

88 0 0.0%

95 2 2.1%

3 2.3%130

276 93 33.7%

191 0 0.0%

198 2 1.0%

4 1.5%275

940 99 10.5%226 9 4.0% 314 20 6.4% 370 66 17.8% 496 43 8.7% 444 56 12.6%

   *Ethnic groups with small cell sizes were not reported to protect student confidentiality.
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Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

NN

Black Hispanic White Female Male All Students

KENOSHA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Middle School Core Subjects and Honors Distinction

by Selected Ethnicities*, Gender, and All Students

SY 2013-14 Quarter 2

Grade/Subject

School: Mahone Middle

%

Grade Level: 7

English

45 3 6.7%Math

46 0 0.0%Science

46 0 0.0%Social Studies

0 0.0%45

94 11 11.7%

94 2 2.1%

94 1 1.1%

0 0.0%94

209 83 39.7%

210 6 2.9%

210 1 0.5%

0 0.0%209

174 47 27.0%

174 4 2.3%

174 2 1.1%

1 0.6%174

202 61 30.2%

204 5 2.5%

204 1 0.5%

0 0.0%202

376 108 28.7%

378 9 2.4%

378 3 0.8%

1 0.3%376

1,508 121 8.0%182 3 1.6% 376 14 3.7% 838 90 10.7% 696 54 7.8% 812 67 8.3%

Grade Level: 8

English

55 4 7.3%Math

55 0 0.0%Science

55 1 1.8%Social Studies

1 1.8%55

83 12 14.5%

83 1 1.2%

83 0 0.0%

0 0.0%83

227 78 34.4%

231 22 9.5%

231 8 3.5%

8 3.5%231

191 50 26.2%

194 15 7.7%

194 5 2.6%

5 2.6%194

197 53 26.9%

201 9 4.5%

201 5 2.5%

8 4.0%201

388 103 26.5%

395 24 6.1%

395 10 2.5%

13 3.3%395

1,573 150 9.5%220 6 2.7% 332 13 3.9% 920 116 12.6% 773 75 9.7% 800 75 9.4%

   *Ethnic groups with small cell sizes were not reported to protect student confidentiality.

81

gnisich
Typewritten Text
APPENDIX E



Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

N %N

Enroll Honors

NN

Black Hispanic White Female Male All Students

KENOSHA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Middle School Core Subjects and Honors Distinction

by Selected Ethnicities*, Gender, and All Students

SY 2013-14 Quarter 2

Grade/Subject

School: Washington Middle

%

Grade Level: 7

English

45 7 15.6%Math

45 0 0.0%Science

45 0 0.0%Social Studies

0 0.0%45

69 26 37.7%

69 0 0.0%

69 3 4.3%

0 0.0%69

65 32 49.2%

64 1 1.6%

65 1 1.5%

0 0.0%65

101 40 39.6%

101 1 1.0%

101 2 2.0%

0 0.0%101

85 29 34.1%

84 0 0.0%

85 2 2.4%

0 0.0%85

186 69 37.1%

185 1 0.5%

186 4 2.2%

0 0.0%186

743 74 10.0%180 7 3.9% 276 29 10.5% 259 34 13.1% 404 43 10.6% 339 31 9.1%

Grade Level: 8

English

56 8 14.3%Math

56 0 0.0%Science

56 1 1.8%Social Studies

0 0.0%56

66 26 39.4%

66 0 0.0%

66 0 0.0%

0 0.0%66

82 48 58.5%

85 0 0.0%

85 1 1.2%

0 0.0%85

107 44 41.1%

108 0 0.0%

108 3 2.8%

0 0.0%108

104 40 38.5%

106 0 0.0%

106 0 0.0%

0 0.0%106

211 84 39.8%

214 0 0.0%

214 3 1.4%

0 0.0%214

853 87 10.2%224 9 4.0% 264 26 9.8% 337 49 14.5% 431 47 10.9% 422 40 9.5%

   *Ethnic groups with small cell sizes were not reported to protect student confidentiality.
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In the following report, Hanover Research discusses the critical considerations in 
developing and implementing gifted education programming for the middle grades. This 
report includes a review of pertinent literature related to gifted education theory, presents 
common grouping and curricular models, and examines research-based best practices in 
the identification of gifted students and the administration of specialized education 
programs. The report concludes with profiles of three school districts that have 
implemented successful gifted education programs at the middle school level. 
 

Gifted Programming for Middle 
School Students  

 
Prepared for Southeast Wisconsin Schools Alliance  

February 2014 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND KEY FINDINGS 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
In this report, Hanover Research discusses critical considerations in developing and 
implementing gifted education programming for the middle grades. This report includes a 
review of pertinent literature related to gifted education theory, presents common 
grouping and curricular models, and investigates research-based best practices in the 
identification of gifted students and the administration of specialized education programs. 
The report concludes with profiles of three school districts that have implemented 
successful gifted education programs at the middle school level. Accordingly, this report 
comprises the following three sections: 

 Section I: Gifted Education – Theory and Practice presents a working definition of 
gifted education and provides context for the importance of fostering the 
development of high-ability learners by examining the history of gifted education in 
the United States. This section concludes with a discussion of research-based 
evidence regarding the efficacy and importance of gifted education. 

 Section II: Gifted Education in Middle School explores the most common grouping 
and curricular models in middle school gifted and talented education. This section 
also provides a discussion of best practices in the identification and assessment of 
high-ability learners, and outlines important considerations in the development and 
administration of a middle school gifted education program. 

 Section III: Profiles presents information related to successful middle school gifted 
education programs at three school districts: Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools in 
North Carolina, Scottsdale Unified School District in Arizona, and Virginia Beach 
Public Schools in Virginia. 

 
KEY FINDINGS 

 Over the past 30 years, gifted education programs have become the norm at U.S. 
public schools, with perhaps 75 percent of states mandating that schools provide 
specialized programming for high-ability students. Recent estimates indicate that 
approximately 3 million students – or 6 percent of the U.S. K-12 student body – are 
currently enrolled in gifted education programming. 

 Overall, the current base of research is widely supportive of the efficacy of gifted 
education programs. Most education researchers and practitioners believe that 
concerns regarding equitable access to high-quality education, student labelling, and 
the social-emotional development of gifted adolescent learners can be addressed 
with effective program design and administration. 
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 Recent evidence suggests that participation in gifted education programs may not 
be beneficial for marginally gifted pupils. Researchers theorize that the recognition 
of these pupils’ abilities in comparison with those of their highly gifted peers may be 
associated with a decrease in self-esteem and, accordingly, decreased ability to pay 
attention and maintain interest in school. 

 The three most common designs for middle school gifted education program are 
the pull-out/resource room model, the ability grouping model, and the in-class 
clustering model. While each of these models has a substantial research-based 
evidence supporting their efficacy, the selection of the most appropriate model will 
largely depend on a number of localized contextual factors, including school size, 
funding arrangements, and the availability of other district resources. 

 Most gifted education experts advocate curriculum differentiation as a means of 
delivering appropriately challenging content to the entire spectrum of gifted 
learners. Effective curriculum differentiation requires the development of flexible 
curricula and classroom structures that allow for the manipulation of content, 
pedagogy, and exercises to accommodate intellectual diversity. 

 Middle school gifted programs frequently use accelerated curriculum and 
curriculum enrichment models to deliver content that is appropriate for the needs 
of gifted learners. A review of district-wide gifted program protocols indicates that 
accelerated curricula are most common in mathematics, while curriculum 
enrichment models are typically employed in the English language arts. 

 Young adolescence is typically characterized by rapid physical and cognitive 
development, as well as the development of academic interests and intellectual 
awareness. In many instances, students not identified as gifted in elementary school 
may begin to exhibit gifted behaviors and capacities in middle school. Accordingly, 
schools and districts should develop systems that allow for the continuous 
assessment of students, and create flexible groupings so that students can be 
shifted to more appropriate programming expeditiously, if necessary.  

 Gifted education programs must effectively accommodate the social-emotional 
needs of high-ability middle school students. Several advocacy groups recommend 
that gifted students should be encouraged to participate in a wide-range of athletic 
and extra-curricular activities and that gifted programming should affirm these 
students’ cognitive capacities while recognizing their need to belong to a peer 
group. 
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SECTION I: GIFTED EDUCATION – THEORY AND 

PRACTICE 
 
 
In this section, Hanover Research provides a generalized overview of K-12 gifted education 
in the United States. This section begins by establishing consistent definitions of terms, then 
provides a brief history of the gifted education movement, and finally cites research-based 
evidence related to the efficacy of gifted education. 
 
DEFINING GIFTED CHILDREN AND EDUCATION 
In 1969, the U.S. Department of Education commissioned a comprehensive study to 
determine the effect of contemporary education reforms on the achievement of gifted 
students in the U.S. K-12 education system. Completed in 1972, the resulting Marland 
Report to Congress contained a definition of “giftedness” that would ultimately form the 
basis of most federal, state, and district-level conceptions of the term over the next 40 
years.1 This definition states that gifted and talented children “…are those identified by 
professionally qualified persons who, by virtue of outstanding abilities, are capable of high 
performance.” 2 Perhaps most importantly, the Marland Report shifted the scope of 
giftedness beyond the realm of intellectual capacity, by specifically addressing 
exceptionally creative thinking, leadership ability, visual and performing arts, and 
psychomotor ability as criteria in the identification of giftedness.3 
  
The National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) provides further specificity to the 
discussion of giftedness, stating that “…[g]ifted individuals are those who demonstrate 
outstanding levels of aptitude (defined as an exceptional ability to reason and learn) or 
competence (documented performance or achievement in top 10 percent or rarer) in one 
or more domains.”4 Building largely upon the Marland definition, NAGC notes that these 
domains may include any activity or discipline containing its own unique system of symbols, 
such as mathematics, music, and language, or those requiring sensorimotor performance, 
such as painting, dance, and athletics.5 
 
  

                                                        
1 Reis, S. “Major Turing Points in Gifted Education in the 20th Century.” Neag Center for Gifted Education and Talent 

Development at the University of Connecticut.  
http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/general/faculty/reis/Major_Turning_Points.html 

2 Marland, S.P. “Education of the Gifted and Talented – Volume I: Report to the Congress of the United State by the 
U.S. Commissioner of Education.” United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. August 1971, p. 
ix. http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED056243.pdf 

3 Ibid. 
4 “What is Giftedness?” National Association for Gifted Children. http://www.nagc.org/WhatisGiftedness.aspx 
5 Ibid. 
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THE EVOLUTION OF GIFTED EDUCATION 
Though not formally addressed in federal policy until the late 1960s, the practice of 
developing differentiated education for exceptional children had been widely employed in 
K-12 education for nearly a century.6 In 1868, public schools in St. Louis began the first 
documented effort to identify and educate gifted learners, a practice that was gradually 
propagated through other urban school districts and became relatively common by the 
1920s.7 The launch of the Soviet satellite Sputnik 1 in 1957 renewed calls for the nation’s 
education system to foster exceptional aptitude, especially in mathematics and the 
sciences.8 
 
However, early gifted education programs tended to be relatively narrow in scope, focusing 
on only intellectual capacity and using traditional pedagogical techniques to deliver an 
accelerated curriculum.9 A 1988 Act of Congress created the Jacob Javits Gifted and 
Talented Students Education Program, funding a series of scientific research initiatives and 
pilot projects to “…build and enhance the ability of elementary and secondary schools to 
meet the special education needs of gifted and talented students.”10 Notably, the passage 
of the Javits Act resulted in the formation of the National Research Center on the Gifted and 
Talented (NRC/GT), and placed a national priority on expanding gifted education 
opportunities to traditionally underserved and underrepresented students, substantially 
increasing the reach of gifted education across the United States.11 
 
While no federal agency or private organization appears to track the prevalence of gifted 
and talented education programs at individual grade levels, recent evidence from the NAGC 
suggests that gifted student programs and policies have become the norm.12 For instance, a 
2012 survey of state departments of education found that, of 43 responding states, 32 
mandate the availability of gifted and talented education in public schools, with roughly 75 
percent of these regulating the means by which gifted students are identified and 
assessed.13 Overall, the NAGC estimates that roughly 3 million K-12 students are currently 

                                                        
6 “The History of Gifted and Talented Education.” National Association for Gifted Children.  

http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=607 
7 [1] Ibid. 
 [2] Hearne, J. and Maurer, B. “Gifted Education: A Primer.” New Horizons for Learning.  

http://education.jhu.edu/PD/newhorizons/Exceptional%20Learners/Gifted%20Learners/Articles%20-
%20Gifted%20Learners/gifted_education_a_primer.htm 

8 “The History of Gifted and Talented Education.” National Association for Gifted Children. Op cit. 
9 ] Hearne, J. and Maurer, B. “Gifted Education: A Primer.” Op cit. 
10 “Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Program.” United States Department of Education. 

http://www2.ed.gov/programs/javits/index.html 
11 “Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented Education Action.” National Association for Gifted Children.  
12 “2012-2013 State of the Nation in Gifted Education.” National Association for Gifted Children. 2013.  

http://www.nagc.org/uploadedFiles/Gifted_by_State/state_of_states_2012-
13/4082%20NAGC%20State%20of%20the%20Nation%202013-5.pdf 

13 “Table C: State Mandates and Funding Levels.” National Association for Gifted Children. 2013.  
http://www.nagc.org/uploadedFiles/Gifted_by_State/state_of_states_2012-
13/Table%20C%20(mandates%20%20funding).pdf 
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enrolled in gifted education programs, accounting for approximately 6 percent of the U.S. 
student body.14 
 
EFFICACY OF GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
Likely a result of the heated debate surrounding gifted education in U.S. schools, the 
existing base of literature is populated by scientific studies investigating the efficacy of 
specialized education programs for high-ability learners. 
A variety of special interest groups, including the NAGC 
and the National Society for the Gifted and Talented 
(NGST), have firmly advocated for the expansion of 
educational opportunities that meet the needs of gifted 
students, insisting that such programs are beneficial to 
these students, the schools, and more broadly, to society 
as a whole.15 By and large, the base of scientific evidence 
supports such claims.  
 
Highlighting the importance of gifted education in the 
middle grades, a 2007 study conducted by researchers at Vanderbilt University followed the 
lives and careers of some 2,400 individuals who scored in the 99th percentile on 
standardized aptitude tests at an early age. Results of this ten-year analysis showed that 
“distinct ability patterns” that are associated with future creativity in the arts and sciences 
are generally apparent by the age 13, supporting the notion that students who display 
significant ability at an early age should be nurtured and fostered in the middle grades.16 
However, it is important to note that effective instructional strategies for gifted students 
may differ somewhat from effective instructional techniques more generally. For instance, a 
study conducted by the NRC/GT found that most teachers tasked with delivering 
educational content to gifted youth were not adequately trained in pedagogical techniques 
required to successfully instruct highly gifted students.17 
 
The base of research also suggests that, when high-ability students have access to and 
participate in gifted education programs, they generally experience substantial 
developmental and cognitive gains that may persist at least throughout schooling. One long-
term evaluation of more than 300 gifted youths who had participated in gifted education 
found that these individuals were over 50 times more likely to earn a doctoral degree 

                                                        
14 “Frequently Asked Questions.” National Center for Gifted Children. http://www.nagc.org/index2.aspx?id=548 
15 “Advanced Students in Today’s Classrooms: What Do We Know?” National Association for Gifted Children.  

http://www.nagc.org/uploadedFiles/Information_and_Resources/Fact_Sheets/GT%20in%20the%20classroom%2
0what%20do%20we%20know.pdf 

16 Park, G. Lubinski, D., and Benbow, C. “Contrasting Intellectual Patterns Predict Creativity in the Arts and Sciences.” 
Psychological Science. 18:11. 2007, p. 948.  
https://my.vanderbilt.edu/smpy/files/2013/02/ParkPsychScience2007.pdf 

17 Archambault, F., Westberg, K., Brown, S., Hallmark, B., Emmons, C., & Zhang, W. “Regular Classroom Practices with 
Gifted Students: results of a National Survey of Classroom Teachers.” The National Research Center on the Gifted 
and Talented. 2003. http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/nrcgt/archwest.html  

“Distinct ability patterns” 
are generally identifiable by 
age 13, lending credence to 
the notion that these gifted 

students should be 
supported during the 

middle grades.  
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compared to the established base rate.18 Similarly, a research-based study cited by the 
NAGC notes that gifted education programs have substantial impacts on students’ 
subsequent academic interests and plans to pursue post-secondary education.19 
 
However, a recent study evaluating longitudinal student data found less positive results for 
marginally gifted students.20 Comparing the academic performance of some 2,600 students 
who either barely qualified for or narrowly missed the cutoff for gifted education programs 
in a large school district, researchers found no discernible difference between students in 
gifted and general education programs. 21 Though the root cause of these findings is not 
necessarily understood, the researchers theorize that it may be related to a difference of 
“self-concept” between the two student groups: marginally gifted students in gifted 
education programs may become discouraged with their own progress compared to that of 
their high-achieving peers, negatively affecting their ability to concentrate and effectively 
learn.22 
 
Similarly, a series of scientific analyses has shown a trend of poor outcomes for gifted 
students lacking adequate support from gifted and talented education programs. A 1991 
study by Joseph Renzulli and Sunghee Park at the University of Connecticut found that 
between 18 and 25 percent of all gifted students prematurely withdraw from secondary 
education, and that, in 1983, nearly 20 percent of all high school dropouts at U.S. public 
schools were classified as gifted.23 A subsequent study found that gifted dropouts were 
more likely to come from depressed socio-economic families and minority backgrounds, as 
well as to have parents with low levels of education.24 These studies shed light on the 
importance of ensuring that gifted students are adequately supported. 
 

  

                                                        
18 Lubinski, D., Webb, R., Morelock, M., and Benbow. C. “Top 1 in 10,000: A 10-Year Follow-Up of the Profoundly 

Gifted.” Cited in: “Acceleration: What the Research Says.” National Association for Gifted Children.  
http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=3412 

19 “Gifted Education Strategies: What the Research Says.” National Association for Gifted Children.  
http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=3412 

20 Shea, C. “Do ‘Gifted’ Programs Work?” The Wall Street Journal. June 2, 2011. http://blogs.wsj.com/ideas-
market/2011/06/02/do-gifted-programs-work/ 

21 Bui, S., Craig, S. and Imberman, S. “Is Gifted Education a Bright Idea? Assessing the Impact of Gifted and Talented 
Programs on Achievement and Behavior.” The National Bureau of Economic Research. 2011, p. 11.  
http://www.uh.edu/~scraig2/BuiCraigImbermanLotteryDraft.pdf 

22 [1] Bui, S. et al. “Is Gifted Education a Bright Idea? Assessing the Impact of Gifted and Talented Programs on 
Achievement and Behavior.” Op cit. p. 4. 

 [2] Barkhorn, E. “Do Gifted Programs Improve Learning?” The Atlantic. December 19, 2013.  
http://www.theatlantic.com/education/archive/2013/12/do-gifted-programs-improve-learning/282532/ 

23 Renzulli, J., and Park, S. “Gifted Dropouts: The Who and The Why.” Gifted Child Quarterly. 44:4. 2000, p. 261.  
http://www.nagc.org/uploadedFiles/PDF/Advocacy_PDFs/dropout%20(GCQ%2044(4)).pdf 

24 Renzulli, J., and Park, S. “Giftedness and High School Dropouts: Personal, Family, and School-related Factors.” The 
National Research Center on the Gifted and Talented. 2002, p. xiv.  
http://www.nagc.org/uploadedFiles/PDF/Advocacy_PDFs/dropouts%20(NRC).pdf 
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SECTION II: GIFTED EDUCATION IN MIDDLE 

SCHOOL 
 
 
In this section, Hanover Research provides details related to the design and administration 
of gifted education programs for the middle grades. The section begins with a discussion of 
three common gifted education models, followed by important considerations in the 
development of appropriate curriculum and instructional techniques. This section concludes 
with an overview of basic student assessment methodologies and best practices in the 
administration of gifted education programming.  
 
GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAM MODELS 
The model selected for a gifted education program is largely dependent on a number of 
localized contextual factors, including district size, the number of students involved in the 
program, and the availability of funding.25 While full-time gifted education models – such 
as those offered in magnet schools – may be appropriate for large urban districts, funding 
arrangements often preclude the formation of such models in smaller school districts.26 
Accordingly, this subsection primarily focuses on three part-time gifted education models 
that are thought to be most appropriate for middle schools in small and mid-sized school 
districts (Figure 2.1). In general, research-based evidence supports each of the models 
discussed in this subsection; however, experts agree that each model’s efficacy is likely to 
vary depending on student characteristics, program implementation, and the local 
context.27 
 

Figure 2.1: Prevalence of Program Types by School Level 

PROGRAM TYPE 
PREVALENCE OF PROGRAM TYPE 

ELEMENTARY 

SCHOOL 
MIDDLE  
SCHOOL 

HIGH  
SCHOOL 

Pull-Out/Resource Room 48% 32% 17% 

In-Class Clustering 36% 37% 30% 

Homogeneous/Ability Grouping 7% 20% 28% 

Summer or Weekend Program 6% 5% 6% 
Source: National Research Center on the Gifted and Talented28 
Note: Due to the relative rarity and financially intensive nature of summer and weekend programs, this model is 
not discussed further in this report. 

 

                                                        
25 [1] “Program Delivery Models for the Gifted.” Digest of Gifted Research ,Duke University.  

http://tip.duke.edu/node/725 
[2] “NAGC Position Paper: Grouping.” National Association for Gifted Children.  
http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=4450 

26 “Magnet Schools.” Encyclopedia of Children and Childhood in History and Society.  
http://www.faqs.org/childhood/Ke-Me/Magnet-Schools.html 

27 “Program Delivery Models for the Gifted.” Digest of Gifted Research ,Duke University. Op cit. 
28 Ibid. 
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PULL-OUT/RESOURCE ROOM MODELS 
The second-most common model employed at the middle school level, the pull-
out/resource room model generally involves removing gifted students from their classroom 
for several hours each week for the delivery of more specialized group instruction.29 During 
resource room instruction, students may engage in subject-specific enrichment of the 
grade-level curriculum, targeted content unrelated to the classroom education, or more 
generalized exercises related to critical thinking or problem solving.30 The NAGC advises 
that resource rooms should be staffed by gifted education specialists, potentially increasing 
programming costs compared to other in-class models.31  
 
Proponents of the pull-out system generally note that the model allows gifted students to 
spend the majority of structured school time in the general education classroom, creating 
the heterogeneous student groupings that are thought to benefit all learners (Figure 
2.2).32 Of course, the model is not without its critics. Many gifted education experts have 
voiced concerns related to the conspicuousness with which gifted students are removed 
from the classroom setting and schools’ regular struggles to develop challenging and 
appropriate curriculum that does not intrude upon the traditional grade-level material.33 
Perhaps the most common criticism of the model, however, relates to the comparatively 
small amount of time that gifted students are challenged and allowed to indulge their 
intellectual curiosities.34 “For half an hour once a week you get to be appropriately 
challenged,” says Jeff Hipskind, Director of Gifted Education for the Arizona Department of 
Education. “The rest of the week you are a regular kid, even though you are way ahead of 
the curve.”35 
 

Figure 2.2: Strengths and Weaknesses of the Pull-Out / Resource Room Model 

STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

Built-in opportunities for peer interaction Limited contact time 

Focus on in-depth study or new areas of learning Part-time differentiation of curriculum 

One instructional plan required Lack of integration with regular classroom work 

Source: Duke University36 

                                                        
29 “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 

Development, Northwestern University. http://www.ctd.northwestern.edu/resources/displayArticle/?id=2 
30 “NAGC Position Paper: Grouping.” National Association for Gifted Children. Op cit. 
31 Ibid. 
32 [1] Rogers, K.B. “Grouping the Gifted and Talented: Questions and Answers.” Roeper Review. 16:1. 1993. 

http://www.davidsongifted.org/db/Articles_id_10173.aspx 
 [2] Tomlinson, C.A. “Gifted Learners and the Middle School: Problem or Promise.” The Council for Exceptional 

Learners. 1995. http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/siegle/tag/Digests/e535.html 
33 “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 

Development, Northwestern University. Op cit. 
34 [1] “Program Delivery Models for the Gifted.” Digest of Gifted Research ,Duke University. Op cit. 
 [2] Sausner, R. “Gifted Education: Deceived, Denied, and in a Crisis.” District Administration. September 2005.  

http://www.districtadministration.com/article/gifted-education-deceived-denied-and-crisis 
35 Sausner, R. “Gifted Education: Deceived, Denied, and in a Crisis.” Op cit. 
36 “Program Delivery Models for the Gifted.” Digest of Gifted Research ,Duke University. Op cit. 
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The existing base of research is generally supportive of the pull-out/resource room model. 
In what is perhaps the most commonly referenced meta-analysis on the subject, researchers 
at Purdue University evaluated nine scientific studies investigating cognitive and 
developmental gains for gifted students in pull-out programs, and found small to medium 
positive effects in the realms of overall academic achievement, critical thinking, and 
creativity.37 Similarly, a qualitative study conducted by researchers at the University of 
Connecticut found that when pull-out programs were eliminated, parents reported that 
their gifted students became increasingly disengaged from the curriculum and suffered a 
loss of “…energy, curiosity, and intrinsic motivation.”38  
 
Further research conducted by the NRC/GT also lends credence to the pull-out model. 
Following a two-year investigation of more than 1,000 students involved in different gifted 
education programs, researchers concluded that, despite limited contact time with the 
specialized teachers and targeted curriculum, pull-out programs appear to contribute to 
improved overall achievement.39 
 
HOMOGENEOUS/ABILITY GROUPING 
Homogeneous or ability grouping is one of the major strategies employed in gifted 
education programs across the United States and is used at approximately one in every five 
middle schools (see Figure 2.1).40 The model generally involves placing high-ability students 
in a homogeneous classroom for one or more subjects – typically reading, English literature 
arts, or mathematics – and delivering a specialized curriculum. 41 In some instances, 
homogeneous groupings can be full-time education programs, with schools or districts 
developing separate curricula for gifted learners across all subjects and grade levels.42 
 
The current base of gifted education literature abounds with criticisms of the 
homogeneous/ability grouping model. Since the 1985 publication of Dr. Jeannie Oake’s 
Keeping Track: How Schools Structure Inequality – a scathing rebuke of the use of ability 
groupings in U.S. high schools – the national discussion concerning this model has largely 

                                                        
37 Vaughn, V., Feldhusen, J. and Asher, J. “Meta-Analyses and Review of Research on Pull-Out Programs in Gifted 

Education.” Gifted Child Quarterly. 35:2. 1991, p. 97.  
http://www.nagc.org/uploadedFiles/PDF/Advocacy_PDFs/pull-out%20programs%20(GCQ%2035(2)).pdf 

38 Purcell, J. “The Effects of the Elimination of Gifted and Talented Programs on Participating Students and Their 
Parents.” Gifted Child Quarterly. 37:4. 1993, p. 177.  
http://www.nagc.org/uploadedFiles/PDF/Advocacy_PDFs/elimination%20of%20g-
t%20programs%20(GCQ%2037(4)).pdf 

39 Delcourt, M., Loyd, B., Cornell, D., and Goldberg, R. “Evaluation of the Effects of Programming Arrangements on 
Student Learning Outcomes.” National Research Center on the Gifted and Talented. 1994.  
http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/nrcgt/delcloyd.html 

40 [1] “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 
Development, Northwestern University. Op cit. 

 [2] “Program Delivery Models for the Gifted.” Digest of Gifted Research ,Duke University. Op cit. 
41 [1] “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 

Development, Northwestern University. Op cit. 
 [2] Rogers, K.B. “Grouping the Gifted and Talented: Questions and Answers.” Op cit. 
42 “NAGC Position Paper: Grouping.” National Association for Gifted Children. Op cit. 
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revolved around perceived inequity in the public education system.43 For instance, many 
practitioners have voiced concerns that screening mechanisms used to identify gifted 
children may be biased, potentially leading to the underrepresentation of minority students 
in gifted education programs.44 However, proponents argue that, by allowing for the 
delivery of a highly focused and specialized curriculum to a range of students identified as 
gifted, the model is the most beneficial for gifted and high ability learners (Figure 2.3).45 
 

Figure 2.3: Strengths and Weaknesses of the Homogeneous / Ability Grouping Model 

STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

Accommodates a broad range of gifted learners May be limited to certain subjects 

Allows for uneven development patterns May be diluted by learners not identified as gifted 

Curriculum can be highly focused and specialized May not differentiate curriculum sufficiently 

Source: Duke University46 
 
The existing base of scientific research is generally supportive of the homogeneous/ability 
grouping model as a means of improving achievement for gifted learners.47 However, 
significant cognitive gains have only been identified when the homogeneous/ability 
grouping model is paired with a specialized or focused curriculum, suggesting that merely 
gathering high-ability learners in the same classroom is not a sufficient strategy for gifted 
education. 48  Conversely, research indicates some negative impacts of deliberate 
homogeneity. Research suggests that gifted students may experience a slight decline in self-
esteem in the homogeneous/ability grouping model, likely due to the recognition that they 
are now performing at a similar level as the rest of the cohort.49 
 
IN-CLASS CLUSTERING 
In-class clustering is a mechanism by which the advanced curricular and instructional needs 
of gifted students can be met without removing them from the heterogeneous classroom 
setting.50 This model generally involves placing the top five to eight gifted students in a 
given grade level in a single mixed-ability classroom, and providing differentiated curriculum 

                                                        
43 [1] Schugurensky, D. “History of Education: Jeannie Oakes Published Keeping Track: How Schools Structure 

Inequality.” The University of Toronto. http://schugurensky.faculty.asu.edu/moments/1985oakes.html 
 [2] “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 

Development, Northwestern University. Op cit. 
44 Sausner, R. “Gifted Education: Deceived, Denied, and in a Crisis.” Op cit. 
45 [1] Demirsky Allan, S. “Ability Grouping Research Reviews: What do they Say About Grouping and the Gifted?” 

Educational Leadership. March 1991. http://personalweb.donet.com/~eprice/sdallan.htm 
 [2] “Program Delivery Models for the Gifted.” Digest of Gifted Research, Duke University. Op cit. 
46 “Program Delivery Models for the Gifted.” Digest of Gifted Research, Duke University. Op cit. 
47 “Grouping Strategies.” National Association for Gifted Children. Op cit. 
48 Kulik, J. “An Analysis of the Research on Ability Grouping: Historical and Contemporary Perspectives.” National 

Research Center on the Gifted and Talented. 1992, pp. xii-xiii.  
http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/nrcgt/reports/rbdm9204/rbdm9204.pdf 

49 Ibid. p. xii. 
50 “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 

Development, Northwestern University. Op cit. 
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and instruction by a teacher with specialized gifted training.51 Currently employed in nearly 
40 percent of all middle school gifted education programs (see Figure 2.1), the model is 
generally considered most appropriate for small schools in which there are too few gifted 
students to warrant more comprehensive accommodations, or for students who wish to 
remain more connected with the heterogeneous class.52 
 
Since at least the mid-1980s, education practitioners have expressed concern about 
separating students of high ability, especially at the middle school level.53 Proponents of in-
class clustering note that the model allows for the inclusion of all learners in a single 
classroom setting – a factor that has been shown to benefit students at all achievement 
and ability levels – while providing a specialized or advanced curriculum to a small sub-set 
of the student body.54 Furthermore, in-class clustering is often heralded as a means by 
which districts and schools can provide specialized instruction to gifted students on a daily 
basis while minimizing financial implications.55 However, critics of the model have noted 
that in-class clustering places substantial demands on teachers to develop and deliver 
multiple instructional plans (Figure 2.4).56 
 

Figure 2.4: Strengths and Weaknesses of the In-Class Clustering Model 

STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

Full-time opportunity for curriculum differentiation Assumes that students are at the same level 

Built-in, heterogeneous peer group Gifted peer interaction limited to same grade level 

Flexibility to group and regroup based on student need Multiple instructional plans required 

Source: Duke University57 
 
Research-based evidence regarding the effectiveness of in-class clustering is mixed.58 A 
1990 meta-analysis from researchers at the University of Michigan found the model to be 
associated with significant gains across all academic areas, while other studies have shown 
broad-based benefits for bright, average, and struggling students when curriculum and 
                                                        
51 “NAGC Position Paper: Grouping.” National Association for Gifted Children. Op cit. 
52 “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 

Development, Northwestern University. Op cit. 
53 Tomlinson, C.A. “Gifted Learners and the Middle School: Problem or Promise.” The Council for Exceptional Learners. 

Op cit. 
54 [1] Winebrenner, S. and Devlin, B. “Cluster Grouping of Gifted Students: How to Provide Full-Time Service s on a 

Part-Time Budget.” ERIC Digest. 2001. http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/siegle/tag/Digests/e607.html 
 [2] “Grouping Strategies.” National Association for Gifted Children. http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=3414 
55 [1] Winebrenner, S. and Devlin, B. “Cluster Grouping of Gifted Students: How to Provide Full-Time Service s on a 

Part-Time Budget.” Op cit. 
 [2] Brulles, D., Cohn, S., and Saunders, R. “Improving Performance for Gifted Students in a Cluster Grouping 

Model.” Journal for the Education of the Gifted. 34:2. 2010.  
http://www.davidsongifted.org/db/Articles_id_10691.aspx 

56 “Program Delivery Models for the Gifted.” Digest of Gifted Research ,Duke University. Op cit. 
57 Ibid. 
58 [1] “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 

Development, Northwestern University. Op cit. 
 [2] Winebrenner, S. and Devlin, B. “Cluster Grouping of Gifted Students: How to Provide Full-Time Service s on a 

Part-Time Budget.” Op cit. 
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instruction are differentiated within the classroom.59 Similarly, a 1999 study by Dr. Nancy 
Melser of Ball State University concluded that gifted students embedded in an in-class 
clustering model saw the same gains in literacy achievement as their gifted peers in more 
homogeneous classroom settings, but tended to display higher self-esteem, perhaps due to 
a reduced competition among students.60 Conversely, a 1994 study sponsored by the 
NRC/GT found that of the four investigated models – in-class clustering, separate 
homogeneous classes, full-time gifted schools, and pull-
out programs – students in the in-class clustering 
systems typically saw the smallest achievement gains.61  
 
However, Dr. Joseph Renzulli, a Professor of Educational 
Society at the University of Connecticut and Director of 
the NRC/GT, believes that, when properly implemented, 
in-class clustering can be an effective model for gifted 
education.62 In particular, Dr. Renzulli advises that schools and districts ensure that the 
curriculum is adequately differentiated, providing more in-depth assignments and exercises 
for high-achieving and high-ability students.63 Schools must also ensure that teachers are 
adequately trained in both gifted and differentiated instruction, perhaps supplying resource 
specialists to work with high-achieving students in the heterogeneous classroom setting.64 
 
CURRICULAR AND INSTRUCTIONAL MODELS 
A joint statement from the National Middle School Association (NMSA) and the NAGC firmly 
advocates for the development of high-quality curriculum and instruction to meet the needs 
of gifted learners in the middle grades.65 Noting differences in the “…cognitive skills, 
interests, modes of learning, and motivations” between high-ability adolescents and their 
peers, the statement identifies critical elements for the identification, assessment, and 
support of gifted middle school learners, helping to create equity and excellence in 
educational opportunities for all students.66 This subsection provides a detailed overview of 
three curricular models and educational techniques most commonly employed in gifted 
education programs – differentiation, acceleration, and enrichment – and discusses best 
practices for developing each at the middle school level. 
 

                                                        
59 [1] Rogers, K.B. “Grouping the Gifted and Talented: Questions and Answers.” Op cit. 
 [2] “Grouping Strategies.” National Association for Gifted Children. Op cit. 
60 Holloway, J. “Research Link: Grouping Gifted Students.” Educational Leadership. 61:2. 2003.  

http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational-leadership/oct03/vol61/num02/-Grouping-Gifted-Students.aspx 
61 Delcourt, M. et al. “Evaluation of the Effects of Programming Arrangements on Student Learning Outcomes.” 

National Research Center on the Gifted and Talented. Op cit. 
62 Holloway, J. “Research Link: Grouping Gifted Students.” Op cit. 
63 Cleaver, S. “Smart and Bored: Are We Failing our High Achievers.” Scholastic.  

http://www.scholastic.com/teachers/article/smart-and-bored 
64 Holloway, J. “Research Link: Grouping Gifted Students.” Op cit. 
65 “Meeting the Needs of High Ability and High Potential Learners in the Middle Grades.” The National Middle School 

Association and The National Association for Gifted Children. http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=400 
66 Ibid. 

Schools must ensure that 
teachers in a clustering 
model are prepared to 

develop and deliver 
differentiated curriculum.  
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DIFFERENTIATION 
Generally speaking, differentiation in education is the process of “…attending to the 
learning needs of a particular student or small group of students rather than the more 
typical pattern of teaching the class as though all individuals in it were basically alike.”67 
Similarly, differentiation for gifted students consists of meticulously planned and carefully 
coordinated learning experiences that transcend the generalized curriculum, catering to 
the student’s learning needs and strengths.68 The term differentiation is widely applied in 
gifted education literature, but is generally understood to encompass a number of curricular 
models and pedagogical techniques, including:  

 Acceleration of instruction; 

 In-depth study; 

 High complexity; 

 Advanced content; and/or 

 Variety of content and form. 
 
Dr. Carol Ann Tomlinson, a professor of education at the University of Virginia and expert in 
the fields of curricular differentiation and gifted education, notes that effective 
differentiation is critical for gifted learners, especially those in mixed-ability middle school 
classrooms.69 Noting the inherent variability of student’s abilities, interests, and levels of 
cognitive development, Dr. Tomlinson advocates developing flexible curricula and classroom 
structures that allow for the manipulation of content and methods to accommodate the 
academic diversity that is characteristic of early adolescence (Figure 2.5). This conception of 
differentiated instruction is especially relevant to the in-class clustering model of gifted 
education. 
 

Figure 2.5: Characteristics of Effective Differentiation in Middle School Classrooms 

CHARACTERISTIC DESCRIPTION 

Instruction is concept-focused and 
principle-driven. 

Instructional techniques are tailored so that all students are engaged 
in the curriculum, applying the key concepts and understanding the 

principles on which the study is based. 

On-going assessment of student readiness 
and growth are built into the curriculum. 

Teachers continuously and consistently evaluate student readiness, 
interest, and performance, providing additional support and 

instructions when needed. 

                                                        
67 Tomlinson, C. and Demirsky Allan, S. “Understanding Differentiated Instruction: Building a Foundation for 

Leadership.” In Tomlinson, C. and Demirsky Allan, S. (Eds.) “Leadership for Differentiating Schools and 
Classrooms.” 2000. http://www.ascd.org/publications/books/100216/chapters/Understanding-Differentiated-
Instruction@-Building-a-Foundation-for-Leadership.aspx 

68 “NAGC Position Statement: Differentiation of Curriculum and Instruction .” National Association for Gifted Children. 
http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=387 

69 Tomlinson, C. “Differentiating Instruction for Advanced Learners in the Mixed-Ability Middle School Classroom.” 
ERIC Digest. 1995.  
http://www.curriculumassociates.com/professional-development/topics/diffinstruction/extras/lesson1/ra1_5.pdf 
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CHARACTERISTIC DESCRIPTION 

Flexible grouping is consistently used. 
Students work in flexible arrangements that allow them to 

collaborate with students of similar abilities, readiness, interests, or 
learning styles. 

Students are active explorers, while 
teachers guide the exploration. 

The teacher works to actively facilitate learning, creating a student-
centered environment and contributing to intellectual independence. 

Source: Dr. C.A. Tomlinson70 
 
CURRICULUM ACCELERATION 
Touted as “…one of the cornerstones of exemplary education practices” by the NAGC, 
curriculum acceleration is generally defined as either delivering curricular material at a 
faster pace or at an earlier age than typical in the educational setting.71 Though most often 
associated with grade-skipping in early-elementary education, accelerated programs will 
regularly deliver two years of mathematics instruction over the course of a single year, for 
example, or introduce ninth grade algebra to capable sixth grade students.72 According to 
the NAGC, acceleration fulfills three purposes in a gifted education setting, namely:73 

 To adjust the pace of instruction to the students’ capability in order to develop a sound work 
ethic; 

 To provide an appropriate level of challenge in order to avoid boredom from repetitious 
learning; and 

 To reduce the time period necessary to complete traditional schooling. 
 
The existing research base is widely supportive of accelerated curricula, generally 
associating the model with increased student performance and interest.74 A 1992 study 
undertaken at the University of Michigan found that gifted students participating in 
accelerated classes generally outperformed non-accelerated students of similar age and 
aptitude by nearly a full year on standardized achievement tests. 75  Another study 
investigating students’ perceptions of accelerated curricula found that 71 percent were 
satisfied with their experience, with the majority of the unsatisfied students indicating that 
they would have preferred more acceleration.76 
 

                                                        
70 Ibid. 
71 [1] “NAGC Position Paper: Acceleration.” National Association for Gifted Children.  

http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=383 
[2] “Acceleration for Gifted Children: An Interview with W. Thomas Southern. Center for Talent Development, 
Northwestern University. http://www.ctd.northwestern.edu/resources/topics/displayArticle/?id=15 

72 “Acceleration for Gifted Children: An Interview with W. Thomas Southern. Center for Talent Development, 
Northwestern University. Op cit. 

73 Bulleted items taken verbatim from: “NAGC Position Paper: Acceleration.” National Association for Gifted Children. 
Op cit. 

74 “Acceleration for Gifted Children: An Interview with W. Thomas Southern. Center for Talent Development, 
Northwestern University. Op cit. 

75 Kulik, J. “An Analysis of the Research on Ability Grouping: Historical and Contemporary Perspectives.” Op cit. pp. vii-
viii.  

76 Lubinski, D., Webb, R., Morelock, M., and Benbow. C. “Top 1 in 10,000: A 10-Year Follow-Up of the Profoundly 
Gifted.” Op cit. 
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Despite strong evidence of its efficacy, acceleration – in any other form than grade skipping 
– is rarely practiced.77 Opponents of the model often cite anecdotal evidence of poor 
outcomes for accelerated students, especially as they relate to appropriate social and 
emotional development, as well as the inherent difficulty in finding a rate of content 
delivery that satisfies the entire spectrum of gifted students in a class.78 However, many 
gifted education experts believe that the supposed effects of acceleration on social 
development are one of the most commonly held misconceptions surrounding gifted 
education; to date, there is no research-based evidence linking participation in accelerated 
curricular programs to stunted or abnormal social and emotional development.79 
 
A number of leading gifted education organizations, including the National Middle School 
Association, the National Association for Gifted Children, and the California Association for 
the Gifted advocate acceleration as an appropriate curricular model for gifted educational 
programming in the middle grades.80 
 
CURRICULUM ENRICHMENT 
Curriculum enrichment – defined as increasing the “depth and breadth” of content delivery 
– is a widely employed curricular model throughout K-12 gifted education in the United 
States.81 The model typically involves broadening the scope of the curriculum, often through 
the inclusion of practices and exercises that foster problem-solving skills, critical thinking, 
and creative solutions.82 The curriculum enrichment model is often employed in conjunction 
with the pull-out/resource room and in-class clustering models of gifted education.83 
 
Though districts and schools tend to pore over the decision to adopt an enriched or 
accelerated curriculum, gifted education experts advise that the two should not be viewed 
as mutually exclusive.84 The existing body of literature is largely supportive of adopting 
gifted education models that incorporate elements of curricular enrichment and 
acceleration, with most research-based studies showing the greatest gains when high-

                                                        
77 “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 

Development, Northwestern University. Op cit. 
78 Ibid. 
79 [1] “Acceleration of Gifted Students.” Florida Department of Education. 2003.  

http://www.fldoe.org/ESE/pdf/gift_accel.pdf 
 [2] “Acceleration for Gifted Children: An Interview with W. Thomas Southern. Center for Talent Development, 

Northwestern University. Op cit. 
80 [1] “Meeting the Needs of High Ability and High Potential Learners in the Middle Grades.” The National Middle 

School Association and The National Association for Gifted Children. Op cit. 
 [2] “Position Paper: Middle School GATE Services.” California Association for the Gifted.  

http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/www.cagifted.org/resource/resmgr/docs/position19ms.pdf 
81 “Program Delivery Models for the Gifted.” Digest of Gifted Research ,Duke University. 
82 “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 

Development, Northwestern University. Op cit. 
83 Winebrenner, S. and Devlin, B. “Cluster Grouping of Gifted Students: How to Provide Full-Time Service s on a Part-

Time Budget.” Op cit. 
84 “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 

Development, Northwestern University. Op cit. 
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ability students are exposed to both models.85 Evidence presented by the Northwestern 
University Center School of Education and Social Policy suggests that, in practice, 
enrichment and acceleration models are often complementary, with high quality 
enrichment typically resulting in the presentation of advanced content.86  
 
Perhaps the best-known curricula enrichment ideology, the School-Wide Enrichment Model 
(SEM) is a widely implemented, research-based approach designed to promote challenging 
and high-quality learning opportunities for students of all ability levels.87 Founded in models 
developed for gifted learners, SEM employs a practical, engaging, and challenging 
curriculum derived from student strengths and interests across all ability-levels at a 
school.88 Evidence suggests that SEM can be an effective means of improving student 
achievement in schools with different socioeconomic characteristics and with different 
organizational patterns.89 
 
IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT 
Though models for the identification of gifted students are quite common within the 
existing base of literature, it appears that no set of research-based best practices has been 
specifically tailored to the middle grades. Accordingly, this subsection presents research-
based evidence for the identification and assessment of gifted students generalized for all 
grade levels. 
 
The cognitive development occurring in early adolescence is often associated with the 
formation of academic interests and the development of intellectual awareness.90 As a 
result, many students who were not identified as gifted during their elementary education 
may benefit from more challenging curriculum, alternative delivery structures, or increased 
interaction with peers of similar abilities available through a middle school gifted education 
program. Accordingly, schools and districts should establish protocols that allow for the 
regular evaluation of students, taking into account participation and progress.91 
 

                                                        
85 [1] Kulik, J. “An Analysis of the Research on Ability Grouping: Historical and Contemporary Perspectives.” Op cit. pp. 

vii-viii. 
 [2] “Acceleration: What the Research Says.” National Association for Gifted Children. Op cit. 
86 “A Research-Based Primer on Terminology and Educational Options for Gifted Students.” Center for Talent 

Development, Northwestern University. Op cit. 
87 “The School-Wide Enrichment Model.” Neag Center for Gifted Education and Talent Development at the University 

of Connecticut. http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/sem/ 
88 Renzulli, J. and Reis, S. “The School-Wide Enrichment Model: Executive Summary.” Neag Center for Gifted 

Education and Talent Development at the University of Connecticut.  
http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/sem/semexec.html 

89 Reis, S. and Renzulli, J. “The School Wide-Enrichment Model: A Focus on Student Strengths and Interests.” In 
Renzulli, J. and Gubbins, E. (Eds.) “Systems and Models for Developing Programs for the Gifted and Talented.” 
2009, p. 323. http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/sem/pdf/Systems_and_Models-ReisRenzulli.pdf 

90 Tomlinson, C.A. “Gifted Learners and the Middle School: Problem or Promise.” The Council for Exceptional Learners. 
1995. http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/siegle/tag/Digests/e535.html 

91 Renzulli, J. “A Practical System for Identifying Gifted and Talented Students.” The National research Center on the 
Gifted and Talented. http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/sem/semart04.html 
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The NAGC generally advises that assessments for giftedness should not be conducted in 
isolation and should not use only one instrument or method.92 Instead, the assessment of a 
student’s ability should gather information from multiple sources, such as teachers, families, 
and other students; use a variety of techniques, including observations, performances, and 
portfolios; and assess abilities in a variety of contexts, including in-class and out-of-school. 
The NAGC also supports the use of standardized achievement, intelligence, and creativity 
tests in the identification process, when administered by trained and qualified personnel.93 
 
INTELLIGENCE TESTS 
One critical argument against the exclusive use of traditional intelligence tests to determine 
giftedness is that they may be biased against children who are from the cultural and 
linguistic minority. In fact, many psychologists believe that no such test is completely 
without a degree of cultural bias.94 Consequently, the results of IQ tests should be 
interpreted with extreme caution and should never be used to definitively include or 
exclude children from specialized programs.95 To overcome the majority bias in most 
intelligence tests, accommodations should be made for children to take the test in their 
native language, where possible.96 
 
As a means of minimizing the possible effects of a cultural or linguistic bias inherent to a 
standardized test, many experts advise that schools and districts use a non-verbal 
assessment tool, such as the Naglieri Nonverbal Test of Ability (NNAT2) or the Raven’s 
Progressive Matrices, for the identification of gifted minority students.97 Research shows 
that these two testing systems identify gifted children of color more reliably than most 
intelligence and IQ tests. The Center for Talent Development at Northwestern University 
advocates for the use of non-verbal tests in conjunction with other “traditional” assessment 
tools in order to capture the full range of needs presented by gifted and high-achieving 
students.98 
 
Another debate in the literature discusses whether intelligence tests—if used—should be 
administered individually or in a small group setting.99

 There is evidence to suggest that 
individually-administered intelligence tests increase the measurement error associated with 
identifying giftedness, and some studies have found inconsistencies when these tests were 

                                                        
92 “NAGC Position Statement: Using Tests to Identify Gifted Students.” National Association for Gifted Children. 

http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=404 
93 Ibid. 
94 Benson, E. “Intelligence Across Cultures” American Psychological Association. February 2003.  

http://www.apa.org/monitor/feb03/intelligence.aspx 
95 “NAGC Position Statement: Using Tests to Identify Gifted Students.” National Association for Gifted Children. Op cit. 
96 “NAGC Position Statement: Use of the WIC-IV for Gifted Identification.” National Association for Gifted Children. 

http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=2455 
97 “Is Your School Using the Best Practices for Instruction.” Center for Talent Development, Northwestern University. 

Winter 2003. http://www.ctd.northwestern.edu/resources/displayArticle/?id=132 
98 Ibid. 
99 Yang, Y. “Identification of Young, Gifted Children: An Analysis of Instruments and Recommendations for Practice.” 
Gifted Education Resource Institute, College of Education, Purdue University, pp. 4-5. 
http://geri.education.purdue.edu/PDF%20Files/yang_WCGTC_paper_mg7.pdf 
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used to identify young gifted children. Furthermore, individually-administered tests are 
expensive and time-consuming, and can “…put twice-exceptional children, children from 
culturally diverse backgrounds, or those children from low-income families in a 
disadvantaged position.” 100  However, some practitioners argue that individually-
administered tests are better than group-administered tests in identifying gifted children.101

 

Group-administered tests are also less costly and easier to interpret, but they are quite 
time-consuming to administer because a group of students typically completes these tests 
in multiple sittings.102

 Furthermore, these assessments require a certain level of language 
proficiency to understand directions and to take the test, which may limit the settings in 
which they are applicable.103 
 
ADMINISTRATION OF GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
This subsection describes critical considerations in the development and continued 
administration of gifted education programs in the middle grades. The section begins with a 
discussion of the NAGC’s six guiding principles for planning gifted education programs, 
continues with a discussion of staffing and training needs for teachers, and concludes with a 
discussion of the structures required to support the unique social and emotional needs of 
high-ability middle school students. 
 
PLANNING MIDDLE SCHOOL GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
According to the NAGC, successful gifted education program design must include 
“…comprehensive services based on sound philosophical, theoretical, and empirical 
support.”104 The NAGC has developed six guiding principles to help districts address the 
most critical elements for program success and sustainability, while ensuring equal access 
and equitable opportunity for students (Figure 2.6). These basic principles support the 
tenets set forth in the NMSA and NAGC’s joint position statement on Meeting the Needs of 
High Ability and High Potential Learners in the Middle Grades by establishing a basic 
framework for differentiated education, emotional and affective support, and support from 
a strong research base.105 
 
  

                                                        
100 Ibid. 
101 “Gifted Education.” Macomb Intermediate School District.  

http://www.misd.net/gifted/giftedchildren.htm#Defining Giftedness 
102 “Testing and Assessment: What Do the Tests Tell Us?” Hoagies’ Gifted Education Page. 

http://www.hoagiesgifted.org/tests_tell_us.htm 
103 Yang, Y. Op cit. 
104 “Gifted Education Programming Criterion: Program Design.” National Association of Gifted Children. 2000.  

http://www.nagc.org/uploadedfiles/pdf/standards_pdfs/program%20design%20chart.pdf 
105 “Meeting the Needs of High Ability and High Potential Learners in the Middle Grades.” The National Middle School 

Association and The National Association for Gifted Children. Op cit. 
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Figure 2.6: NAGC Guiding Principles for Planning Gifted Education Programs 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

1) Rather than a single gifted program, a continuum of programming services 
must exist for gifted learners. 

2) Gifted education must be adequately funded. 
3) Gifted education programming must evolve from a comprehensive and 

sound base. 
4) Gifted education services must be an integral part of the general education 

school day. 
5) Flexible groupings of students must be developed in order to facilitate 

differentiated instruction and curriculum. 
6) Policies specific to adapting and adding to the nature and operations of the 

general education program are necessary for gifted education. 
Source: National Association for Gifted Children106 

 
STAFFING AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
Most gifted students in the U.S. education system spend the majority of their school day in 
a general education setting.107 Such arrangements require that teachers, especially those 
responsible for delivering instruction in the in-class cluster model, are well-versed in the 
appropriate pedagogical techniques to meet the needs of a diverse range of students.108 
While only a few states require that teachers involved in gifted education programs receive 
specialized training, most experts and advocacy groups agree that substantive professional 
development should be considered an integral part of all gifted education programs.109 
 
The NAGC and Council for Exceptional Children have developed a set of generalized 
programming standards to assist schools and districts in the development of effective and 
efficient professional development programs for gifted education leaders (Figure 2.7). These 
seven standards establish a set of basic principles and practices that all educators and 
administrators involved in specialized education for high-ability students should understand  
and effectively translate into practice.  
 

Figure 2.7: Standards for Educator Preparation 

STANDARD KEY ELEMENTS 

Gifted education professionals understand the variations 
in learning and development in cognitive and affective 

areas between and among individuals with gifts and 
talents and apply this understanding to provide 

meaningful and challenging learning experiences for 
individuals with exceptionalities. 

• Understanding of how language, culture, economic 
status, family background, and disability can influence 
the learning patterns of gifted students. 

• Understanding of personal development and individual 
needs to respond to specific student’s educational 
requirements. 

                                                        
106 “Pre-K – Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards.” National Association of Gifted Children. 2000, p. 6.  

http://www.nagc.org/uploadedFiles/PDF/Standards_PDFs/k12%20GT%20standards%20brochure.pdf 
107 “Training Teachers in Gifted and Talented Education.” National Association of Gifted Children.  

http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=3422 
108 Tomlinson, C. and Demirsky Allan, S. “Understanding Differentiated Instruction: Building a Foundation for 

Leadership.” Op cit. 
109 “Training Teachers in Gifted and Talented Education.” National Association of Gifted Children. Op cit. 
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STANDARD KEY ELEMENTS 

Gifted education professionals create safe, inclusive, and 
culturally responsive learning environments so that 
individuals with gifts and talents become effective 

learners and develop social and emotional well-being. 

• Forming safe, inclusive, culturally responsive learning 
environments that engage individuals with gifts. 

• Demonstrating an understanding of the continuum of 
services for individuals with gifts and talents. 

Gifted education professionals use knowledge of general 
and specialized curricula to advance learning for 

individuals with gifts and talents.  

• Developing appropriate curricular and instructional 
modifications for gifted students to enhance creativity 
and add depth and complexity to lessons. 

• Using assessments to select, adapt, and create 
materials to differentiate instructional strategies. 

Gifted education professionals use multiple methods of 
assessment and data sources in making educational 

decisions about identification of individuals with gifts and 
talents and student learning.  

• Using technically sound formal and informal 
assessments to identify student for gifted education 
programs and services. 

• Using multiple types of assessment to identify and 
support gifted learners. 

Gifted education professionals select, adapt, and use a 
repertoire of evidence-based instructional strategies to 

advance the learning of individuals with gifts and talents. 

• Developing a repertoire of instructional strategies to 
enhance critical thinking and problem-solving abilities 
in gifted students. 

• Using instructional strategies that enhance the 
affective development of gifted students. 

Gifted education professionals use foundational 
knowledge of the field and professional ethical principles 
and programming standards to inform gifted education 
practice, to engage in lifelong learning, and to advance 

the profession.  

• Observing ethical principles and program standards to 
guide the instruction of gifted students. 

• Understanding of how foundational knowledge, 
perspectives, and historical and current issues 
influence their professional practice. 

Gifted education professionals use foundational 
knowledge of the field and professional ethical principles 
and programming standards to inform gifted education 
practice, to engage in lifelong learning, and to advance 

the profession.  

• Serving as a collaborative resource for colleagues and 
understanding the elements of effective collaboration. 

• Using collaborative processes to promote the well-
being of gifted students across a wide range of 
settings, experiences, and contexts. 

Source: National Association for Gifted Children and Council for Exceptional Children110 
 
MEETING THE AFFECTIVE AND EMOTIONAL NEEDS OF GIFTED MIDDLE SCHOOLERS 
Young adolescence, typically identified as the period between ages 10 and 15, is marked by 
substantial physical, cognitive, and psychosocial changes, which often are associated with 
increased potential for both positive and negative outcomes.111 In addition to the range of 
difficulties encountered at this age, gifted young adolescents frequently report an additional 
range of problems related to their abilities, including competitiveness, unrealistic self-
assessment, peer rejection, parental and social pressures to excel, and being inadequately 
challenged by the school curriculum. 112 Education researchers and practitioners alike 
generally recommend that creating appropriately challenging and supportive middle school 

                                                        
110 “NAGC – CEC Teacher Preparation Standards in Gifted and Talented Education.” National Association for Gifted 

Children and Council for Exceptional Children.  
http://www.nagc.org/uploadedFiles/Information_and_Resources/NCATE_standards/NAGC-
%20CEC%20CAEP%20standards%20(2013%20final).pdf 

111 [1] “Human Development: Physical and Cognitive Development in Adolescence.” McGraw-Hill. 2006.  
http://highered.mcgraw-hill.com/sites/0073133809/student_view0/chapter11/ 
[2] Eccles, J. and Wigfield, A. “Social Patterns, Achievements, and Problems.” In Kazdin, A.E. (Ed.) Encyclopedia of 
Psychology. Vol. I. 2000, p. 47. http://www.rcgd.isr.umich.edu/garp/articles/eccles00q.pdf 

112 Buescher, T. and Higham, S. “Helping Adolescents Adjust to Giftedness.” Council for Exceptional Children. 1990, 
p.2. http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED321494.pdf  
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structures can help gifted students adjust to the middle school context and better prepare 
them for the subsequent transition to high school.113 
 
In addition, several researchers and advocacy groups propose specific strategies to 
accommodate the affective needs of gifted middle school students. For instance, the 
California Association for the Gifted recommends placing gifted students on school teams 
and advisory groups that have a high number similarly gifted peers, as well as encouraging 
participation in several extracurricular activities that align with their personal interests and 
talents.114 Similarly, the NMSA-NAGC Joint Statement notes that gifted middle school 
students typically thrive in environments that affirm both their cognitive capacities and 
their need to belong to a peer group.115 Middle school educators should be aware of this 
dichotomy, and lend appropriate support to help these students define themselves and 
their role amongst their peers.116 
 
  

                                                        
113 Mizelle, N. “Helping Middle School Students Make the Transition to High School.” ERIC Digest. 2000.  

http://www.nagc.org/index.aspx?id=327 
114 “Position Paper: Middle School GATE Services.” California Association for the Gifted. Op cit. 
115 “Meeting the Needs of High Ability and High Potential Learners in the Middle Grades.” The National Middle School 

Association and The National Association for Gifted Children. Op cit. 
116 Ibid. 

106



Hanover Research | February 2014 
 

 
© 2014 Hanover Research  |  District Administration Practice 25 

SECTION III: PROFILES 
 
 
In this section, Hanover Research presents profiles of gifted education programs 
administered by three districts across the United States: Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools 
(North Caroling), Scottsdale Unified School District (Arizona), and Virginia Beach Public 
Schools (Virginia). Each of these profiles contains general information about the district’s 
gifted programming options, as well as middle grades-specific information related to the 
identification and assessment of gifted students, and available models of education to meet 
students’ needs. The districts presented in this section were chosen based on their novel or 
innovative practices, to provide a range of practical examples for gifted programming, as 
well as to represent practices at small, mid-sized, and large districts. 
 
CHAPEL HILL – CARRBORO CITY SCHOOLS 
Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools (CH-CCS) is a 
mid-sized urban school district serving Orange 
County in North Carolina’s Research Triangle. The 
CH-CCS Academically or Intellectually Gifted (AIG) 
Program provides differentiated educational 
opportunities to high ability learners to “…enable 
them to grow as dynamic thinkers, creative 
problem solvers, and compassionate leaders.”117 CH-CCS offers a range of gifted programs 
and services at the elementary, middle, and high school levels, including an Academic 
Nurturing and Enrichment program for students in grades 1-5, Gifted Education and Highly 
Gifted Education programs for students in grades 3-12, and a Learning Environment for 
Advanced Programming service for students in grades 4-8.118  
 
IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT 
Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools conducts universal screenings of all third grade students 
in the district using the NNAT2 and places all students scoring at or above the 90th 
percentile in one of several gifted education tracks.119 Students may also become eligible for 
AIG service and programming in grades 1-2 and 4-12 by receiving a nomination from a 
teacher, gifted education specialist, parent, or community member, or by scoring in at least 
the 95th percentile in the district-wide Beginning of Grade or End of Grade Tests.120 Middle 
school students are eligible for nomination to the gifted program once each year in grades 
6-8, with the nominating person responsible for providing data related to the student’s 
performance on standardized tests and/or diagnostics assessments, or submitting a 

                                                        
117 “Gifted Education.” Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools.  

http://www.chccs.k12.nc.us/group_profile_view.aspx?id=1E187381-AEEF-4312-B67B-42BF7ADCE7B0 
118 Ibid. 
119 “Gifted Education Option Identification Process Grades 1-8: 2013-2016.” Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools. 

https://docs.google.com/file/d/0BwqRM-Q89Tq_cnM1Uk9PdC1PTHc/edit 
120 Ibid. 

CHAPEL HILL CARRBORO CITY SCHOOLS 
Orange County, NC 

• Total Students:  11,709 
• Total Teachers:  907 
• Total Schools:  19 
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portfolio of work demonstrating the student’s high ability.121 The performance of students 
involved in AIG programs at CH-CCS is reviewed annually to determine whether the services 
continue to appropriately meet the student’s needs.122  
 
GIFTED AND HIGHLY GIFTED EDUCATION 
High-ability middle school students in CH-CCS 
schools are presented with two primary alternatives 
for gifted education – Gifted Education (GE) and 
Highly Gifted Education (HGE) – both of which are 
based primarily in the in-class clustering and pull-
out/resource room models.123 Sixth, seventh, and 
eighth grade students are generally identified as 
gifted in English language arts, mathematics, or 
both, and placed in clusters alongside students with 
similar learning needs. All district middle schools 
also employ a Gifted Education Specialist who interacts with students directly in pull-out 
exercises, assists teachers in developing appropriately differentiated curriculum, and helps 
develop a Differentiated Education Plan (DEP) that outlines opportunities for advanced 
exercises in literature, vocabulary, writing, problem solving, and critical and creative 
thinking.124 
 
Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools also provides opportunities for middle school students to 
participate in an accelerated curriculum, especially in mathematics.125 Students who have 
demonstrated a mastery of grade-level math principles may be transitioned into an above-
grade-level math course or instructed in an accelerated math course with other students of 
similar abilities and needs.126 All CH-CCS middle schools also offer enrichment elective 
courses, such as African-American Studies, Creative Writing, and Public Speaking, which 
allow gifted students to indulge their intellectual curiosity and develop critical cognitive and 
social skills.127 
 

                                                        
121 [1] “Parent Guide to AIG Programs: 2013-2014” Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools. p. 6. 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/11juA6oRdOettXc7J_jKbpAEyyUwX5_8w9br7m_ryMV4/edit 
 [2] “Middle School Nomination Form for Gifted Education Services.” Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools.  

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1nVstm8q4Z2gJEiFGyO9bvcmWcvMP1ylAOMmJwxbJDCc/edit 
122 “Locally Academically or Intellectually Gifted Plan: 2013-2016.” Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools. p. 16.  

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ta8Eu1DxM3Iphuwk9tubf4mIxGubar6h8m8RjgG_GsI/edit 
123 “Parent Guide to AIG Programs: 2013-2014” Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools. p. 4. Op cit. 
124 Ibid. 
125 Ibid. 
126 “Locally Academically or Intellectually Gifted Plan: 2013-2016.” Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools. Op cit. p. 10.  
127 [1] “Parent Guide to AIG Programs: 2013-2014” Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools. p. 4. Op cit. 
 [2] “Courses at CH-CCS: 6th Grade Courses.” Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools.  

http://courses.chccs.k12.nc.us/home/middle-school-courses/6th-grade-courses 

All of the district’s schools 
employ a Gifted Education 

Specialist who helps teachers 
develop curriculum, oversee 
pull-out strategies, and help 

develop Differentiated 
Education Plans.  
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LEARNING ENVIRONMENT FOR ADVANCED PROGRAMMING 
The Learning Environment for Advanced Programming (LEAP) program at CH-CCS is 
designed for students in grades 4-8 who have demonstrated a consistent mastery of 
reading, mathematics, and other interdisciplinary subjects that are two or more grade levels 
above their age.128 The LEAP program places such children in homogeneous classrooms 
staffed by Gifted Education Specialists and delivers an accelerated and highly specialized 
curriculum that emphasizes depth of knowledge and analysis in all subjects.129 Currently, all 
LEAP programming is offered at only one of the district’s four middle schools, though the 
district provides transportation for such students to and from the school site.130 
 
SCOTTSDALE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Scottsdale Unified School District (SUSD) is a mid-
sized urban school district serving the City of 
Scottsdale in south-central Arizona. SUSD offers 
gifted programming at the elementary, middle, and 
high school levels, providing “…challenging 
curriculum to gifted students through the use of 
differentiated instruction designed to best meet the 
academic and affective needs of the students.”131 At the middle school level, SUSD offers 
several gifted education options, including clustered mathematics and English language arts 
programs, interest-based electives, and site-specific full-time programs.132 
 
IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT 
In accordance with the State of Arizona, SUSD gifted services are available to all students 
scoring in the 97th percentile or above in any state-approved test administered by 
authorized SUSD personnel or qualified third-party professionals.133 The district conducts 
universal screenings of all second grade students, with parental consent, using the Cognitive 
Abilities Test (CogAT) and the NNAT2.134 Subsequent testing for students in grades 3-12 is 
conducted only at the request of teachers, parents, or guardians, and is offered three times 
each academic year; however, students may only be assessed annually.135  
 

                                                        
128 “Gifted Education.” Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools. Op cit. 
129 “Parent Guide to AIG Programs: 2013-2014” Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools. pp. 4-5. Op cit. 
130 Ibid. 
131 “Gifted Education: Vision and Goals.” Scottsdale Unified School District. https://gifted.susd.org/vision/ 
132 “Gifted Services.” Scottsdale Unified School District. p. 8.  

http://susdcommunityed.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/2012-2013-Parent-UniversityGiftedServices.pdf 
133 “Gifted Education: Welcome to SUSD Gifted Programs.” Scottsdale Unified School District. https://gifted.susd.org/ 
134 “Gifted Education: Gifted Programming Testing Information.” Scottsdale Unified School District.  

https://gifted.susd.org/testing/ 
135 “Gifted Education: What is the Process for Identification at SUSD?” Scottsdale Unified School District.  

https://gifted.susd.org/faq/what-process-identification-susd/ 

SCOTTSDALE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Scottsdale, AZ 

• Total Students:  26.235 
• Total Teachers:  1,417 
• Total Schools:  34 
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THE COMPREHENSIVE GIFTED PROGRAM 
The Comprehensive Gifted Program (CGP) at SUSD is a full-time, self-contained educational 
track offered at two of the district’s elementary schools and three middle schools.136 
Students enrolled in the CGP are generally identified as those possessing advanced 
“intellectual, academic, or creative abilities,” and are instructed using a specialized 
curriculum that emphasizes interdisciplinary coursework, academic rigor, critical analysis, 
and creative problem solving.137 Enrollment in the CGP requires that students or parents 
submit an application packet documenting a score in at least the 97th percentile of an 
approved test as well as a record of advanced academic achievement, as measured by 
relevant state-wide or district standardized assessments. 138  Additionally, interested 
students must receive at least two recommendations from teachers using the district’s 
“Gifted Characteristics Profile,” a rubric on which teachers offer an assessment of a 
student’s aptitude in five key areas: intellectuality, creativity, task commitment, 
extraordinary development in the arts, and leadership ability.139 
 
MIDDLE SCHOOL GIFTED PROGRAMMING 
In addition to the CGP, SUSD delivers gifted programming in mathematics and English 
language arts using accelerated curriculum and in-class clustering models, respectively.140 
The district’s clustered English language arts program combines the Spring Board curriculum 
with an enrichment model to improve the “depth and breadth” of educational opportunities 
for gifted students.141 Teachers in clustered classrooms generally employ a variety of 
exercises and pedagogical techniques to differentiate English language arts instruction, 
including:142 

 Tiered assignments; 

 Literature circles; 

 Integration of other disciplines; 

 Socratic seminars; and 

 Student choice. 
 

                                                        
136 “Gifted Education: Comprehensive Gifted Program.” Scottsdale Unified School District. https://gifted.susd.org/cgp/ 
137 “Gifted Services.” Scottsdale Unified School District. Op cit. p. 12. 
138 “Gifted Education: Comprehensive Gifted Program.” Scottsdale Unified School District. 
139 “Gifted Characteristics Profile.” Scottsdale Unified School District.  

https://gifted.susd.org/files/1913/7641/5826/Comprehensive_Gifted_Program_Application_Part_2-
_Student_Profile_of_Gifted_Characteristics.pdf 

140 [1] “Gifted Education: Clustered Language Arts.” Scottsdale Unified School District.  
https://gifted.susd.org/programs/middle-school/clustered-language-arts/ 

 [2] “Gifted Education: Readiness Level Math.” Scottsdale Unified School District.  
https://gifted.susd.org/programs/middle-school/readiness-level-math/ 

141 [1] “Gifted Education: Clustered Language Arts.” Scottsdale Unified School District. Op cit. 
[2] “Gifted Education: Middle School Programs.” Scottsdale Unified School District.  
https://gifted.susd.org/programs/middle-school/ 

142 “Gifted Education: Clustered Language Arts.” Scottsdale Unified School District. Op cit. 
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Gifted mathematics education is primarily delivered through an accelerated curriculum 
model, termed “Readiness Level Math.”143 Students in the fifth, sixth, and seventh grades 
are administered aptitude tests to determine which level of math instruction will be most 
beneficial in the subsequent year. In general, the Readiness Level Math Program allows 
students to be placed in mathematics courses one, two, and in rare instances three years, 
ahead of their grade level (Figure 3.1). However, all students are required to complete 
Algebra I, as it is considered a foundational course for all subsequent high school-level 
mathematics.144 
 

Figure 3.1: SUSD Readiness Level Math Options 

GRADE LEVEL AVAILABLE MATH COURSES EXCEPTIONALLY GIFTED OPTION 

6th Grade • 6th Grade Math 
• 7th Grade Math 

• 8th Grade Math 

7th Grade 
• 7th Grade Math 
• 8th Grade Math 
• Algebra I 

• Geometry 
• Geometry/Trigonometry (Honors) 

8th Grade 

• 8th Grade Math 
• Algebra I 
• Geometry 
• Geometry/Trigonometry (Honors) 

• Algebra II 
• Algebra II (Honors) 

Source: Scottsdale Unified School District145 
 
VIRGINIA BEACH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Virginia Beach Public Schools (VBPS) is a large, 
urban school district serving the City of Virginia 
Beach in southeast Virginia. VBPS offers gifted 
education at the elementary, middle, and high 
schools levels, with the stated mission of 
“...challenging students with differentiated 
interdisciplinary opportunities, providing flexible, 
innovative curriculum…and developing individual talents and abilities.”146 At the middle 
school level, VBPS offers a range of gifted education options, including in-class clustering 
with differentiated and resource room instruction, full-time magnet programs, and 
advanced programs in the performing and visual arts.147 
 

                                                        
143 “Gifted Education: Readiness Level Math.” Scottsdale Unified School District. Op cit. 
144 Ibid. 
145 “Gifted Education: Readiness Level Math.” Scottsdale Unified School District. Op cit. 
146 “2010-2015: Local Plan for the Education of the Gifted.” Virginia Beach Public Schools. p. 3.  

http://www.vbschools.com/curriculum/gifted/Local%20Plan%20for%20the%20Education%20of%20the%20Gifted
%202010-2015.pdf 

147 “Gifted Education at the Middle School Level.” Virginia Beach Public Schools.  
http://www.vbschools.com/curriculum/gifted/midgift.asp 

VIRGINIA BEACH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Virginia Beach, VA 

• Total Students:  71,185 
• Total Teachers:  3,935 
• Total Schools:  88 

111



Hanover Research | February 2014 
 

 
© 2014 Hanover Research  |  District Administration Practice 30 

IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT 
All first graders enrolled in VBPS schools are screened in January or February each year to 
assess general aptitude and students scoring at or above the 90th percentile are 
administered additional testing to determine the potential for enrollment in gifted 
education programming.148 Subsequent universal testing is administered in grades 4, 6 and 
9, with periodic assessment available for all students in grades 2-12 based on the 
recommendation of teachers, parents, guardians, gifted resource teachers, or other persons 
with knowledge of a student’s aptitude, ability, or personal strengths.149 Initial student 
testing is conducted using the NNAT2, with follow-up assessment based on the Stanford 10 
Achievement Test. In order to ensure that gifted students are being appropriately identified, 
VBPS gifted resource teachers oversee staff development regarding the characteristics and 
indicators of gifted students, and conduct periodic reviews of student records and 
classroom observations in support of gifted determinations.150 
 
FULL-TIME GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAM 
Virginia Beach Public Schools has developed a full-time gifted education program for 
students in grades 6-8 offered at the Kemps Landing Magnet School (KLMS), serving 
approximately 600 students annually.151 Enrollment in KLMS requires that students submit 
an application detailing a record of classroom achievement, scores on standardized tests, 
key information supplied by parents or guardians, as well as teacher recommendations.152 A 
KLMS Student Selection Committee, comprising approximately 25 members, then reviews 
applications, assigns a summative score of between one and five to all applicants, and 
invites the highest ranking students to enroll in the school.153 KLMS provides a highly 
structured academic environment, integrating accelerated curriculum for foreign languages, 
mathematics, and physical sciences with a range of elective courses that allow students to 
pursue their academic and creative interests.154 The school also offers an exceptional range 
of extracurricular activities, including a Forensics Club, Robotics Club, and a range of both 
academic and interscholastic sports.155  
 
CLUSTERED GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
For high-ability students not enrolled in a self-contained school, VBPS offers gifted services 
using the in-class cluster model. Clustered learning environments are available at all VBPS 
schools, typically involve placing between six and eight gifted students in a heterogeneous 

                                                        
148 “Referral for the ODC Gifted Program Services, Grade 1.” Virginia Beach Public Schools.  

http://www.vbschools.com/curriculum/appprocess/ 
149 “2010-2015: Local Plan for the Education of the Gifted.” Virginia Beach Public Schools. Op cit. pp. 5-6. 
150 Ibid. 
151 [1] “Gifted Education at the Middle School Level.” Virginia Beach Public Schools. 
 [2] “Search for Public Schools.” National Center for Education Statistics. http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/schoolsearch/ 
152 “2010-2015: Local Plan for the Education of the Gifted.” Virginia Beach Public Schools. Op cit. p. 19. 
153 Ibid. 
154 “Gifted Education at the Middle School Level.” Virginia Beach Public Schools. Op cit. 
155 “2013-2014 Clubs and Activities.” Kemps Landing Magnet School.  

http://www.kempslanding.vbschools.com/activities.html 
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classroom, and are taught using differentiated curriculum by a teacher trained in gifted 
education.156 Each middle school is also assigned one gifted resource teacher who performs 
a range of duties, including assisting general classroom educators in lesson planning and 
curriculum development, face-to-face instruction of gifted pupils, and overseeing various 
components of the school’s gifted program.157 All VBPS middle schools also employ an 
accelerated curriculum model, offering gifted students the opportunity to take advanced 
classes in English language arts, science, mathematics, and foreign languages.158 
 
Virginia Beach Public Schools has also developed unique gifted education programming to 
support students that display exceptional ability in the creative arts. Students who are 
identified as high-ability in the visual arts have the option of enrolling in the district’s Gifted 
Visual Arts Program, embedded in one of the district’s middle schools.159Similarly, capable 
and interested students may enroll in the VBPS Gifted Dance Education Program. This 
program uses a pull-out model, delivering dance instruction one day a week and 
encouraging students to understand broad concepts and theory while developing technical 
dance skills.160 
  

                                                        
156 “Gifted Education at the Middle School Level.” Virginia Beach Public Schools. Op cit. 
157 “Gifted Program Overview.” Virginia Beach Public Schools. p. 3.  

http://www.vbschools.com/curriculum/gifted/Local%20Plan%20for%20the%20Education%20of%20the%20Gifted
%202010-2015.pdf 

158 “Gifted Education at the Middle School Level.” Virginia Beach Public Schools. Op cit. 
159 Ibid. 
160 “Gifted Program Overview.” Virginia Beach Public Schools. Op cit. p. 3. 
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PROJECT EVALUATION FORM 
 
 
Hanover Research is committed to providing a work product that meets or exceeds partner 
expectations. In keeping with that goal, we would like to hear your opinions regarding our 
reports. Feedback is critically important and serves as the strongest mechanism by which we 
tailor our research to your organization. When you have had a chance to evaluate this 
report, please take a moment to fill out the following questionnaire. 
 
http://www.hanoverresearch.com/evaluation/index.php 
 
 

CAVEAT 
 
The publisher and authors have used their best efforts in preparing this brief. The publisher 
and authors make no representations or warranties with respect to the accuracy or 
completeness of the contents of this brief and specifically disclaim any implied warranties of 
fitness for a particular purpose. There are no warranties which extend beyond the 
descriptions contained in this paragraph. No warranty may be created or extended by 
representatives of Hanover Research or its marketing materials. The accuracy and 
completeness of the information provided herein and the opinions stated herein are not 
guaranteed or warranted to produce any particular results, and the advice and strategies 
contained herein may not be suitable for every partner. Neither the publisher nor the 
authors shall be liable for any loss of profit or any other commercial damages, including but 
not limited to special, incidental, consequential, or other damages. Moreover, Hanover 
Research is not engaged in rendering legal, accounting, or other professional services. 
Partners requiring such services are advised to consult an appropriate professional. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

114

http://www.hanoverresearch.com/evaluation/index.php


Hanover Research | February 2014 
 

 
© 2014 Hanover Research  |  District Administration Practice 33 

 
 

1700 K Street, NW, 8th Floor 
Washington, DC 20006 

P 202.559.0500  F 866.808.6585 
www.hanoverresearch.com 

115



KENOSHA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Kenosha, Wisconsin 

 
March 11, 2014 

Curriculum/Program Standing Committee 
 

Update Report on Current & Upcoming District/State Assessments 
 

The Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction released their “Agenda 2017” 
framework over three years ago.  The four pillars of the agenda work to establish a 
broad framework to ensure that every child attending Wisconsin schools is college and 
career ready when they graduate high school.  Major changes to standards and 
instruction focus on what kids learn through the adoption of the Common Core 
standards.  School finance inequities were revisited in hopes of updating the funding 
structure of public education.  School and educator effectiveness measures help to 
guarantee that students have highly effective teachers and schools.  DPI developed 
extensive new evaluation and reporting methods, compiling historical trends and 
analysis.  New assessments and data systems utilize innovative technologies for 
student progress monitoring, giving teachers and support staff powerful tools for 
intervention and increased support.  The associated assessment presentation will focus 
on the current and upcoming assessments for KUSD students.  There exists a mixture 
of district initiated assessments along with mandated state assessments.  This multi-
year transition will require schools to change some of their testing practices, and how 
data driven results can affect instructional support.  To move away from a limited and 
slow response system to a technology infused and multi-faceted assessment format will 
take some time, with increased professional development, communication, and 
purpose. 
 
This report is for informational purposes only.  The Office of Educational Accountability 
will continue its preparation and communication to the schools, students, staff, and 
parents regarding the transition to improved assessments and accountability standards. 
 
 
Dr. Joseph Mangi 
Interim Superintendent of Schools 
 
Kristopher Keckler 
Executive Director of Information & Accountability 
 
Renee Blise 
Research Coordinator 
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