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INTRODUCTION

For 24 consecutive yegrthe Public Policy Forum hasmpiled and analyzed data from

sout heast er publMsclsoal distrists imayder to better inform policymakers and the
publicabout the eff ect i-12 edocatorssysteflhis anaysig oétigei2@08 6 s K
10 academic yealike many of our previous reporiadicatescause foconcern. Despite a
consensus on the i mportance of quality schooli
life, the data reveal a continued need for better educational outcomes

During2009201Qt he r egi on6s WHKoGkEslighttwndar thegworseher e s
cohort of studentthat began % grade in the fall of 2008onsistently improved their
performance on the WKCE reading extimough the %, 5", 6" and 7" grades.During this past
year, howevert h e c penfarmancé declinefbr the first time, vinich means the region now
mirrors the statewide trend of lowscoring &' graders.

In addition, figh school ompletion rate$or the regiorhave continued to slide downwafthm
86.2% in 20070 85.4%in 2008to 84.8%in 2009. The r egi onds high school
now nearly five percentage points behind the statewide rate.

Perhapshe most discouraging tremal this reporis the large and static racial achievement gap.
While the goal for all districts is to make ylaprogress in closing the achievement gap between
white students and students of cotber e g i racial@chievemergapin readingfor this

y e a8" grades isnot much smaller thaih was for 4" grades in 2005.06.

While these results indicaseutheastern Wiscongins di stri cts have some n¢
challengesthere are positive trend lines in other ardd®st notably ther e g i AT @nd AP

scores continue to be well above the state averdgeaddition, the achievement score gap

between the region and the rest of the state continues to narrow in all grade levels and across all
subjects.

This yearo6s report also introduc eaddechanalygisv me a s
of standardized test scomeeasureshe educatinal valueof a school or distridby figuring

score growth over timavhile controlling for norclassroom factors such as student

demographics, prior achievement, gender, &tee analysis, performed by researchers at the

University of Wisconsin, is usday a handful of districts in the region today, but promises to

become an important facet of any thorough understanding of district performance.

The purpose of this report is to highlight th
progres and achievementas well as areas that require renewed emphasis and improvement.

The following sections will examine several data sets that provide insight into the characteristics
andachievement of school districts throughout the southeastern Wisconsin region, providing
corresponding tables and charts for comparison and tracking. We hope this information is

widely utilized by school administrators and policymakers in the new acagearic
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DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Thisanalysisofeut heast er n Wi s c qnnaaiilyilizesdatz dbtaimet! frochi st r i ¢
the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (DFhe data represettie most current

information alout SoutheasteriVisconsird school districtsAll public schoolsn the region,

including thosdor children with disabilitiesforeign language immersion schoasd charter

schoolsare included in the data collection and analy®@snedataaretaken from the previous

academic year (20089) because of late release daldse dates foeach set of datarenoted in

the text or tables.

It is important to note that some districts in Southeastern Wisconsin serve specific grade levels
such as K8 or 312, while others sge thefull K-12 rangelt would be dfficult, thereforeto

properly compare districts serving different student groGpssequentlycomponent districts,
consisting ohigh school districteindtheir K-8 feeder districtsare organizedto union

districts. While the process of combining districts is not perfect, it does allow for all examined
districts to consist of KL2 gradesThefollowing are the nine union districts and their number of
component districts: Central/Westosha (5), Wilmot (6), Nig@gtUnion Grove (5), Waterford

(5), Big Foot (5), Lake Genev@enoa City (5), Hartford (8) and Arrowhead (8).

When possible, component districts will be listedletheir union districand denoted by

indented and italicized text. Thoudhataaregivenbothfor union districts and their subsequent
component districts, the corresponding numbers only contribute to region and state totals once.
Several tables specifically detailing component districts are also listed in Apendix

A glossary of selectegrms and their definitions is provided in Appendix A.
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SECTION: PERFORMANCE

The federal No Child Left BehinNCLB) Act, signed into law by President George W. Bush in
2002, required all public schools to implement annual standardized testing beginning in the
200405 academic yeam order to meet this requiremel¥isconsin public school districts
administethe Wisconsin Knaledge and Concepts Exam (WKt students on an annual
basis from % to 8" grade and again in f@rade. Student scores are placed into one of four
achievement classifications to designate relative mastery of subject matter: miasi@l, b
proficient or advanced.

Cohort analysis

One significant benefit of the annual testing requirement is the abilitygdkaggregatetuden
performance over tim@.able 1on the following pagefor example, examines the test scores of
theaggregat cohort of students for five years, beginning when the group ent8rgehde in the
200506 academic year and continuing thro@§i99-10, their &' grade yeat.The first five
columnsshowthe percentage of studentbo scored either proficient advanced on the reading
exam The remaining columns list tlyearto-yeardifference bateen the percentages

By chartingthe yearto-year chang@ exam performanceseeChart 1), it is clear the

improvement over timbas been margindh addition, fo the first timethis year the percentage

of t he 8%Tgmdpissooniny proficient or advancetbclined, a trend that had been

occurring statewide in recent years but had been avoided in southeastern Wisconsin until now.
Some districtghattypicaly show improved scoresver the previous yeasuch asshorewood,
Whitefish Bay and Arrowhead Uniorrecorded smalliecreases this year.

Not surprisingly, he data irifable 1reveal that dtricts with a large number of students from
low-income families generally see lower test scorethéMilwaukee, Racine and We#llis
school districtsfor examplethe percentage of students scoring proficient or advanced on the
reading exam in8grade is below 76%Conversely, higheincome districts see consistently
higher scores. Irthe MequonrThiensville and Elmbrook districtir examplemore tharf5% of
students received piicient or advanced scores.ishrictsin Sottheastern Wisconsin tiaan 8"
gradereadingproficiency rataanging from 62% to 100%. The regional averadi2ps.

! Because of students entering and leaving districts over the course of their elementary and middle school education,
the analysis is not a true cohort analysis. However, for most districts, many of the same students will be present
across the years.
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Table 1: WKCE Reading Score Trends for District Cohort between 2005 and 2010

(Grades 48)
Percentage of Proficient/Advanced Reading Scores Percentage Point Difference
4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade 4th to | 5thto 6th to 7th to
District 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 5th 6th 7th 8th
Kenosha County
Central/Westosha Union 80.6% 87.4% 89.4% 85.0% 87.5% 6.8 2.0 -4.4 25
Brighton 89.5% 90.0% 90.9% 91.7% 87.5% 0.5 0.9 0.8 -4.2
Bristol 80.0% 91.7% 90.3% 88.9% 88.6% 11.7 -1.4 -1.4 -0.3
Central/Westosha UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Paris 95.8% 96.2% 100.0% 100.0% 95.5% 0.4 3.8 0 -4.5
Salem 76.7% 85.7% 87.8% 81.8% 86.2% 9 21 -6 4.4
Wheatland 78.3% 79.1% 86.4% 76.7% 85.4% 0.8 7.3 -9.7 8.7
Kenosha 79.7% 83.0% 83.1% 83.5% 84.1% 3.3 0.1 0.4 0.6
Wilmot Union 82.3% 85.0% 87.7% 88.3% 83.7% 2.7 2.7 0.6 -4.6
Randall 89.3% 88.8% 92.0% 94.3% 88.4% -0.5 3.2 2.3 -5.9
Silver Lake 77.8% 83.9% 76.7% 73.8% 78.3% 6.1 -7.2 -2.9 4.5
Trevor-Wilmot Consolidated N/A 84.6% 91.4% 92.7% 78.6% N/A 6.8 1.3 -14.1
Trevor Grade 93.3% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wilmot Grade 72.7% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Twin Lakes 68.3% 79.2% 91.1% 90.7% 88.4% 10.9 11.9 -0.4 -2.3
Wilmot UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Milwaukee County
Brown Deer 87.1% 87.8% 84.0% 88.1% 80.6% 0.7 -3.8 4.1 -7.5
Cudahy 82.2% 83.4% 91.1% 86.6% 84.7% 1.2 7.7 -4.5 -1.9
Franklin Public 94.3% 94.7% 96.0% 94.7% 92.6% 0.4 1.3 -1.3 -2.1
Greendale 97.1% 95.6% 94.7% 94.4% 94.7% -1.5 -0.9 -0.3 0.3
Greenfield 89.9% 90.6% 90.7% 92.2% 88.5% 0.7 0.1 15 -3.7
Milwaukee 60.0% 63.3% 60.1% 63.2% 62.4% 3.3 -3.2 3.1 -0.8
Nicolet Union 92.5% 92.8% 91.4% 89.5% 89.8% 0.3 -1.4 -1.9 0.3
Fox Point-Bayside 92.3% 93.7% 96.3% 94.5% 95.9% 1.4 2.6 -1.8 1.4
Glendale-River Hills 92.0% 92.2% 84.6% 84.2% 84.8% 0.2 -7.6 -0.4 0.6
Maple Dale-Indian Hill 93.9% 92.5% 96.0% 92.3% 90.6% -1.4 3.5 -3.7 -1.7
Nicolet UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Oak Creek-Franklin 88.6% 89.8% 90.0% 89.7% 89.5% 1.2 0.2 -0.3 -0.2
Saint Francis 74.7% 84.6% 89.3% 84.7% 84.9% 9.9 4.7 -4.6 0.2
Shorewood 94.1% 92.9% 95.3% 95.3% 93.4% -1.2 2.4 0 -1.9
South Milwaukee 75.6% 86.3% 87.8% 90.6% 87.5% 10.7 15 2.8 -3.1
Wauwatosa 90.6% 93.4% 93.3% 93.0% 92.1% 2.8 -0.1 -0.3 -0.9
West Allis 82.4% 80.4% 85.5% 83.6% 74.7% -2 5.1 -1.9 -8.9
Whitefish Bay 91.3% 93.0% 93.3% 95.2% 89.9% 1.7 0.3 1.9 -5.3
Whitnall 88.8% 89.8% 90.1% 87.5% 90.8% 1 0.3 -2.6 3.3
Ozaukee County
Cedarburg 95.0% 96.8% 95.4% 92.2% 96.1% 1.8 -1.4 -3.2 3.9
Grafton 94.1% 94.5% 93.8% 92.8% 91.7% 0.4 -0.7 -1 -1.1
Mequon-Thiensville 94.8% 96.1% 93.9% 93.9% 95.7% 1.3 -2.2 0 1.8
Northern Ozaukee 90.4% 95.7% 94.5% 92.2% 86.9% 5.3 -1.2 -2.3 -5.3
Port Washington-Saukville 92.9% 93.0% 94.5% 92.7% 83.3% 0.1 1.5 -1.8 -9.4
Racine County
Burlington Area 87.7% 83.3% 88.8% 84.9% 84.9% -4.4 515 -3.9 0
Racine 72.2% 74.6% 74.9% 76.1% 75.1% 2.4 0.3 1.2 -1
Union Grove Union 88.1% 88.7% 95.2% 92.9% 89.3% 0.6 6.5 -2.3 -3.6
Dover 83.3% 83.3% 92.3% 100.0% 87.5% 0 9 7.7 -12.5
Raymond 80.4% 92.7% 92.9% 95.8% 88.7% 12.3 0.2 2.9 -7.1
Union Grove 88.1% 83.6% 98.4% 90.1% 84.7% -4.5 14.8 -8.3 -5.4
Union Grove UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Yorkville 97.6% 93.3% 93.8% 92.7% 96.3% -4.3 0.5 -1.1 3.6
Waterford Union 95.2% 95.2% 95.3% 93.1% 93.4% 0 0.1 -2.2 0.3
North Cape 95.2% 90.5% 93.6% 95.0% 100.0% -4.7 3.1 1.4 5
Norway 91.7% 90.0% 100.0% 100.0% 90.9% -1.7 10 0 9.1
Washington-Caldwell 100.0% 94.7% 93.8% 100.0% 100.0% -5.3 -0.9 6.2 0
Waterford Graded 94.8% 96.2% 94.7% 91.9% 92.2% 14 -1.5 -2.8 0.3
Waterford UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Table 1: Continued

Percentage of Proficient/Advanced Reading Scores

Percentage Point Difference

4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade 4th to 5th to 6th to 7th to
District 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 5th 6th 7th 8th
Walworth County
Big Foot Union 83.0% 89.8% 82.0% 86.7% 85.1% 6.8 -7.8 4.7 -1.6
Big Foot UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Fontana 96.2% 100.0% 96.0% 100.0% 93.1% 3.8 -4.0 4.0 -6.9
Linn J6 100.0% 100.0% 83.3% 84.6% 90.9% 0.0 -16.7 1.3 6.3
Sharon 60.0% 81.8% 70.8% 60.0% 69.6% 21.8 -11.0 -10.8 9.6
Walworth 82.5% 86.7% 80.3% 92.7% 86.2% 4.2 -6.4 12.4 -6.5
Delavan-Darien 66.7% 71.5% 75.6% 74.5% 80.4% 4.8 4.1 -1.1 5.9
East Troy Community 94.7% 94.7% 96.7% 95.9% 91.4% 0.0 2.0 -0.8 -4.5
Elkhorn Area 91.8% 89.6% 90.4% 89.4% 89.2% -2.2 0.8 -1.0 -0.2
Lake Geneva-Genoa City Union 87.0% 86.8% 91.1% 88.0% 86.7% -0.2 4.3 -3.1 -1.3
Geneva 100.0% 100.0% 93.3% 100.0% 95.0% 0.0 -6.7 6.7 -5.0
Genoa City 84.9% 81.8% 90.0% 88.8% 85.9% -3.1 8.2 -1.2 -2.9
Lake Geneva 86.6% 87.3% 90.8% 85.9% 85.5% 0.7 35 -4.9 -0.4
Lake Geneva-Genoa City UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Linn J4 88.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whitewater 76.6% 84.9% 82.2% 81.9% 78.9% 8.3 -2.7 -0.3 -3.0
Williams Bay 92.3% 92.9% 96.6% 93.5% 91.2% 0.6 3.7 -3.1 -2.3
Washington County
Germantown 94.8% 97.1% 95.2% 93.3% 90.3% 2.3 -1.9 -1.9 -3.0
Hartford Union 90.2% 93.8% 94.5% 92.2% 91.9% 3.6 0.7 -2.3 -0.3
Erin 94.9% 94.4% 97.1% 97.4% 94.9% -0.5 2.7 0.3 -2.5
Friess Lake 97.3% 100.0% 100.0% 97.2% 100.0% 2.7 0.0 -2.8 2.8
Hartford 85.5% 93.0% 91.3% 89.9% 87.7% 7.5 -1.7 -1.4 -2.2
Hartford UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Herman 87.5% 77.8% 100.0% 88.9% 87.5% -9.7 22.2 -11.1 -1.4
Neosho 93.8% 89.5% 94.4% 94.7% 100.0% -4.3 4.9 0.3 5.3
Richfield 95.7% 100.0% 95.9% 94.0% 97.8% 4.3 -4.1 -1.9 3.8
Rubicon 89.5% 84.2% 100.0% 87.0% 87.0% -5.3 15.8 -13 0.0
Kewaskum 84.5% 83.9% 93.5% 95.1% 92.2% -0.6 9.6 1.6 -2.9
Slinger 93.0% 95.9% 95.8% 95.3% 93.9% 2.9 -0.1 -0.5 -1.4
West Bend 91.1% 91.3% 89.7% 90.6% 89.5% 0.2 -1.6 0.9 -1.1
Waukesha County
Arrowhead Union 94.4% 96.3% 96.5% 95.9% 95.2% 1.9 0.2 -0.6 -0.7
Arrowhead UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Hartland-Lakeside 87.5% 91.6% 92.4% 91.7% 91.4% 4.1 0.8 -0.7 -0.3
Lake Country 97.9% 100.0% 100.0% 96.8% 98.5% 2.1 0.0 -3.2 1.7
Merton Community 97.6% 100.0% 98.9% 100.0% 100.0% 2.4 -1.1 1.1 0.0
North Lake 95.1% 97.8% 93.6% 90.7% 88.6% 2.7 -4.2 -2.9 -2.1
Richmond 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 98.1% 96.3% 0.0 0.0 -1.9 -1.8
Stone Bank 94.9% 92.5% 95.3% 97.6% 93.2% 2.4 2.8 2.3 -4.4
Swallow 100.0% 97.5% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% -2.5 25 0.0 0.0
Elmbrook 93.7% 95.7% 94.3% 94.7% 95.7% 2.0 -1.4 0.4 1.0
Hamilton 94.3% 95.5% 96.8% 96.0% 96.2% 1.2 1.3 -0.8 0.2
Kettle Moraine 92.1% 93.0% 93.8% 93.5% 93.9% 0.9 0.8 -0.3 0.4
Menomonee Falls 88.1% 88.1% 91.3% 91.7% 91.5% 0.0 3.2 0.4 -0.2
Mukwonago 95.6% 94.5% 95.9% 95.3% 92.1% -1.1 1.4 -0.6 -3.2
Muskego-Norway 94.8% 94.4% 95.5% 95.0% 91.7% -0.4 1.1 -0.5 -3.3
New Berlin 95.7% 94.6% 94.9% 92.0% 91.0% -1.1 0.3 -2.9 -1.0
Oconomowoc Area 87.7% 90.5% 90.5% 92.0% 92.0% 2.8 0.0 1.5 0.0
Pewaukee 95.9% 96.7% 99.4% 94.4% 91.5% 0.8 2.7 -5.0 -2.9
Waukesha 83.7% 85.3% 87.0% 85.8% 83.0% 1.6 1.7 -1.2 -2.8
Southeastern Wisconsin 78.7% 81.4% 81.6% 82.7% 82.2% 2.7 0.2 1.1 -0.5
Rest of Wisconsin 82.0% 84.1% 85.3% 85.8% 83.6% 2.1 1.2 0.5 -2.2
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As for the overall trendyém 20052009, reading scosefor both the region and the state
increased annually asudents moved up from one grade to the.nBxisyear, howeverthe
percenageof 8" gradestudents receiving proficient and advanced someaes9.5 percentage
pointsless than in 7 grade last yearWhile this small negative change may be inconsetiplen
if future yearsonce again show an increasing number of students scoringtwieles mirror the
larger statewide trendThe state as a whole saw a 2.2 point decrgatbe proficiency ratérom
the 200809 academic yeamd it is not uncommon for the sté&" graders to achieve at a
lower rate than they had a8 graders.

The result is thathe gapin WKCE scoresn 8" grade readingetween the state and
Southeastern Wisconsiras narrowedalthoughneither has sbwn much improvemer{Chart

1). The good nes is that this regional gap haarrowed in every other grade and subject, as
well (Table 2).

Chart 1: WKCE Reading Trends for Student Cohort: Grades 48
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Table 2: WKCE Gap between Southeastern Wisconsiand the State from 200610

Reading Math Science
Grade 3rd 4th 8th 10th 4th 8th 10th 4th 8th 10th

Southeastern Wisconsin o o o 0 0 0 0, 0, 0 0
% Prof. or Adv. 2009-10 76.6% 78.9% 81.7% 72.4% 77.3% 74.8% 64.6% 73.3% 75.6% 65.7%

Rest of Wisconsin

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
% Prof. or Adv. 2009-10 79.1% | 81.2% | 83.8% | 77.1% | 80.6% | 78.0% | 71.3% | 76.0% | 79.0% | 70.6%

Difference 2006-07 -3.7 -6.8 -9.9 -8.1 -8.4 -14.3 -10.3 -10.2 -15.6 -11.2
Difference 2007-08 -3.0 -3.6 -4.9 -5.5 -4.7 -7.5 -7.0 -5.4 -7.7 -7.5
Difference 2008-09 -3.5 -3.5 -2.5 -4.8 -3.0 -4.6 -6.5 -4.4 -5.6 -7.6
Difference 2009-10 -2.5 -2.3 2.1 -4.7 -3.3 -3.2 -6.7 -2.7 -3.4 -4.9
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Value-added achievement data

While the multiyear cohort analysis of the kind presented above provides insight into big picture

trends, it cannot tell us much about the growth of a partistuaent. Education researchers,
teachers, and adminiators have long acknowledged this limitatmfrannual graddevel

achievement data of the sort produced by state standardized tests. While these tests produce data

that indicate how well a particulatudent is doing in that year, either in reference to all other
students or in reference to a set of academic critgitlagut more sophisticated analydisey do

not provide a good picture of how well a student is progressing over the course ofdthe stt 0 s

school career.

In Wisconsin, th&VKCE has historically been a snapot exam, providing parents, teachers,
and students with a poum-time analysis of student learning. This type of analysis is called
Aattai nment 0 an altyneasusestheaanademic attaivifierst of eachsstuatent i
relative to the standards of that grade level. Recent changes in Wisconsin testing and data
collection policies now allow a new, additional type of analysis to bedane i vaad dueed 0
analysisthatcaptars a studentds growth in academic
students who have a similar starting point. This analysis arguably is more informative, as it
focuses on the degree of individual student achievement gains, after controlfagdos such
as demographics that are generally not 1in
test scores among students or between a student and the standard for the grade.

In plain terms, valu@added analysis measures the changeuttesit achievement by comparing a

student s score on one year6s exam with hi

However,valumdded anal ysis also can be used to
scores by accounting for the many otteatbrs that may influence student achievement. For

att

a

S

d

C

s ol

example,vaumdded analysis may account for a studen

income, years in a school, or other factors by calculating the impact of those factors on growth,

as well.

Thus,a district that utilizes valuadded analysis could find it informative in many ways. For
example, valuadded data allow districts to identify which schools or classrooms are creating
the greatest achievement growth; which schools or classrooms createmess growth than
woul d be expected given their resources,

t he

achievement levels; or which student demographic groups are growing at a faster or slower pace

than others. By analyzing growth in adflit to attainment, a clearer picture of the performance
of the teachers and schools in a district can be painted.

Because Wisconsin now administers the WKCE in every grade level from 3rd through 8th, and

because the state now maintains a longitudinab@ee of student records, vakeded analysis
of student growth over time using WKCE scores is possible. However, because the WKCE

scoring scale was not designed for this type of analysis, mathematical score adjustments are

required. For this reasomadbecause this type of valadded analysis does not meet the

requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind Act, the Department of Public Instruction does

not calculate or report valvedded growth scores.
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DPI has enabled the Value Added Rese&rehter (VARC) of the University of Wisconsin to
conduct a pilot project in which WKCE scores from every district in the state are analyzed for
yearoveryear growth. Due to the pilot nature of the VARC research, DPI has declined to make
the districtlevel results available without consent from each district. Currently, only a few
districts in southeastern Wisconsin are utilizing vadded analysis of WKCE scores (although
many administer other standardized tests thasareandividual student growthAs more

districts begin to use valuedded WKCE data those scovadl be includedin this report. There

is also a strong likelihood that the new state standardized testing scheme to be adopted in the

next few years will be designed to ease valdded soring and utilization.

Here we present a sampling of results from the statewide WKCE-adtierl analysis performed

by VARC. We highlight MPS (one of the earliest adopters of this type of analysis) and the
Madison school district as examples of tyyeet of data to be included in future editions of this
report. The tables below present the results of the analysis of the Madison and Milwaukee
School Districts as compared to the statewide average for growth between the 2006, 2007, and
2008 WKCE examsThe highlighted row iTable 3, for example, tells us thawerythingelse
being equal, an
mathematics scale score ththe average school in the stiiem grade 4 in fall 2006 to gde 5

in fall 2007.

average

school

i n

Mi

| waukee

Table 3 Value-added growth at the district level, as compared to state averagmath

®
ik
)
o
D

District
Madison
Madison
Madison
Madison
Madison
Milwaukee
Milwaukee
Milwaukee
Milwaukee
Milwaukee

N o oA W N OO~ Ww

Growth Year B b 2 @¢b Xk

GrowthYeard b2 dd QnT

District
Average

-3.48
2.77
-0.95
0.62
2.53
-0.66
-4.79
-6.22
-2.64
-0.14

Standard

Error
0.59
0.59
0.60
0.50
0.58
0.40
0.37
0.39
0.29
0.39

Mathematics
District

Standard District

Deviation Average
3.56 0.78
5.60 -1.03
5.85 3.84
5.37 2.06
3.05 0.66
11.39 -0.76
8.53 -4.83
10.22 -5.06
6.38 -2.32
6.53 -1.69

Standard

Error
0.61
0.64
0.59
0.51
0.43
0.41
0.43
0.39
0.36
0.37

District
Standard
Deviation

8.16
3.06
5.75
2.93
2.59
11.34
9.54
8.53
6.57
9.40
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Table 4 Value-added growth at the district level, as compared to state averagesading

Reading

GrowthYear Db 2 3d Qnc | GrowthYeard b2 0d® Qnr

District District

District Standard Standard District Standard Standard

Grade District Average Error Deviation Average Error Deviation
3 Madison 0.52 0.61 4.71 -0.49 0.63 4.92
4 Madison 3.36 0.61 3.45 2.59 0.60 491
5 Madison 0.90 0.65 5.33 0.82 0.63 2.83
6 Madison 1.01 0.63 5.75 0.91 0.64 2.88
7 Madison 1.35 0.64 5.63 1.32 0.54 4.24
3 Milwaukee -1.89 0.41 7.69 -5.37 0.41 8.28
4 Milwaukee -1.99 0.39 8.23 -4.33 0.41 8.16
5 Milwaukee -4.17 0.42 8.63 -5.13 0.42 8.21
6 Milwaukee -2.34 0.39 6.09 -2.77 0.43 6.08
7 Milwaukee 1.92 0.42 6.43 0.24 0.34 5.58

Source for both tables: Meyer et ¥jsconsin ValuéAdded Model: A Demonstration Project Final Rep&MARC,
Madison, May 2009

As the two tables above demonstrate, the analysis is useful in comparing the value a district ad

to student achievement growth to that of another district and to the state average. The tables also
demonstrate the importance of understanding that within a dis&ftain schools may be adding

more value than othefs.

To better understand théfdrences among schools, it is helpful to place schools in attainment
and growth quadrant&igure 1). For example, some schools may have-&iaining students,

yet add high value, while other schools may have high attaining students, yet add li¢le val
Districts can then be compared by the percentage of their schools in each quadrant. Eventually,
districts may even be compared based on how those distributions of schools change over time.
The figure below shows the four quadrants of attainmengeowith.

2 A large standard deviation indicates that some schools are contributing many more points than the district average
and some are contributing far fewer. The smaller the standard deviation, the more schools in the district there are
that perform at about theddiict average. A second important concept to note is the standard error associated with
the district valueadded estimate; this is simply a measure of the precision, or statistical confidence, associated with
the estimate. Smaller standard errors degmater statistical confidence, and are influenced by the number of
students involved in the analysis (with larger districts generally having lower standard errors) and the variance in
WKCE gain scores from year to year.
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Figure 1: Attainment and growth quadrants
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Growth

Racial achievement gap

The scale scores used in valagided analysis are converted to proficiency scores when the
overall performance of a school or district is the focus. Proficiency scores are also used to
monitor the overall performance of a subgroup of students, suchaeascalar race or ethnic
group. The following tables compare how Africalimerican and white studenperformed on
the readingTable 5) and math Table 6) WKCE examsn each of the past five years

Thefirst two columnsfor each grade levahdicate the percentage of samds that received
proficient oradvanced scores on tagams broken down by rac& he bold column underach
grade heading is thdifference between the twacial groupsFor example, when the cohort was
in 4" grade @uring the2005.06 academic yedy62.5%of the AfricanAmerican students in
Kenoshaearneda proficient oradvancedcoreon the examgompared t@7.1% of the white
studentsThe result is a 24.6 point performance difference between the two races.

The disticts listed inTables5 & 6 wereselected because their Africdmerican student
populations were large enough to allow for meaninghalysis. Missing data indicagedistict
did not have enough AfricaAmerican students in that grade to properly compéth other
districts.
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Table 5: Racial Achievement Gap (Reading”

4th Grade (2005-06) 5th Grade (2006-07) 6th Grade (2007-08) 7th Grade (2008-09) 8th grade (2009-10)
% Prof.+Adv. % Prof.+Adv. % Prof.+Adv. % Prof.+Adv. % Prof+Adv.
African- African- African- African- African-
American White Gap | American White Gap | American White Gap | American White Gap | American White Gap
Brown Deer 80.0% 90.2% 10.2| 824% 91.8% 9.5 81.8% 90.7% 8.9 86.5% 91.7% 5.1 73.8% 87.8% 14.0
Elmbrook 81.3% 94.8% 13.5| 91.2% 96.7% 5.5 91.7% 95.3% 3.6 92.3% 94.6% 2.3 93.3% 96.1% 2.7
Franklin Public 60.0% 97.3% 37.3| 63.6% 96.5% 32.9 N/A N/A N/A| 750% 96.1% 21.1| 76.9% 92.3% 15.4
Germantown N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A| 75.0% 90.5% 15.5
ﬁ:ﬁ:da'e'R"’er 85.7% 95.7% 9.9 | 86.2% 95.7% 9.5 | 767% 91.7% 15.0| 76.5% 91.5% 15.0| 77.1% 92.0% 14.9
Greenfield 68.8% 94.0% 25.3| 66.7% 94.1% 27.5| 75.0% 94.2% 19.2| 75.0% 957% 20.7| 84.6% 91.0% 6.4
Hamilton N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A NA| 91.7% 96.7% 5.0
Kenosha 62.5% 87.1% 246| 67.3% 89.0% 21.7| 61.0% 90.1% 29.1| 67.0% 90.0% 23.0| 66.4% 90.4% 24.0
ngﬁ Bﬁ‘lle' 100.0% 93.8% -6.3 | 100.0% 90.9% -9.1 | 100.0% 93.8% -6.3| 100.0% 91.4% -8.6 | 100.0% 88.9% -11.1
'\F";[‘Somonee 87.5% 92.1% 4.6 | 83.3% 91.7% 83 | 81.1% 93.1% 12.0| 81.0% 92.9% 12.0| 780% 93.2% 152
¥§2ﬁ§3nue 93.3% 95.1% 1.8 | 100.0% 97.1% -2.9| 64.3% 96.1% 31.8| 85.0% 95.3% 10.3| 92.3% 96.9% 4.6
Milwaukee 54.0% 76.8% 22.8| 57.2% 80.4% 23.2| 53.4% 75.8% 225| 57.0% 76.7% 19.7| 56.4% 77.1% 20.7
S;';ﬁifek' 87.5% 88.1% 0.6 | 94.7% 90.6% -4.2| 850% 91.6% 6.6 | 82.6% 91.2% 86 | 83.3% 90.8% 7.4
Racine 50.3% 85.2% 34.9| 54.8% 86.6% 31.8| 56.1% 87.5% 31.5| 60.5% 86.3% 258| 56.9% 86.7% 29.8
Shorewood 875% 95.4% 7.9 77.8% 94.6% 16.8| 91.7% 95.9% 4.2 83.3% 96.8% 13.5| 81.0% 95.3% 14.3
Waukesha 85.0% 88.1% 3.1 82.6% 89.1% 6.5 N/A N/A  N/A| 750% 90.4% 154 | 71.4% 88.2% 16.8
Wauwatosa 93.5% 90.8% -2.7| 91.7% 93.6% 1.9 88.5% 94.4% 5.9 89.8% 93.4% 3.5 88.3% 92.8% 4.4
West Allis 70.0% 85.0% 15.0| 60.6% 82.4% 21.8| 789% 87.5% 8.5 74.4% 89.2% 14.8| 50.0% 80.9% 30.9
Whitefish Bay 57.1% 93.6% 36.5| 83.3% 943% 11.0| 93.8% 93.9% 0.2 94.1% 96.0% 1.9 70.6% 92.0% 215
SE WI 56.1% 87.4% 31.3| 59.5% 89.0% 295| 56.6% 88.8% 32.1| 60.7% 89.5% 28.9| 59.3% 89.2% 29.8
State 58.9% 87.8% 28.9| 425% 81.6% 39.1| 61.2% 90.5% 29.3| 64.1% 90.5% 26.4| 62.3% 88.6% 26.3
ANegative numbers under the gap columns indiciaiech performance by AfricaAmericanstudents than white students
MSoutheastern Wisconsin regional totals only include districts having achievement gap data acros$200¢e2040).
Table 6: Racial Achievement Gap (Math)"
4th Grade (2005-06) 5th Grade (2006-07) 6th Grade (2007-08) 7th Grade (2008-09) 8th grade (2009-10)
% Prof.+Adv. % Prof.+Adv. % Prof.+Adv. % Prof.+Adv. % Prof+Adyv.
African- African- African- African- African-
American White Gap |American White Gap | American White Gap | American White Gap | American White Gap
Brown Deer 66.7% 82.4% 157| 67.6% 77.6% 9.9 | 77.3% 81.4% 4.1 76.9% 85.4% 85| 721% 91.8% 19.7
Elmbrook 71.9% 92.7% 20.8| 79.4% 94.2% 14.8| 77.8% 90.3% 125| 53.8% 93.0% 39.1| 66.7% 91.7% 25.0
Franklin Public | 40.0% 92.0% 52.0| 72.7% 93.9% 21.2 N/A N/A  N/A| 625% 925% 30.0| 84.6% 88.8% 4.2
Germantown N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A| 66.7% 92.5% 25.8
ﬁi'ﬁ’snda'e'R“’er 75.0% 93.5% 18.5| 72.4% 87.2% 14.8| 70.0% 89.6% 19.6| 55.9% 89.4% 33.5| 51.4%  90.0% 38.6
Greenfield 43.8% 85.3% 41.6| 46.7% 85.6% 39.0| 50.0% 80.6% 30.6| 37.5% 80.7% 43.2| 53.8% 71.9% 18.0
Hamilton N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A NA| 66.7% 94.8% 28.2
Kenosha 37.0% 76.7% 39.7| 47.6% 79.8% 32.2| 49.1% 83.9% 34.8| 552% 86.6% 31.4| 55.8% 87.1% 31.4
mggﬁ 3%'6' 100.0% 90.6% -9.4| 90.0% 84.8% -52| 87.5% 96.9% 9.4 | 857% 91.4% 57| 857% 86.1% 0.4
'I\:";I"Somonee 58.3% 85.7% 27.4| 58.3% 90.2% 31.9| 67.6% 86.9% 19.3| 73.8% 92.5% 18.7| 75.6%  93.2% 17.6
mg:‘]g\r}me 73.3% 94.6% 21.3| 50.0% 93.8% 43.8| 57.1% 95.2% 38.0| 75.0% 96.3% 21.3| 46.2%  97.3% 51.2
Milwaukee 342% 65.5% 31.2| 352% 67.5% 32.3| 30.8% 62.7% 32.0| 350% 64.4% 29.4| 41.1% 68.3% 27.2
S;';ﬁi'ﬁek' 62.5% 81.5% 19.0| 73.7% 84.3% 10.6| 70.0% 80.2% 10.2| 82.6% 88.0% 5.4 | 66.7%  78.4% 11.8
Racine 31.1% 72.9% 41.8| 387% 75.2% 36.5| 35.3% 735% 38.2| 395% 75.8% 36.3| 354% 75.0% 39.6
Shorewood 75.0% 88.5% 13.5| 55.6% 88.0% 32.5| 83.3% 96.9% 13.6| 83.3% 89.4% 6.0 | 81.0% 93.4% 12.4
Waukesha 45.0% 72.9% 27.9| 47.8% 78.0% 30.2 N/A N/A  N/A| 536% 81.3% 27.8| 71.4% 83.7% 12.2
Wauwatosa 78.3% 86.2% 80| 81.3% 855% 4.2| 750% 90.2% 15.2| 74.6% 88.5% 13.9| 783% 89.3% 11.0
West Allis 53.3% 82.1% 28.7| 60.6% 84.8% 24.2| 658% 84.7% 18.9| 58.1% 83.0% 24.9| 54.3% 80.0% 25.7
Whitefish Bay 57.1% 92.4% 35.2| 50.0% 94.3% 44.3| 75.0% 92.1% 17.1| 76.5% 94.4% 17.9| 70.6% 92.6% 22.0
SE WI 36.3% 78.8% 42.5| 38.7% 81.1% 42.4| 357% 80.9% 45.2| 40.2% 83.4% 43.2| 44.4% 84.2% 39.8
State 395% 79.6% 40.1| 425% 81.6% 39.1| 40.5% 82.6% 42.1| 442% 84.4% 40.2| 47.6% 83.6% 36.0
"Negative numbers under the gap columns indicate higher performance by African-American students than white students.
MSoutheastern Wisconsin regional totals only include districts having achievement gap data across all years (2005-2010).
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Tables5 & 6 indicate that white studenssoreproficient or advanced on the two WKCE subject
tests at digher rate than their AfricaAmerican classmatesith only afew exceptions

In addition, there has been an ovelatk of significanimprovemenbver time.Only the

Franklin Publicschooldistrict each yeaproducedasmallergaponthe reading exarthanin the
previous yearMany districtsthatsawtheir gap narrovin oneyear saw an increase in a
subsequent yeaparticularly from ¥ to 8" grade.

The two districtavith the smallest gapsre Maple Daldndian Hill (which has closed the gap in
reading)and Wauwatosalt appearshese districtare doing something differeand better than
the other districts in Southeastern WisconBioth districts havsignificant AfricanAmerican
populations (Maple Dalndian Hill has al4.6% AfricanrAmerican pulation, and Wauwatosa
17.9%)andmaybeexamplea for other districts in the area.

Thepersistennature of the racial achievement gap on a regilewal is illustrated irChart 2.
Southeastern Wiscongéins  af #l Bpointsfor the first yeaof the cohort analysi€00506)
and the gap is 29.8 point iB009201Q slightly lower than in 2002006 Thestateas a whole
has amlmost equallyarge andstaticracial achievement gap

Chart 2: Racial Disparity among Southeastern Wisconsin Student Cohort (Reading)
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Gender achievement gap

Nationally, there has been an increased focus on the educational achievement of young boys.
The common perception is that girls are achieving at higher rates than boys and thatghe gap
larger for younger studentshis year, for theifst time, we analyzed the WKCE results by
gender and found that there is in fact a gender achievegaprni the region in readingdble

7).

With few exceptions, igs across the region outperform boys in reading at every grade level.
This is truefor the state as a whole, as well. The regional reading gender gap is larger in
elementaryand middlegrades and is narrower in high school, whickinsilar tothe statewide
pattern. There are several districts in the region in which boys close arseetlereadinggap in
one or two grade levels, but only one district for which that is the tasey grade level:
Sharon J11 in Walworth County.

As for math, there is nsignificantregionalor stategap {Table 8). At the state level, boys

slightly outperform girls in earlier grades, while high school girls slightly outperform boys.
There is much more variation across districts in the size of the math gap, especially in the
elementary grades. For example, in three distf®ast Francis, William8ay, and Herman
#22)the percentage of proficieBY gradeboys is at least 20 points more than the percentage of
proficient girls, while the reverse is true in two other distif¢¢ashingtorCaldwell and Fontana
J8)
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Table 7: Gender AchievemenGap (Reading)

Grade 3 Reading

Grade 4 Reading

Grade 8 Reading

Grade 10 Reading

Male Female Gap | Male Female Gap | Male Female Gap | Male Female Gap
Kenosha County
Central/Westosha Union 81.5% 94.8% 133 (86.4% 88.1% 1.7 |84.3% 90.0% 57 |77.7% 86.7% 9.0
Brighton #1 84.6% 100.0% 15.4 |100.0% 90.0% -10.0 | 83.3% 91.7% 8.3 * * *
Bristol #1 775% 935% 16.0 | 82.9% 86.1% 3.3 |82.1% 92.9% 10.7 * * *
Central/Westosha UHS * * * * * * * * * |77.7% 86.7% 9.0
Paris J1 88.9% 100.0% 11.1 [100.0% 100.0% 0.0 [100.0% 92.9% -7.1 * * *
Salem 84.6% 938% 9.1 |91.3% 88.2% -3.1 |81.0% 91.0% 10.1 * * *
Wheatland J1 76.2% 94.1% 17.9 | 73.1% 84.6% 115 |93.8% 80.0% -13.8 * * *
Kenosha 725% 774% 49 |80.4% 834% 29 |81.0% 87.6% 6.7 [69.0% 72.2% 3.1
Wilmot Union 825% 91.8% 9.3 |83.8% 933% 9.6 |782% 90.2% 12.0 |84.8% 88.4% 3.7
Randall J1 92.5% 90.7% -1.8 | 86.7% 96.4% 9.8 | 88.6% 88.1% -0.5 * * *
Silver Lake J1 73.1% 100.0% 26.9 | 91.9% 92.6% 0.7 |70.6% 885% 17.9 * * *
Trevor-Wilmot Consolidated | 81.3% 88.9% 7.6 | 78.1% 90.5% 124 | 71.4% 90.5% 19.0 * * *
Twin Lakes #4 77.3% 88.2% 11.0 | 722% 92.9% 20.6 | 80.0% 95.7% 15.7 * * *
Wilmot UHS * * * * * * * * * |84.8% 88.4% 3.7
Milwaukee County
Brown Deer 71.7% 77.6% 58 |71.2% 755% 4.4 |746% 87.1% 125 [65.3% 75.3% 10.0
Cudahy 755% 85.1% 9.6 |69.8% 765% 6.7 |823% 87.2% 49 |70.7% 77.2% 6.5
Franklin Public 91.7% 96.4% 4.7 |96.0% 935% -25 [89.9% 95.6% 57 |87.1% 90.9% 3.8
Greendale 96.1% 93.3% -2.7 |91.8% 976% 58 |[933% 96.1% 2.8 [91.7% 89.7% -2.1
Greenfield 88.6% 91.8% 3.1 [83.8% 864% 26 |86.8% 90.5% 3.7 |76.7% 83.8% 7.2
Milwaukee 52.9% 64.6% 11.7 |56.9% 63.0% 6.0 |56.8% 68.5% 11.6 |38.8% 42.1% 3.4
Nicolet Union 855% 91.4% 59 |[884% 92.7% 43 |[855% 93.9% 85 |84.1% 88.1% 4.0
Fox Point-Bayside 95.3% 100.0% 4.7 |89.4% 92.2% 2.8 |94.6% 97.2% 2.6 * * *
Glendale-River Hills 82.9% 80.8% -2.2 |854% 92.1% 6.7 |80.0% 88.9% 8.9 * * *
Maple Dale-Indian Hill 73.1% 100.0% 26.9 | 92.3% 95.2% 2.9 |82.1% 100.0% 17.9 * * *
Nicolet UHS * * * * * * * * * |84.1% 88.1% 4.0
Oak Creek-Franklin 83.9% 825% -14 |825% 93.8% 11.3 [859% 929% 7.0 [80.2% 87.6% 7.4
Saint Francis 82.9% 75.0% -7.9 |645% 758% 11.2 |825% 86.8% 4.3 |63.5% 67.2% 3.7
Shorewood 88.5% 952% 6.8 |89.8% 93.0% 3.2 |90.0% 96.3% 6.3 [90.3% 93.9% 3.6
South Milwaukee 77.8% 81.2% 34 |79.1% 80.0% 09 |826% 92.7% 10.1 |82.9% 85.0% 2.1
Wauwatosa 85.0% 89.7% 4.7 |88.7% 957% 7.0 |89.0% 94.7% 56 [83.3% 86.5% 3.2
West Allis 748% 76.9% 2.1 |76.1% 82.6% 6.5 |651% 84.6% 195 (69.6% 72.3% 2.7
Whitefish Bay 92.9% 95.9% 29 |915% 928% 1.3 |84.6% 951% 10.5 [92.9% 91.5% -1.4
Whitnall 85.1% 852% 0.2 |883% 915% 3.2 [89.1% 92.6% 35 |91.2% 87.4% -3.8
Ozaukee County
Cedarburg 92.5% 95.9% 3.4 |[94.0% 946% 0.6 |96.6% 955% -1.1 |94.4% 95.7% 1.2
Grafton 90.8% 92.0% 1.2 |91.9% 923% 04 |943% 88.7% -56 [759% 88.3% 123
Mequon-Thiensville 94.7% 91.8% -2.9 |92.1% 933% 1.2 |93.7% 98.2% 4.6 |88.8% 93.8% 5.0
Northern Ozaukee 70.8% 88.7% 17.9 | 90.2% 90.0% -0.2 |83.9% 90.3% 6.4 [84.3% 84.9% 0.6
Port Washington-Saukville 90.5% 93.9% 34 [91.1% 904% -0.7 | 79.2% 88.2% 9.0 |88.1% 90.4% 2.2
Racine County
Burlington Area 76.3% 84.6% 83 |77.7% 87.1% 9.4 |79.0% 91.3% 123 (752% 75.2% 0.0
Racine 63.3% 724% 9.1 |70.4% 71.0% 0.6 |72.4% 77.9% 55 [552% 60.2% 5.0
Union Grove Union 78.3% 90.4% 121 | 84.3% 89.3% 5.0 |86.0% 925% 6.4 [70.5% 83.3% 12.8
Dover#l * * * * * * * * * * * *
Raymond #14 87.5% 96.0% 85 |84.6% 944% 9.8 |93.5% 81.8% -11.7 * * *
Union Grove J1 73.7% 91.7% 18.0 | 86.0% 90.0% 4.0 |73.3% 92.9% 19.5 * * *
Union Grove UHS * * * * * * * * * |70.5% 83.3% 12.8
Yorkville J2 80.0% 70.0% -10.0 | 80.0% 84.6% 4.6 | 92.0% 100.0% 8.0 * * *
Waterford Union 87.8% 935% 58 |88.0% 86.4% -1.6 |93.0% 941% 1.1 |87.3% 86.1% -1.2
North Cape 84.6% 100.0% 15.4 | 92.3% 100.0% 7.7 |100.0% 100.0% 0.0 * * *
NOI’WayJ? * * * * * * * * * * * *
Washington-Caldwell 82.4% 90.9% 8.6 * * * 1100.0% 100.0% 0.0 * * *
Waterford Graded J1 89.1% 92.6% 35 |87.3% 843% -31 [91.6% 929% 1.3 * * *
Waterford UHS * * * * * * * * * |87.3% 86.1% -1.2
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Table 7: Continued

Grade 3 Reading

Grade 4 Reading

Grade 8 Reading

Grade 10 Reading

Male Female Gap | Male Female Gap | Male Female Gap | Male Female Gap
Walworth County
Big Foot Union 74.1% 78.0% 39 |784% 90.0% 11.6 |87.7% 81.1% -6.6 |81.7% 85.1% 3.5
Big Foot UHS * * * * * * * * * 181.7% 85.1% 3.5
Fontana J8 90.0% 88.9% -1.1 | 72.2% 100.0% 27.8 |91.7% 94.1% 25 * * *
L|nn J6 * * * * * * * * * * * *
Sharon J11 61.1% 545% -6.6 |83.3% 76.9% -6.4 |70.0% 69.2% -0.8 * * *
Walworth J1 76.7% 85.7% 9.0 |81.0% 895% 85 |91.4% 783% -13.2 * * *
Delavan-Darien 61.0% 69.0% 80 |62.1% 78.0% 158 |73.0% 89.2% 16.2 |72.2% 85.9% 13.7
East Troy Community 76.5% 88.9% 124 [81.1% 80.0% -1.1 [89.2% 93.7% 4.4 [85.7% 90.4% 4.6
Elkhorn Area 82.1% 855% 34 |[848% 91.2% 6.4 |854% 93.9% 85 |815% 84.6% 3.1
Lake Geneva-Genoa City Union | 80.8% 87.1% 6.3 |80.1% 84.7% 4.6 |824% 91.0% 86 |825% 79.4% -3.1
Geneva J4 87.5% 85.7% -1.8 | 77.8% 100.0% 22.2 |90.9% 100.0% 9.1 * * *
Genoa City J2 75.0% 76.7% 1.7 | 75.0% 857% 10.7 | 79.5% 94.1% 14.6 * * *
Lake Geneva J1 82.0% 90.5% 85 [824% 833% 10 |827% 889% 6.2 * * *
Lake Geneva-Genoa City UHS * * * * * * * * * 82.5% 79.4% -3.1
L|nn J4 * * * * * * * * * * * *
Whitewater 789% 85.9% 7.0 |742% 822% 80 |69.8% 87.1% 17.3 |80.8% 77.4% -3.4
Williams Bay 100.0% 88.2% -11.8 |94.4% 100.0% 5.6 |84.2% 100.0% 15.8 |90.0% 93.8% 3.8
Washington County
Germantown 96.7% 96.0% -0.7 | 95.5% 95.2% -0.4 |89.1% 91.6% 25 |935% 91.6% -19
Hartford Union 88.9% 915% 2.6 |90.6% 89.8% -0.8 [89.7% 94.4% 4.7 [88.9% 90.2% 1.3
Erin 93.8% 95.8% 2.1 |93.8% 85.0% -8.8 |88.2% 100.0% 11.8 * * *
Friess Lake 83.3% 86.7% 3.3 |88.9% 100.0% 11.1 {100.0% 100.0% 0.0 * * *
Hartford J1 85.7% 91.4% 57 |888% 87.6% -1.1 |86.4% 89.0% 2.6 * * *
Hartford UHS * * * * * * * * * 188.9% 90.2% 1.3
Herman #22 100.0% 71.4% -28.6 * * * * * * * * *
Neosho J3 * * * * * * 1100.0% 100.0% 0.0 * * *
Richfield J1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0 |100.0% 100.0% 0.0 | 95.7% 100.0% 4.3 * * *
Rubicon J6 90.0% 85.7% -4.3 * * * 78.6% 100.0% 21.4 * * *
Kewaskum 84.1% 75.8% -83 |[889% 898% 09 |86.3% 98.1% 11.8 |84.7% 80.0% -4.7
Slinger 89.5% 92.6% 3.1 |[959% 94.1% -1.8 |91.6% 96.3% 4.7 |87.4% 95.8% 8.4
West Bend 77.3% 82.6% 53 |80.0% 887% 87 |87.0% 92.8% 57 [83.9% 86.0% 22
Waukesha County
Arrowhead Union 91.3% 94.7% 34 |94.0% 97.0% 3.0 |93.2% 97.2% 39 |92.8% 951% 24
Arrowhead UHS * * * * * * * * * 192.8% 95.1% 24
Hartland-Lakeside J3 85.3% 89.9% 4.6 |905% 949% 44 |87.8% 948% 7.0 * * *
Lake Country 90.0% 94.7% 4.7 [100.0% 97.1% -2.9 | 96.9% 100.0% 3.1 * * *
Merton Community 96.2% 100.0% 3.8 |95.1% 95.8% 0.8 |100.0% 100.0% 0.0 * * *
North Lake 83.3% 78.6% -4.8 [100.0% 100.0% 0.0 |83.3% 95.0% 11.7 * * *
Richmond 100.0% 100.0% 0.0 |100.0% 100.0% 0.0 | 93.1% 100.0% 6.9 * * *
Stone Bank 94.1% 100.0% 5.9 |83.3% 100.0% 16.7 | 95.7% 90.5% -5.2 * * *
Swallow 95.2% 100.0% 4.8 |94.9% 96.6% 1.7 |100.0% 100.0% 0.0 * * *
Elmbrook 90.0% 95.0% 50 [922% 96.3% 4.1 |95.1% 96.3% 1.1 |93.7% 93.4% -0.2
Hamilton 84.8% 921% 7.3 |93.1% 89.5% -3.6 |98.7% 93.8% -4.8 |93.0% 90.8% -2.2
Kettle Moraine 89.1% 94.0% 4.9 |958% 92.4% -3.4 |925% 953% 29 |88.6% 952% 6.6
Menomonee Falls 85.8% 954% 9.6 |845% 96.2% 11.6 |90.3% 92.8% 25 |84.4% 82.9% -1.5
Mukwonago 89.3% 933% 39 [90.8% 90.9% 0.1 [89.4% 945% 50 [89.0% 91.0% 1.9
Muskego-Norway 87.1% 94.4% 7.3 |928% 94.4% 1.7 |89.6% 93.7% 4.1 |86.3% 88.9% 2.6
New Berlin 90.9% 90.8% -0.1 [89.7% 93.9% 4.2 |89.1% 933% 4.2 |90.0% 91.0% 1.0
Oconomowoc Area 90.5% 89.6% -0.9 |85.0% 89.7% 4.7 |883% 958% 7.6 |83.3% 84.2% 0.9
Pewaukee 93.7% 96.5% 2.8 [90.1% 882% -1.9 |87.5% 955% 8.0 [81.4% 851% 3.6
Waukesha 74.7% 84.7% 100 |77.8% B84.6% 6.8 |81.6% 848% 3.2 |79.1% 814% 23
Southeast Wisconsin 73.6% 80.6% 7.0 |769% 81.1% 42 |781% 855% 7.4 |71.0% 73.9% 2.9
State of Wisconsin 75.4% 814% 6.0 |783% 827% 44 |793% 87.1% 7.8 |73.2% T77.9% 4.7
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Table 8: Gender Achievement Gap (Math)

Grade 3 Math

Grade 4 Math

Grade 8 Math

Grade 10 Math

Male Female Gap Male Female Gap | Male Female Gap | Male Female Gap
Kenosha County
Central/Westosha Union 79.3% 87.0% 7.7 | 848% 851% 03 [827% 77.5% -52 |758% 80.0% 4.2
Brighton #1 84.6% 100.0% 15.4 | 100.0% 100.0% 0.0 |[83.3% 91.7% 8.3 * * *
Bristol #1 77.5% 774% -0.1 | 82.9% 77.8% -51 |78.6% 69.0% -9.5 * * *
Central/Westosha UHS * * * * * * * * * |75.8% 80.0% 4.2
Paris J1 88.9% 100.0% 11.1 | 100.0% 100.0% 0.0 [100.0% 92.9% -7.1 * * *
Salem 788% 854% 6.6 | 87.0% 843% -2.6 [81.0% 80.6% -0.4 * * *
Wheatland J1 76.2% 94.1% 17.9 | 73.1% 84.6% 115 |87.5% 68.0% -19.5 * * *
Kenosha 75.2% 72.9% -2.3 | 825% 77.1% -54 [79.8% 80.2% 0.3 [61.9% 57.3% -4.6
Wilmot Union 783% 818% 35 | 90.6% 87.8% -2.8 [80.5% 80.4% -0.1 [783% 76.2% -2.1
Randall J1 90.0% 79.1% -109 | 86.7% 89.3% 2.6 |93.2% 78.6% -14.6 * * *
Silver Lake J1 80.8% 91.3% 105 | 946% 852% -94 |70.6% 76.9% 6.3 * * *
Trevor-Wilmot Consolidated | 71.9% 85.2% 13.3 | 96.9% 100.0% 3.1 |80.0% 857% 5.7 * * *
Twin Lakes #4 63.6% 70.6% 7.0 | 77.8% 714% -6.3 |70.0% 82.6% 12.6 * *
Wilmot UHS * * * * * * * * * | 783% 76.2% -2.1
Milwaukee County
Brown Deer 60.9% 735% 126 | 75.0% 77.6% 2.6 |76.1% 90.3% 142 |61.3% 64.9% 3.6
Cudahy 73.4% 75.7% 23 | 66.3% 76.5% 10.2 | 75.9% 65.4% -10.6 |62.6% 62.4% -0.3
Franklin Public 93.5% 96.4% 29 | 954% 92.7% -2.7 [88.1% 91.1% 3.0 [83.4% 78.8% -4.6
Greendale 97.4% 93.3% -4.0 | 89.0% 96.4% 7.3 [94.2% 913% -3.0 [90.9% 87.9% -3.0
Greenfield 88.6% 845% -41 | 85.9% 79.6% -6.2 |73.6% 61.9% -116 |71.7% 70.8% -0.9
Milwaukee 50.3% 51.9% 16 | 57.2% 56.2% -1.0 | 50.0% 50.5% 0.5 |28.8% 29.2% 0.3
Nicolet Union 85.5% 81.9% -3.6 | 884% 83.6% -48 [845% 826% -19 |81.8% 84.6% 28
Fox Point-Bayside 97.7% 90.0% -7.7 | 91.5% 88.2% -3.3 [94.6% 88.9% -5.7 * * *
Glendale-River Hills 73.2% 71.2% -20 | 79.2% 76.3% -2.9 |73.3% 759% 2.6 * * *
Maple Dale-Indian Hill 84.6% 91.7% 7.1 | 100.0% 85.7% -14.3|89.3% 88.0% -1.3 * * *
Nicolet UHS * * * * * * * * * 181.8% 84.6% 28
Oak Creek-Franklin 83.9% 76.6% -7.2 | 86.4% 823% -41 [750% 77.8% 28 |73.8% 79.3% 55
Saint Francis 91.4% 65.0% -26.4| 742% 818% 7.6 |750% 69.8% -52 |554% 65.6% 10.2
Shorewood 86.5% 952% 8.7 | 949% 87.7% -7.2 [91.4% 91.4% -0.1 [{80.6% 84.8% 4.2
South Milwaukee 76.7% 752% -1.4 | 79.1% 70.0% -9.1 |84.3% 80.7% -3.6 |741% 77.9% 3.8
Wauwatosa 85.0% 89.3% 4.2 | 883% 919% 3.6 [881% 893% 12 |77.1% 815% 4.3
West Allis 75.5% 67.9% -7.6 | 79.8% 788% -1.0 [70.6% 81.4% 10.7 [63.6% 61.4% -2.1
Whitefish Bay 89.4% 918% 23 | 925% 959% 3.4 [85.6% 951% 9.6 |84.8% 90.4% 5.6
Whitnall 88.1% 918% 3.7 | 935% 915% -2.0 [84.8% 852% 04 |81.4% 84.7% 3.3
Ozaukee County
Cedarburg 91.3% 929% 16 | 91.0% 92.0% 1.0 [89.8% 86.5% -3.3 [90.7% 88.4% -2.3
Grafton 94.7% 94.0% -0.7 | 90.3% 923% 2.0 [88.6% 823% -6.3 |73.4% 78.7% 53
Mequon-Thiensville 95.6% 95.9% 0.3 | 98.2% 943% -4.0 [91.5% 95.6% 4.1 |84.4% 89.4% 50
Northern Ozaukee 64.6% 79.2% 146 | 824% 78.0% -4.4 [76.8% 79.0% 2.2 |745% 642% -10.4
Port Washington-Saukville 89.3% 915% 2.2 86.7% 79.8% -6.9 | 792% 74.1% -5.1 [80.2% 79.8% -0.4
Racine County
Burlington Area 825% 813% -1.2 | 87.4% 86.0% -14 [702% 774% 7.2 [77.0% 71.0% -5.9
Racine 60.8% 58.6% -2.2 | 69.4% 635% -59 [59.5% 61.5% 19 |458% 48.1% 2.3
Union Grove Union 82.6% 783% -43 | 787% 845% 59 [79.1% 81.7% 27 |57.1% 74.1% 16.9
Dover #1 * * * * * * * * * * * *
Raymond #14 81.3% 76.0% -53 | 73.1% 77.8% 47 |[77.4% T72.7% -4.7 * * *
Union Grove J1 789% 792% 0.2 | 79.1% 850% 59 |[76.7% 786% 1.9 * * *
Union Grove UHS * * * * * * * * * |57.1% 74.1% 16.9
Yorkville J2 93.3% 80.0% -13.3| 85.0% 885% 35 [84.0% 93.1% 9.1 * * *
Waterford Union 84.7% 89.2% 45 | 89.1% 883% -0.8 |87.7% 83.2% -46 |76.8% 79.2% 24
North Cape 69.2% 85.7% 16.5 | 84.6% 100.0% 15.4 |100.0% 88.9% -11.1 * * *
Norway J? * * * * * * * * * * * *
Washington-Caldwell 58.8% 81.8% 23.0 * * * 1100.0% 87.5% -12.5 * * *
Waterford Graded J1 91.1% 91.2% 0.1 | 89.9% 86.5% -34 [853% 821% -3.1 * * *

Waterford UHS

76.8% 79.2% 2.4
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Table 8: Continued

Grade 3 Math

Grade 4 Math

Grade 8 Math

Grade 10 Math

Male Female Gap | Male Female Gap | Male Female Gap | Male Female Gap
Walworth County
Big Foot Union 67.2% 68.3% 1.1 [882% 98.0% 9.8 |91.2% 88.7% -25 [73.3% 77.0% 3.7
Big Foot UHS * * * * * * * * * |73.3% 77.0% 3.7
Fontana J8 80.0% 100.0% 20.0 | 83.3% 100.0% 16.7 |91.7% 94.1% 25 * * *
L|nn JG * * * * * * * * * * * *
Sharon J11 77.8% 63.6% -14.1 |100.0% 92.3% -7.7 | 90.0% 84.6% -54 * * *
Walworth J1 56.7% 57.1% 0.5 | 85.7% 100.0% 14.3 [91.4% 87.0% -45 * * *
Delavan-Darien 63.0% 59.2% -3.8 | 788% 729% -59 |62.9% 59.5% -3.5 |66.0% 82.6% 16.6
East Troy Community 88.2% 90.7% 25 | 90.6% 88.0% -2.6 [89.2% 87.3% -1.9 [76.2% 80.7% 4.5
Elkhorn Area 832% 795% -36 [848% 91.2% 6.4 |854% 87.8% 2.4 [80.6% 66.7% -13.9
Lake Geneva-Genoa City Union | 74.2%  79.5% 54 | 788% 75.7% -3.1 |752% 835% 8.3 |[748% 65.6% -9.2
Geneva J4 75.0% 85.7% 10.7 | 55.6% 66.7% 11.1 | 90.9% 100.0% 9.1 * * *
Genoa City J2 68.8% 73.3% 46 |725% 85.7% 132 |77.3% 824% 5.1 * * *
Lake Geneva J1 75.7% 81.1% 54 |833% 738% -95 |[727% 822% 9.5 * * *
Lake Geneva-Genoa City UHS * * * * * * * * * |74.8% 65.6% -9.2
L|nn J4 * * * * * * * * * * * *
Whitewater 82.5% 782% -43 |839% 80.8% -3.0 |746% 757% 1.1 |69.9% 71.4% 1.6
Williams Bay 100.0% 64.7% -353 |88.9% 90.9% 2.0 |84.2% 933% 9.1 [60.0% 75.0% 15.0
Washington County
Germantown 97.4% 97.6% 0.3 | 97.0% 952% -1.9 [89.8% 93.9% 4.1 [89.9% 89.0% -0.9
Hartford Union 88.2% 85.8% -24 |92.2% 81.8% -10.4|885% 84.6% -3.9 [83.2% 79.3% -3.8
Erin 100.0% 95.8%  -4.2 [100.0% 100.0% 0.0 |100.0% 95.5% -4.5 * * *
Friess Lake 91.7% 93.3% 17 | 944% 82.4% -12.1 (100.0% 100.0% 0.0 * * *
Hartford J1 835% 81.4% -2.1 |888% 77.5% -11.2|815% 78.0% -3.4 * * *
Hartford UHS * * * * * * * * * 183.2% 79.3% -3.8
Herman #22 83.3% 57.1% -26.2 * * * * * * * * *
Neosho J3 * * * * * * 88.9% 72.7% -16.2 * * *
Richfield J1 100.0% 94.4%  -5.6 [100.0% 81.8% -18.2 | 95.7% 91.3% -4.3 * * *
Rubicon J6 90.0% 85.7% -4.3 * * * 85.7% 88.9% 3.2 * * *
Kewaskum 85.7% 77.4% -83 |889% 84.7% -41 |843% 827% -16 |82.7% 68.9% -13.8
Slinger 88.4% 94.4% 6.0 | 96.9% 88.2% -8.7 [925% 90.7% -1.9 [83.8% 90.6% 6.8
West Bend 81.1% 80.4% -0.7 |834% 850% 1.6 |86.6% 77.8% -89 |80.0% 79.8% -0.2
Waukesha County
Arrowhead Union 92.2% 91.9% -0.3 | 93.2% 94.8% 1.7 |948% 93.9% -0.9 |90.2% 93.1% 2.9
Arrowhead UHS * * * * * * * * * 190.2% 93.1% 2.9
Hartland-Lakeside J3 88.2% 87.0% -1.3 | 90.5% 93.2% 2.7 |89.2% 87.0% -2.2 * * *
Lake Country 90.0% 84.2%  -5.8 [100.0% 97.1% -2.9 |96.9% 94.1% -2.8 * * *
Merton Community 92.3% 97.9% 5.6 |90.2% 97.9% 7.8 |95.2% 97.8% 2.5 * * *
North Lake 88.9% 78.6% -10.3|93.3% 95.0% 1.7 |91.7% 95.0% 3.3 * * *
Richmond 100.0% 95.2%  -4.8 [100.0% 86.2% -13.8 |100.0% 100.0% 0.0 * * *
Stone Bank 94.1% 100.0% 5.9 |94.4% 100.0% 5.6 |100.0% 95.2% -4.8 * * *
Swallow 100.0% 100.0% 0.0 [94.9% 96.6% 1.7 |100.0% 100.0% 0.0 * * *
Elmbrook 96.4% 95.0% -1.4 |96.3% 96.3% 0.0 |90.7% 90.7% 0.0 [90.2% 90.1% -0.1
Hamilton 91.5% 92.8% 13 | 956% 888% -6.8 |94.7% 92.0% -2.7 (89.0% 85.9% -3.1
Kettle Moraine 90.5% 91.0% 0.6 |951% 90.1% -5.0 [91.8% 89.5% -2.4 [89.7% 93.5% 3.8
Menomonee Falls 86.7% 94.1% 74 |89.7% 93.1% 3.4 [93.7% 88.6% -52 [78.9% 79.6% 0.7
Mukwonago 90.9% 95.1% 42 [92.0% 885% -3.5 |[89.4% 90.5% 1.0 [825% 82.4% 0.0
Muskego-Norway 89.0% 91.7% 27 |952% 951% -0.1 [87.7% 90.3% 2.6 [83.3% 81.0% -2.3
New Berlin 91.6% 92.1% 05 |91.4% 93.9% 25 [953% 92.7% -2.6 [91.0% 90.5% -0.5
Oconomowoc Area 90.5% 90.2% -0.3 | 88.4% 89.0% 0.6 |855% 882% 2.7 |84.0% 77.0% -7.0
Pewaukee 96.2%  96.5% 0.3 | 945% 86.8% -7.7 [955% 943% -1.1 [83.2% 79.3% -3.9
Waukesha 74.1%  75.1% 11 | 793% 779% -15 |81.1% 79.6% -15 [72.0% 75.0% 3.0
Southeast Wisconsin 73.3% 73.8% 05 | 782% 764% -18 |746% 751% 0.5 |645% 64.7% 0.1
State of Wisconsin 75.9% 749% -1.0 | 80.2% 78.7% -15 |77.0% 77.3% 0.3 |68.6% 69.7% 1.1
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Relative performance of school distr icts in southeastern Wisconsin

Tables9 & 10 detail thereading and mataxam results for eaatlasstestedduring the 2009.0
academic yeaPRriorto the 200809 report, districts were ranked based on the percentage of
students who attained a score of proficient or advanced on the WKCE reading and math exams.
Data arenow represeted in a slightly different waythe first column under each gradeisates
whetheradistrictd proficiency ratewvas better or worse than that of the regasra wholgas
illustratedby the plusor minus sigr? The second column under each heading shows the actual
percentagesin Table 9, for example, 88.2% of Central&Vs t 0 s h a " grade siudehts 3
received a reading score of proficient or advandgecause this was higher than thgional

rate of76.6% (listed nar the bottom ofthet a b | e s shawn it thedfirst columnTable 10

presents the math scores isimilar fashion.

Particular trendstand out in the tables-irst, several districts tend to fall below the regional
percentage across nearly all grades and subject areas, siBriows Deer, Milwaukee and
Racine.On the other handnany other distrits consistentlperformed better thatfie region a a
whole. Of particular notesithe consistent performance of the districts in WaukEsluaty,
where no district fallbelow the regionadveragean any grade or subject area.

% The regional averages discus$ete, and shown below, are a function of all southeastern Wisconsin districts
(including Milwaukee). If MPS is removed from the calculations, the regional averages would increase
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Table 9: Percentage orProficient of Advanced WKCE Reading Scores (2062010)

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 10
+/- +/- +/- +/-
Region District | Region District | Region District | Region District
District Percent % Percent % Percent % Percent %
Kenosha County
Central/Westosha Union i 87.6% + 87.3% + 87.5% i 81.6%
Brighton + 90.5% + 94.4% + 87.5% N/A N/A
Bristol + 84.5% + 84.5% + 88.6% N/A N/A
Central/Westosha UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 81.6%
Paris + 95.0% + 100.0% + 95.5% N/A N/A
Salem + 89.0% + 89.7% + 86.2% N/A N/A
Wheatland + 84.2% - 78.8% + 85.4% N/A N/A
Kenosha - 74.9% + 81.8% + 84.1% - 70.6%
Wilmot Union + 87.0% + 87.9% + 83.7% + 86.7%
Randall + 91.6% + 91.4% + 88.4% N/A N/A
Silver Lake i 85.7% + 92.2% - 78.3% N/A N/A
Trevor-Wilmot Consolidated + 84.7% + 83.0% - 78.6% N/A N/A
Twin Lakes + 82.1% + 81.3% + 88.4% N/A N/A
Wilmot UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 86.7%
Milwaukee County
Brown Deer - 74.7% - 73.3% - 80.6% - 70.4%
Cudahy + 79.8% - 73.1% + 84.7% + 74.0%
Franklin Public + 93.6% + 94.9% + 92.6% + 89.0%
Greendale + 94.9% + 94.9% + 94.7% + 90.7%
Greenfield + 90.3% + 83.4% + 88.5% + 80.4%
Milwaukee - 58.6% - 59.8% - 62.4% - 40.4%
Nicolet Union + 88.5% + 90.5% + 89.8% + 86.2%
Fox Point-Bayside + 97.6% + 90.8% + 95.9% N/A N/A
Glendale-River Hills + 81.7% + 88.4% + 84.8% N/A N/A
Maple Dale-Indian Hill + 86.0% + 93.6% + 90.6% N/A N/A
Nicolet UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 86.2%
Oak Creek-Franklin + 83.2% + 87.8% + 89.5% + 83.9%
Saint Francis + 80.0% - 70.3% + 84.9% - 65.2%
Shorewood + 92.2% + 91.4% + 93.4% + 91.5%
South Milwaukee + 79.6% + 79.5% + 87.5% + 83.9%
Wauwatosa + 87.4% + 92.3% + 92.1% + 85.0%
West Allis - 75.8% + 79.1% - 74.7% - 70.9%
Whitefish Bay + 94.5% + 92.1% + 89.9% + 92.2%
Whitnall + 85.2% + 89.7% + 90.8% + 89.2%
Ozaukee County
Cedarburg + 94.4% + 94.3% + 96.1% + 95.1%
Grafton + 91.3% + 92.1% + 91.7% + 82.7%
Mequon-Thiensville A 93.3% + 92.7% + 95.7% A 91.3%
Northern Ozaukee + 78.8% + 90.2% + 86.9% + 84.6%
Port Washington-Saukville + 92.2% + 90.8% + 83.3% + 89.3%
Racine County
Burlington Area A 79.5% + 82.2% + 84.9% A 75.2%
Racine - 67.6% - 70.7% - 75.1% - 57.7%
Union Grove Union + 85.4% + 86.3% + 89.3% + 76.8%
Dover + 100.0% - 77.8% + 87.5% N/A N/A
Raymond + 92.7% + 88.6% + 88.7% N/A N/A
Union Grove + 83.7% + 88.0% + 84.7% N/A N/A
Union Grove UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 76.8%
Yorkville - 76.0% + 82.6% + 96.3% N/A N/A
Waterford Union + 90.2% + 88.8% + 93.4% + 86.8%
North Cape + 92.6% + 96.3% + 100.0% N/A N/A
Norway N/A + 100.0% + 90.9% N/A N/A
Washington-Caldwell + 85.7% + 100.0% + 100.0% N/A N/A
Waterford Graded + 90.5% + 85.7% + 92.2% N/A N/A
Waterford UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 86.8%
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Table 9: Continued

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 10
+/- +/- +/- +/-
Region District | Region District | Region District | Region District
District Percent % Percent % Percent % Percent %
Walworth County
Big Foot Union + 77.1% + 84.4% + 85.1% + 83.6%
Big Foot UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 83.6%
Fontana AF 89.5% i 86.1% i 93.1% N/A N/A
Linn J6 + 90.0% + 87.5% + 90.9% N/A N/A
Sharon - 58.6% + 80.0% - 69.6% N/A N/A
Walworth + 80.4% + 85.0% + 86.2% N/A N/A
Delavan-Darien - 64.3% - 68.1% - 80.4% i 78.8%
East Troy Community + 82.9% + 80.6% + 91.4% + 88.4%
Elkhorn Area s 83.7% + 87.5% + 89.2% A 83.1%
Lake Geneva-Genoa City Union + 84.4% + 82.7% + 87.1% + 80.9%
Geneva + 86.7% + 86.7% + 95.0% N/A N/A
Genoa City - 75.8% - 78.7% + 85.9% N/A N/A
Lake Geneva + 86.3% + 82.8% + 85.5% N/A N/A
Lake Geneva-Genoa City UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 80.9%
Linn J4 + 91.7% + 100.0% + 100.0% N/A N/A
Whitewater + 83.0% - 78.5% - 78.9% + 79.0%
Williams Bay + 93.8% + 97.5% + 91.2% + 91.7%
Washington County
Germantown AF 96.4% 2 95.3% + 90.3% + 92.5%
Hartford Union + 88.7% + 88.6% + 91.9% + 89.6%
Erin + 95.0% + 88.9% + 94.9% N/A N/A
Friess Lake + 85.2% + 94.3% + 100.0% N/A N/A
Hartford + 88.2% + 88.2% + 87.7% N/A N/A
Hartford UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 89.6%
Herman + 84.6% - 71.4% + 87.5% N/A N/A
Neosho - 62.5% - 78.3% + 100.0% N/A N/A
Richfield + 100.0% + 100.0% + 97.8% N/A N/A
Rubicon + 88.2% + 83.3% + 87.0% N/A N/A
Kewaskum + 80.0% + 89.3% + 92.2% + 82.4%
Slinger + 91.1% + 95.1% + 93.9% + 91.3%
West Bend + 79.7% + 84.1% + 89.5% + 84.9%
Waukesha County
Arrowhead Union + 92.9% + 95.5% + 95.2% + 93.9%
Arrowhead UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 93.9%
Hartland-Lakeside + 87.6% + 92.6% + 91.4% N/A N/A
Lake Country + 91.8% + 98.2% + 98.5% N/A N/A
Merton Community A 98.0% + 95.4% + 100.0% N/A N/A
North Lake + 81.3% + 100.0% + 88.6% N/A N/A
Richmond + 100.0% + 100.0% + 96.3% N/A N/A
Stone Bank + 97.1% + 90.3% + 93.2% N/A N/A
Swallow + 97.6% + 95.6% + 100.0% N/A N/A
Elmbrook + 92.5% + 94.0% + 95.7% + 93.1%
Hamilton + 88.3% + 91.4% + 96.2% + 91.9%
Kettle Moraine + 91.5% + 94.2% + 93.9% + 92.0%
Menomonee Falls + 91.2% + 89.8% + 91.5% + 83.8%
Mukwonago + 90.9% + 91.0% + 92.1% + 89.9%
Muskego-Norway + 90.6% + 93.6% + 91.7% + 87.6%
New Berlin + 90.8% + 91.7% + 91.0% + 90.5%
Oconomowoc Area AF 90.0% i 87.2% i 92.0% + 83.8%
Pewaukee + 95.2% + 88.8% + 91.5% + 83.0%
Waukesha + 79.3% + 81.0% + 83.0% + 80.2%
Southeastern Wisconsin 76.6% 78.9% 81.7% 72.4%
Rest of Wisconsin 79.1% 81.2% 83.8% 77.1%
State of Wisconsin 78.3% 80.4% 83.1% 75.5%
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Table 10: Percentage of Proficient or Advanced WKCE Math Scores (2002010)

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 10
+/- +/- +/- +/-
Region District | Region District | Region District | Region District
District Percent % Percent % Percent % Percent %
Kenosha County
Central/Westosha Union + 82.8% i 84.9% i 79.8% + 77.6%
Brighton + 90.5% + 100.0% + 87.5% N/A N/A
Bristol + 77.5% + 80.3% - 72.9% N/A N/A
Central/Westosha UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 77.6%
Paris + 95.0% + 100.0% + 95.5% N/A N/A
Salem + 82.0% + 85.6% + 80.8% N/A N/A
Wheatland + 84.2% + 78.8% + 75.6% N/A N/A
Kenosha + 74.1% + 79.9% + 80.0% - 59.7%
Wilmot Union + 80.0% + 89.4% + 80.4% + 77.2%
Randall + 84.3% + 87.9% + 86.0% N/A N/A
Silver Lake + 85.7% + 90.6% - 73.3% N/A N/A
Trevor-Wilmot Consolidated + 78.0% + 98.1% + 82.1% N/A N/A
Twin Lakes - 66.7% - 75.0% + 76.7% N/A N/A
Wilmot UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 77.20%
Milwaukee County
Brown Deer - 67.4% - 76.2% + 82.9% - 63.2%
Cudahy + 74.4% - 71.3% - 70.7% - 62.5%
Franklin Public + 94.6% + 94.2% + 89.6% + 81.1%
Greendale + 95.6% + 92.9% + 92.8% + 89.5%
Greenfield + 86.5% + 80.6% - 68.1% + 71.2%
Milwaukee - 51.0% - 56.7% - 50.2% - 29.0%
Nicolet Union + 83.6% + 86.1% + 83.6% + 83.3%
Fox Point-Bayside + 94.0% + 89.8% + 91.8% N/A N/A
Glendale-River Hills - 72.0% + 77.9% - 74.7% N/A N/A
Maple Dale-Indian Hill + 88.0% + 93.6% + 88.7% N/A N/A
Nicolet UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 83.3%
Oak Creek-Franklin + 80.4% + 83.8% + 76.4% + 76.5%
Saint Francis + 81.8% + 78.1% - 72.0% - 60.1%
Shorewood + 91.3% + 91.4% + 91.4% + 82.3%
South Milwaukee + 75.9% - 75.0% + 82.6% + 75.8%
Wauwatosa + 87.1% + 90.2% + 88.8% + 79.4%
West Allis - 72.1% + 79.3% + 76.0% - 62.5%
Whitefish Bay + 90.7% + 94.1% + 90.3% + 87.6%
Whitnall + 89.8% + 92.6% + 85.0% + 83.1%
Ozaukee County
Cedarburg + 92.1% + 91.5% + 88.4% + 89.4%
Grafton + 94.4% + 91.3% + 85.6% + 76.3%
Mequon-Thiensville + 95.7% + 96.3% A 93.4% + 86.9%
Northern Ozaukee - 71.2% + 80.4% + 77.9% + 69.2%
Port-Washington-Saukuville + 90.4% + 83.2% + 76.9% + 80.0%
Racine County
Burlington Area + 80.5% + 86.5% - 73.6% + 74.2%
Racine - 59.8% - 66.5% - 60.5% - 46.9%
Union Grove Union + 80.4% + 81.3% + 78.6% + 65.5%
Dover + 83.3% + 77.8% - 37.5% N/A N/A
Raymond + 78.0% - 75.0% + 75.5% N/A N/A
Union Grove + 79.1% + 81.9% + 77.8% N/A N/A
Union Grove UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 65.5%
Yorkville + 88.0% + 87.0% + 88.9% N/A N/A
Waterford Union + 86.6% + 87.9% + 85.4% + 77.8%
North Cape + 77.8% + 92.6% + 95.2% N/A N/A
Norway N/A N/A + 80.0% + 81.8% N/A N/A
Washington-Caldwell - 67.9% + 83.3% + 93.3% N/A N/A
Waterford Graded + 91.1% + 88.1% + 83.8% N/A N/A
Waterford UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 77.8%
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Table 10: Continued

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 10
+/- +/- +/- +/-
Region District | Region District | Region District | Region District
District Percent % Percent % Percent % Percent %
Walworth County
Big Foot Union - 70.6% + 92.7% + 90.9% + 75.4%
Big Foot UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 75.4%
Fontana i 89.5% AF 91.7% AF 93.1% N/A N/A
Linn J6 + 100.0% + 87.5% + 100.0% N/A N/A
Sharon - 72.4% + 96.0% -+ 87.0% N/A N/A
Walworth - 56.9% + 92.5% + 89.7% N/A N/A
Delavan-Darien - 61.4% - 72.6% - 61.3% + 74.1%
East Troy Community + 89.5% + 89.3% + 88.3% + 78.8%
Elkhorn Area + 81.5% + 87.5% + 86.5% + 73.2%
Lake Geneva-Genoa City Union + 76.4% + 77.9% + 79.0% + 70.0%
Geneva + 80.0% - 60.0% + 95.0% N/A N/A
Genoa City - 71.0% 77.0% + 79.5% N/A N/A
Lake Geneva + 78.3% i 79.0% + 77.0% N/A N/A
UHLSake Geneva-Genoa City N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 70.0%
Linn J4 - 66.7% + 88.9% + 81.8% N/A N/A
Whitewater + 80.0% + 82.2% = 75.2% + 70.7%
Williams Bay + 81.3% + 90.0% + 88.2% + 66.7%
Washington County
Germantown + 97.5% + 96.1% + 91.7% + 89.4%
Hartford Union + 85.5% + 85.3% + 86.6% + 81.3%
Erin + 97.5% + 100.0% + 97.4% N/A N/A
Friess Lake + 92.6% + 88.6% + 100.0% N/A N/A
Hartford - 82.6% + 82.8% + 79.8% N/A N/A
Hartford UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 81.3%
Herman - 69.2% + 85.7% + 87.5% N/A N/A
Neosho - 56.3% - 69.6% + 80.0% N/A N/A
Richfield + 97.2% + 92.0% + 93.5% N/A N/A
Rubicon + 88.2% + 83.3% + 87.0% N/A N/A
Kewaskum + 81.6% + 87.0% + 83.5% + 76.1%
Slinger + 91.6% + 92.9% + 91.6% + 87.0%
West Bend + 80.7% + 83.9% + 82.8% + 80.0%
Waukesha County
Arrowhead Union + 92.0% + 94.0% + 94.4% + 91.6%
Arrowhead UHS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A + 91.6%
Hartland-Lakeside + 87.6% + 91.8% + 88.1% N/A N/A
Lake Country + 87.8% + 98.2% + 95.5% N/A N/A
Merton Community + 95.0% A 93.6% A 96.6% N/A N/A
North Lake + 84.4% + 94.3% + 93.2% N/A N/A
Richmond + 97.8% + 90.9% + 100.0% N/A N/A
Stone Bank + 97.1% + 96.8% + 97.7% N/A N/A
Swallow + 100.0% + 95.6% + 100.0% N/A N/A
Elmbrook + 95.7% + 96.3% + 90.7% + 89.7%
Hamilton + 92.1% + 92.4% + 93.3% + 87.5%
Kettle Moraine + 90.7% + 92.7% + 90.6% + 91.7%
Menomonee Falls + 90.8% + 91.2% + 91.2% + 79.2%
Mukwonago + 92.6% + 90.4% + 90.0% + 82.4%
Muskego-Norway + 90.2% A 95.1% 3 89.1% + 82.1%
New Berlin + 91.9% + 92.6% + 94.1% + 90.8%
Oconomowoc Area + 90.3% Ak 88.7% i 86.9% + 80.4%
Pewaukee + 96.4% + 90.6% + 94.9% + 81.5%
Waukesha + 74.6% + 78.6% + 80.1% + 73.5%
Southeastern Wisconsin 73.5% 77.3% 74.8% 64.6%
Rest of Wisconsin 76.3% 80.6% 78.0% 71.3%
State of Wisconsin 75.4% 79.5% 77.1% 69.1%
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Schools identified for i mprovement

In addition to requiringainnual standardizedsting the No Child Left BehindAct aso requires
public schools to demonstrada annual increase in math and reading proficiency levels among
all subgroups of student3.he stated goal ohe NCLB is to make all public school students
proficient in reading and math by 2018chools that do not meadequate yearly progress
(AYP) toward achieving this goal for two consecutive years are labef@tlasols in need of
improvement Removal from theist requires schools to meet AYP for two consecutive years.
Progress oattendance and test participatias well as reading and math scosee measured

Table 11: Schools Identified for Improvement (200910)

District 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10
Milwaukee 37 34 32 38 51 62
Racine 2 1 1 1 5 5
Kenosha 1 0 4 4 1 1
Menomonee Falls 0 0 0 0 1 1
Southeastern Wisconsin 40 35 37 43 58 69
Rest of Wisconsin 5 3 8 11 21 20
State of Wisconsin 45 38 45 54 79 89

As Table 11 illustrates, the number of schedadlentified for improvement following the 20QD
academic year increasetthe regiorbut decreased in the rest of the st&eutheastern
Wisconsin saw 11 more schools on the list than in Z&ll of them in Milwaikee By
contrast, the rest of the state dredfrom 21schoolg(200809) to 20 (2009L0). As in previous
years, Milwaukee andsitheastern Wisconsin account foostof the schools identified for
improvemenin Wisconsin

ACT and AP gores

The annual WKCE exam is only one measure of district performardtstudent progress. ACT
scores, Advanced Placement (AB3ults and high school completion rates are also helpful
performanceneasures for examinirtggh school studentpecifically Table 12 highlights each
of theseperformance measuremenisd indicates whether district scores/rates were above or
below the regional percentage or average.

The ACT exam tests students in Englistath, reading and science and is required for most
collegeapplications. The latest test results for Southeastern Wisconsictdistrow a
continuation ofa positive trend for the regiokVhitefish Bayproducedhe highest AT score in
the region (26.1), with Nicolet UHS (25.2), Shorewood (25.9) and Megba@rsville (25.3)
close behind.The lowest scores were recorded by Milwaukee (17.2), Greenfield (20.6) and
Racine (20.6). Southeastern Wiscorasma whole saw no chanigethe average AC$corefrom
last year, although thegionalaveragescore for 200910, at 22.8,remains highethan the22.2
state average

High schod AP examscan be usedtme a s u r e ability to préparée stutledits for higher
education.Thesecond set of columns Trable 12 shows the number of AP exams passed as a
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percentageaf he over all high school @arformdndeme nt , as
relation to the regional average. Whitefish Bay (47.0%) and Elmbrook (44.0%) had the highest
passingates in the region, while Milwaukee (1.2%) and Racine (2.9%) had the IGWest.

regional percentage (12.4%)dsthwell above that of the rest of the state (9.6#4d an increas

froml ast ye arasssgrate@h9%dp n a | p

It is important to notéhat ACT and AP data have limitations when used to gauge district
performance ACT testing is notiniversal in anyautheastern Wisconsin district except for
Milwaukee and thugioesnot reflect all high school students in the distridP exams are nev
mandatory; lie tests, if passed, give college credit to the high school studesweith the ACT,
only collegebound studentssually attempthese rigoroustime-consumingand expensive
exams. Additionally, schools vary, often widely, in the numloéAP classes offered to
students.Therefore, the percentage of students who pass AP arasneften reflectnore on
the opportunities offered by a school/disttltanon the abilities of the studemt

Of the three measurésscussed here,cai s t high schodk®mpletion (graduation) rate
thereforejs perhaps the bestdicator of itsperformanceDistricts with the highest completion
rates in 20089 were MequoiThiensville (99.8%), Port Washingtéaukville (99.86) and
Whitnall (98.®6). Milwaukee (67.2%) had the lowest, trailing more tlsamenpoints behind

the next lowest distictAmong t he r e g imoratbashalffaflainedia 9500roin highers ,
completionrate, and 4&chieved a&ompletionrate over 90%. The regional completion rate
decreased from 85.3% in 2008 to 84.8% in 20089, the second year of declinghe gap
between the region and the staiéh regard to high school completion themntinues to

increase.
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Table 12: District Achievement and College Preparation (200809)

. AP Exams Passes as a High School
ACT Cozrggg_sol;e Score % of Enrollment Completion Rate
2008-09 2008-09
Above/Below Above/Below Above/Below
Percent Regional District Regional District Regional District

District Tested Average Score Percent Percent Percent Percent
Kenosha County

Central/Westosha UHS 63.6% - 22.0 + 13.6% + 90.9%
Kenosha 63.6% - 214 - 7.2% - 82.4%
Wilmot UHS 53.4% - 21.8 - 9.5% + 90.1%
Milwaukee County

Brown Deer 63.8% = 21.2 i 12.7% + 91.0%
Cudahy 39.2% - 21.9 - 3.4% + 97.4%
Franklin Public 72.8% - 225 i 12.8% + 98.8%
Greendale 77.4% + 24.4 + 17.2% + 98.6%
Greenfield 60.5% - 20.6 = 7.5% + 89.3%
Milwaukee 49.0% - 17.2 - 1.2% - 67.2%
Nicolet UHS 86.3% + 25.2 + 35.6% + 98.6%
Oak-Creek-Franklin 64.4% - 21.9 + 19.0% + 98.3%
Saint Francis 68.8% - 21.2 - 3.7% + 89.7%
Shorewood 73.0% + 25.9 + 27.8% + 97.0%
South Milwaukee 60.2% - 21.6 - 7.9% + 92.9%
Wauwatosa 68.9% + 23.6 + 16.0% + 95.8%
West Allis 48.1% - 21.7 - 11.6% + 93.2%
Whitefish Bay 84.6% + 26.1 + 47.0% + 94.0%
Whitnall 73.4% - 224 - 8.6% + 98.7%
Ozaukee County

Cedarburg 81.9% A 24.5 A 37.2% + 97.9%
Grafton 62.7% + 23.7 + 30.0% + 94.1%
Mequon-Thiensville 82.8% A 25.3 A 31.1% + 99.8%
Northern Ozaukee 49.2% - 22.7 - 6.4% + 86.3%
Port Washington-Saukville 73.4% + 23.1 + 15.2% + 99.5%
Racine County

Burlington Area 58.0% A 224 - 7.3% + 88.4%
Racine 38.8% - 20.6 - 2.9% - 74.4%
Union Grove UHS 64.6% - 22.0 - 10.6% + 96.5%
Waterford UHS 56.0% + 23.2 + 14.0% + 87.3%
Walworth County

Big Foot UHS 57.7% - 21.8 = 5.6% + 93.8%
Delavan-Darien 56.4% - 21.2 - 6.5% + 90.7%
East Troy Community 61.8% - 21.9 = 6.8% + 96.5%
Elkhorn Area 57.8% + 23.0 + 14.9% + 93.0%
Lake Geneva-Genoa City UHS 58.7% - 22.6 + 14.7% + 92.2%
Whitewater 57.9% - 22.5 + 15.7% + 95.4%
Williams Bay 80.0% + 23.7 + 16.1% + 85.7%
Washington County

Germantown 72.2% + 23.5 + 19.7% + 96.7%
Hartford UHS 60.9% - 22.7 + 14.5% + 92.4%
Kewaskum 56.6% - 21.3 - 6.5% + 96.4%
Slinger 67.1% + 23.5 - 11.5% + 96.5%
West Bend 67.2% - 22.2 + 20.2% + 95.9%
Waukesha County

Arrowhead UHS 79.0% + 24.4 A 31.5% + 95.2%
Elmbrook 85.0% + 24.4 + 44.0% + 97.9%
Hamilton 71.9% Ak 23.2 i 16.8% i 96.3%
Kettle Moraine 74.5% + 24.3 + 28.8% + 95.4%
Menomonee Falls 69.0% - 225 - 10.3% + 98.0%
Mukwonago 65.1% + 23.4 + 19.6% + 98.5%
Muskego-Norway 68.8% + 235 A 18.4% + 97.1%
New Berlin 80.1% + 24.1 + 30.7% + 93.3%
Oconomowoc Area 71.2% - 22.3 - 9.2% + 96.7%
Pewaukee 73.3% + 23.1 + 20.3% + 98.4%
Waukesha 62.0% = 22.8 + 17.2% + 96.1%
Southeastern Wisconsin 61.0% 22.8 12.4% 84.8%
State of Wisconsin 57.2% 22.2 9.6% 89.4%
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SECTION II: ENROLLMENT

Table 13 shows enrollment data for both the 2a0®and 200809 academic yeat The first four
columnsdetailt he t ot al enrol | ment f orsrank withthelarpesto| di
district in termsof enrollment (Milwaukee) ranked atand the smikest (Williams Bay) ranked

at50. The last column shaosthe percent change enrolimentoetween the two school years.

Table 13ain Appendix B provides theniondi st ri ct sd enr ol |l ment stati

Overall enrollmenin 200910 decreased b§.6% fromthe prior yearln previous yeargnany of

the largest school districts sa&cliningenrollment, whichcaused an overall regional decrease

This year Milwaukee with a 3.85%decreasérom the previouyear,was the onlyoneof the

five largest school distrisin southeastern Wisconsto experiencelecreasing enrollment.

Kenosha (0.71%), Racine (0.49%), Waukesha (7.04%) and West Allis (0.83%) all saw increases
for the 200910 year. However, duev P Ssize its decreass outweigh the increasesthe next

four largest districts.

Theoverallregionalenrollmentdecrease can betdabuted not only to theeclinein MPS, but to
the large number of middle and smsilted districts that experiencedctieing enrollmentas

well. In fact, half of the 50 districts in@itheastern Wisconsin saw tiemg enroliment. The
regi onos e n ralsdodtwaighed anddcentributedhte the small statewide enroliment
decline.
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Table 13: School District Enroliment (2009-10)

2008-2009 2009-2010 %
Rank Enroll Rank Enroll Change
Kenosha County 29,963 30,109 0.5%
Central/Westosha Union 23 3,703 23 3,653 -1.4%
Kenosha 2 22,772 2 22,933 0.7%
Wilmot Union 26 3,488 26 3,523 1.0%
Milwaukee County 136,995 134,384 -1.9%
Brown Deer 47 1,808 46 1,764 -2.4%
Cudahy 35 2,663 35 2,655 -0.3%
Franklin Public 20 4,152 20 4,200 1.2%
Greendale 36 2,636 36 2,646 0.4%
Greenfield 28 3,311 27 3,462 4.6%
Milwaukee 1 85,381 1 82,096 -3.8%
Nilcoet Union 25 3,598 24 3,597 0.0%
Oak Creek-Franklin 10 5,995 10 6,132 2.3%
Saint Francis 49 1,331 49 1,285 -3.5%
Shorewood 44 1,948 44 1,935 -0.7%
South Milwaukee 27 3,334 28 3,379 1.3%
Wauwatosa 9 6,811 7 7,133 4.7%
West Allis 5 8,678 5 8,750 0.8%
Whitefish Bay 32 2,939 32 2,976 1.3%
Whitnall 39 2,410 40 2,374 -1.5%
Ozaukee County 13,578 13,344 -1.7%
Cedarburg 31 3,080 31 3,107 0.9%
Grafton 41 2,205 41 2,208 0.1%
Mequon-Thiensville 22 3,754 22 3,675 -2.1%
Northern Ozaukee 46 1,853 48 1,641 -11.4%
Port Washington-Saukville 34 2,686 34 2,713 1.0%
Racine County 30,500 30,613 0.4%
Burlington Area 24 3,614 25 3,565 -1.4%
Racine 3 21,172 3 21,276 0.5%
Union Grove Union 38 2,507 38 2,565 2.3%
Waterford Union 29 3,207 29 3,207 0.0%
Walworth County 16,395 16,337 -0.4%
Big Foot Union 45 1,860 45 1,814 -2.5%
Delavan-Darien 37 2,634 37 2,636 0.1%
East Troy Community 48 1,764 47 1,757 -0.4%
Elkhorn Area 30 3,091 30 3,110 0.6%
Lake Geneva-Genoa City Union 18 4,425 18 4,403 -0.5%
Whitewater 42 2,061 42 2,033 -1.4%
Williams Bay 50 560 50 584 4.3%
Washington County 20,598 20,517 -0.4%
Germantown 21 3,985 21 3,943 -1.1%
Hartford Union 14 4,730 15 4,670 -1.3%
Kewaskum 43 2,050 43 2,008 -2.0%
Slinger 33 2,916 33 2,909 -0.2%
West Bend 8 6,917 9 6,987 1.0%
Waukesha County 62,542 63,411 1.4%
Arrowhead Union 7 7,030 8 7,018 -0.2%
Elmbrook 6 7,363 6 7,239 -1.7%
Hamilton 17 4,439 16 4,536 2.2%
Kettle Moraine 19 4,287 19 4,260 -0.6%
Menomonee Falls 16 4,575 17 4,487 -1.9%
Mukwonago 11 5,044 11 4,993 -1.0%
Muskego-Norway 12 4,887 12 4,921 0.7%
New Berlin 13 4,794 14 4,743 -1.1%
Oconomowoc Area 15 4,727 13 4,856 2.7%
Pewaukee 40 2,406 39 2,449 1.8%
Waukesha 4 12,990 4 13,909 7.1%
Southeastern Wisconsin 310,571 308,715 -0.6%
State of Wisconsin 873,586 872,436 -0.1%
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As Table 14 shows,minority enrollmentstudents of Asia, AfricanrAmerican, Hispanic, or
Native American heritagegemained fairly stable for 20080. The total minority enroliment for
southeasteriWVisconsin as a percentage of gntlenroliment wa88.8%, a0.1 point increase
fromthe previousy ear 6 s 38. 7 %.

The large regionahinority enrollmentcan be attributed to high minority enroliment among the
largest districts in the regiorThe largesthree districts Milwaukee, Kenosha and Racine
respectivelyhad 84.8%, 40.1% and52.0% minority populationsAdditionally, in 14 districts
minority studentscomprisemore thar25% of thestudentpopulation an increase from the 11
suchdistrictsin 200809. Of thesel4 distrcts, Milwaukee, Brown Degland Racine have over
minority enrollmentthat exceeds 50%.

Examination of individual minority groups indicates that Kenosh&#ag.Brown Deer
(46.8%), Milwaukee (5.5%), Racine (2.3%) and Wauwatosél7.9%0) have significant African
American enrollment, and that Kenos4.01%), Cudahy (¥.0%), Milwaukee (2.7%), West
Allis (16.4), Racine (2.8%), Big Foot Union (1%6%), Lake Genew&senoa City Union (8.6%),
and Waukesha (134) havesignificant Hispamc student enroliment

Southeastern Wiscon€ir88.8% minority enroliment far surpasses 9% minority
enrollmentin the rest of the state.

Tableldai n Appendi x B shows component di stri
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Table 14: School District Minority Enroliment (200910)

African- American
Asian American Hispanic Indian White Minority

Rank Enroll | Rank Enroll | Rank Enroll | Rank Enroll | Rank Enroll | Rank Enroll
Kenosha County
Central/Westosha Union 43 1.0% 33 1.8% 21 4.6% 23 0.5% 17 92.0% 34 8.0%
Kenosha 26 1.9% 6 16.6% 4 21.1% 33 0.4% 46 59.9% 5 40.1%
Wilmot Union 50 0.3% 37 1.4% 30 3.6% 28 0.5% 9 94.1% 42 5.9%
Milwaukee County
Brown Deer 3 9.6% 2 46.8% 24 4.2% 20 0.6% 49 38.8% 2 61.2%
Cudahy 27 1.9% 11 6.7% 8 17.0% 3 1.4% 41 72.9% 10 27.1%
Franklin Public 2 9.8% 18 4.7% 19 5.9% 21 0.6% 34 79.0% 17 21.0%
Greendale 15 4.9% 25 2.8% 18 6.9% 12 0.8% 28 84.7% 23 15.3%
Greenfield 4 7.5% 13 5.8% 12 14.7% 1 2.2% 43 69.8% 8 30.2%
Milwaukee 16 4.8% 1 56.5% 3 22.7% 8 0.8% 50 15.2% 1 84.8%
Nicolet Union 9 6.0% 4 19.7% 28 3.9% 14 0.7% 44 69.7% 7 30.3%
Oak Creek-Franklin 10 6.0% 14 5.7% 15 10.9% 7 1.1% 36 76.3% 15 23.7%
Saint Francis 19 4.3% 15 5.6% 11 15.0% 6 1.2% 39 73.9% 12 26.1%
Shorewood 5 7.3% 7 14.5% 25 4.1% 11 0.8% 40 73.3% 11 26.7%
South Milwaukee 28 1.9% 19 4.5% 14 11.6% 5 1.2% 30 80.8% 21 19.2%
Wauwatosa 14 5.0% 5 17.9% 23 4.3% 13 0.7% 42 72.0% 9 28.0%
West Allis 21 3.2% 10 9.0% 9 16.4% 2 1.8% 45 69.6% 6 30.4%
Whitefish Bay 7 6.5% 8 10.9% 38 3.1% 39 0.3% 33 79.2% 18 20.8%
Whitnall 17 4.5% 22 3.4% 20 5.7% 4 1.4% 26 85.0% 25 15.0%
Ozaukee County
Cedarburg 22 2.5% 41 1.2% 50 1.0% 35 0.4% 5 94.9% 46 5.1%
Grafton 24 2.2% 30 2.3% 42 2.7% 15 0.7% 15 92.1% 36 7.9%
Mequon-Thiensville 12 5.5% 12 6.0% 46 2.3% 45 0.3% 25 86.0% 26 14.0%
Northern Ozaukee 40 1.2% 23 3.3% 43 2.5% 16 0.7% 13 92.4% 38 7.6%
Port Washington-Saukville 33 1.4% 24 3.2% 26 3.9% 18 0.6% 18 90.8% 33 9.2%
Racine County
Burlington Area 42 1.1% 35 1.6% 17 7.7% 44 0.3% 19 89.4% 32 10.6%
Racine 32 1.5% 3 27.3% 2 22.8% 37 0.4% 48 48.0% 3 52.0%
Union Grove Union 36 1.3% 46 0.9% 22 4.4% 9 0.8% 12 92.6% 39 7.4%
Waterford Union 46 0.8% 40 1.2% 34 3.2% 43 0.3% 7 94.5% 44 5.5%
Walworth County
Big Foot Union 49 0.4% 36 1.4% 7 17.6% 49 0.2% 31 80.3% 20 19.7%
Delavan-Darien 45 0.9% 28 2.4% 1 41.3% 26 0.5% 47 54.8% 4 45.2%
East Troy Community 47 0.7% 44 1.0% 39 3.1% 19 0.6% 6 94.5% 45 5.5%
Elkhorn Area 30 1.7% 38 1.4% 13 11.9% 48 0.2% 27 84.8% 24 15.2%
Lake Geneva-Genoa City 38 1.2% 32 2.0% 6 18.6% 36 0.4% 35 77.9% 16 22.1%
Whitewater 23 2.3% 26 2.5% 5 20.1% 47 0.2% 38 74.8% 13 25.2%
Williams Bay 31 1.5% 43 1.0% 16 9.8% 27 0.5% 24 87.2% 27 12.8%
Washington County
Germantown 18 4.3% 20 3.8% 44 2.4% 42 0.3% 20 89.1% 31 10.9%
Hartford Union 34 1.4% 31 2.1% 29 3.9% 32 0.4% 14 92.2% 37 7.8%
Kewaskum 48 0.5% 47 0.9% 47 2.0% 10 0.8% 2 95.8% 49 4.2%
Slinger 39 1.2% 42 1.1% 49 1.4% 50 0.2% 1 96.1% 50 3.9%
West Bend 41 1.1% 27 2.4% 27 3.9% 22 0.6% 16 92.0% 35 8.0%
Waukesha County
Arrowhead Union 25 2.1% 49 0.8% 48 1.7% 46 0.3% 4 95.2% 47 4.8%
Elmbrook 1 10.2% 16 5.2% 40 2.9% 40 0.3% 29 81.4% 22 18.6%
Hamilton 13 5.0% 21 3.6% 35 3.2% 41 0.3% 23 87.9% 28 12.1%
Kettle Moraine 37 1.2% 48 0.8% 45 2.4% 38 0.4% 3 95.2% 48 4.8%
Menomonee Falls 8 6.3% 9 10.4% 32 3.5% 24 0.5% 32 79.3% 19 20.7%
Mukwonago 35 1.3% 45 1.0% 41 2.8% 30 0.5% 8 94.5% 43 5.5%
Muskego-Norway 29 1.7% 50 0.8% 36 3.2% 29 0.5% 10 93.8% 41 6.2%
New Berlin 6 6.6% 39 1.4% 33 3.4% 17 0.7% 22 88.0% 29 12.0%
Oconomowoc Area 44 1.0% 34 1.7% 31 3.6% 31 0.5% 11 93.3% 40 6.7%
Pewaukee 11 5.9% 29 2.4% 37 3.1% 34 0.4% 21 88.2% 30 11.8%
Waukesha 20 3.8% 17 4.8% 10 15.1% 25 0.5% 37 75.8% 14 24.2%
Southeastern Wisconsin 3.6% 21.1% 13.5% 0.7% 61.2% 38.8%
Rest of Wisconsin 3.7% 4.6% 5.7% 2.0% 84.1% 15.9%
State of Wisconsin 3.7% 10.4% 8.4% 1.5% 76.0% 24.0%
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Free and reduced -price lunch

State and local officialslosely trackkhe level of poverty associated with each district and its
students.The most commonlused measure @ioverty is the percentagé students receiving
free or reducegbrice lunch within the districts.

As Table 15 illustrates southeastern Wisconsin esipenced a 5.6 poimbcreasan the
percentage of studentsceiving free or reducegrice lunchfrom 200809to 20®-10. The rest
of the state sawnecqually largejump (5.9 points). Thisincrease is a change from the
consistency of this measureprevious years The increase for the region between 2087ard
200809, for example, waB.3 points.

Table 15: Districts with the Highest Free/ReducedPrice Lunch Percentages

2007-08 2008-09 2009-10
District Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent
Milwaukee 1 77.2% 1 76.8% 1 80.7%
Delavan-Darien 3 48.8% 2 55.0% 2 59.8%
Racine 2 49.2% 3 47.8% 3 56.6%
West Allis 4 41.9% 5 42.8% 4 54.7%
Cudahy 5 41.5% 4 44.8% 5 46.9%
Kenosha 6 40.9% 6 40.5% 6 45.3%
Lake Geneva-Genoa City Union 7 35.4% 7 37.8% 7 43.1%
South Milwaukee 8 32.0% 8 34.4% 8 42 .5%
Big Foot Union 9 27.7% 9 32.9% 9 38.3%
St. Francis 12 25.4% 10 30.1% 10 36.5%
Southeastern Wisconsin - 37.4% - 37.7% - 43.3%
Rest of Wisconsin - - - 31.3% - 37.2%
State of Wisconsin - 32.1% - 33.6% - 39.4%

Within the regionjarge urban districts generally see thghest percentage w-income
students Milwaukee, Racine, and KenosHar exampleareamongthe 10 districts vth the
highest free or reduceauatice lunch participation ratesHowever,almost all the districts in the
region saw intvidual increases in this poverty indicatorpst likely the overalincrease
reflecing the effects of the recent economic downturn.
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SECTION III: PARTICIPATION

Academic performance is congient on studergarticipation. Three measures of participation

attendance rate, truancy rate and high school dropodit emteshown imTable 16. The three

rates for each district are accompanieditgicatiors of whether theates wereabove or below
thestaterate.SeeTable 16ai n t he Appendi x for component di st

With regard to attendancseven districts in the region fell below the state avetadey
Milwaukeeand Saint Fracis. With regard truancyynly KenoshaMilwaukee Racineand South
Milwaukee hadateshigherthanthe stateaverage Of the 50 districts in@utheastern Wisconsin
37 had an attendance rate at or above 95%4amlistricts had a truancy ras orbelow 5%.

Five districts had a higher dropout rate thangteteaverageof 1.6%, led byMilwaukee (6.5%)
and Racine (3.9%)In contrast, Cudahy did not have any dropouts during the-20G&ademic
year, and no district in Waukesha County had a dropout rate giteatel%.
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Table 16: Student Participation Rates (200809)

Attendance Rate Truancy Rate Dropout Rate
(All Grades) (District) (Grades 7-12)
Above/Below District | Above/Below District | Above/Below District
District State Percent State Percent State Percent
Kenosha County
Central/Westosha Union i 95.0% - 2.6% - 1.2%
Kenosha - 93.4% + 19.5% + 2.5%
Wilmot Union i 95.6% - 2.4% - 0.8%
Milwaukee County
Brown Deer + 95.7% - 4.6% - 0.7%
Cudahy + 95.1% - 3.1% - 0.0%
Franklin Public i 96.3% - 1.4% - 0.2%
Greendale + 96.3% - 2.9% - 0.4%
Greenfield s 94.9% - 4.4% - 1.4%
Milwaukee - 87.9% + 47.3% + 6.5%
Nicolet Union i 96.6% - 2.6% - 0.8%
Oak Creek-Franklin + 96.0% - 4.3% - 0.3%
Saint Francis - 93.0% - 8.6% + 1.7%
Shorewood - 93.8% - 0.9% - 0.2%
South Milwaukee = 94.0% AF 21.3% - 0.5%
Wauwatosa + 95.8% - 2.7% - 0.6%
West Allis - 93.2% - 7.7% - 1.2%
Whitefish Bay + 96.8% - 2.3% - 0.2%
Whitnall + 96.8% - 7.8% - 0.2%
Ozaukee County
Cedarburg + 97.0% - 0.2% - 0.2%
Grafton + 96.0% - 0.9% - 0.9%
Mequon-Thiensville + 95.6% - 0.5% - 0.1%
Northern Ozaukee + 98.5% - 0.4% + 1.9%
Port-Washington-Saukuville + 95.6% - 0.8% - 0.2%
Racine County
Burlington Area = 94.4% - 5.0% = 1.6%
Racine - 93.4% + 14.5% + 3.9%
Union Grove Union + 95.7% - 2.2% - 0.6%
Waterford Union + 95.7% - 1.3% - 0.8%
Walworth County
Big Foot Union = 94.4% - 1.5% - 1.0%
Delavan-Darien + 95.3% - 5.7% - 0.9%
East Troy Community + 96.7% - 0.7% - 0.6%
Elkhorn Area + 95.8% - 2.1% - 0.8%
Lake Geneva-Genoa City Union + 94.5% - 5.2% - 0.7%
Whitewater + 94.9% - 3.1% - 0.7%
Williams Bay + 95.5% - 1.9% - 1.2%
Washington County
Germantown Ak 96.3% - 1.4% - 0.3%
Hartford Union + 97.1% - 3.3% - 1.4%
Kewaskum + 95.8% - 0.8% - 0.3%
Slinger + 97.1% - 0.3% - 0.4%
West Bend + 96.2% - 3.0% - 0.7%
Waukesha County
Arrowhead Union + 96.5% - 0.2% - 0.6%
Elmbrook + 96.0% - 1.0% - 0.2%
Hamilton + 95.9% - 2.4% - 0.1%
Kettle Moraine + 96.0% - 0.8% - 0.6%
Menomonee Falls + 95.8% - 3.1% - 0.3%
Mukwonago + 95.9% - 0.6% - 0.3%
Muskego-Norway + 95.8% - 0.9% - 0.4%
New Berlin + 96.3% - 1.4% - 0.6%
Oconomowoc Area + 95.4% - 1.4% - 0.6%
Pewaukee + 95.7% - 0.1% - 0.1%
Waukesha + 94.6% - 0.6% - 0.3%
Southeastern Wisconsin 93.2% 16.5% 2.5%
State of Wisconsin 94.4% 9.4% 1.6%
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SECTION IV: FINANCES

Revenue

Theremaining two sectionsf this reportpresenta brief analysis of district revenue sources and
expendituresincludingcomparisoramong theeg o miétricts and betweesoutheastern
Wisconsin and the statédditional tables with individual district listings are provided in
Appendix B Tables I7a-20a).

Funding for school districts across the state primarily comes from three sources: local property
taxes, state ajénd federal aid. AFable 17 indicates in 200910, southeastern Wisconsin

school districts received theghest portiorof their reva&ue from state aid (45.3%), followed by
local property taxes (40%6), andfederal aid (9.4%). While federal aid still accounts for less than
10%of the total funding, the 994 represents fvo-point increasérom 200809. Asillustrated

in Table 18, southeastern Wisconsneceived more total revenue per pupén did the rest of

the state.

Note that the enrollment figure used to calculategugril revenues and expenditures is the
district's "membership,” which is the number used by the DPI tolatdcal district's state aid.
Membership is theesidentenroliment of a district converted to fiiine equivalent students.
Thus, for districts with nomesident students, the peupil cost will be based on fewer students
than are actually attendingrsml in the district.Large numbers of neresident students may
therefore increase a district's costs beyond what is presented in this section.

Table 17: BudgetedRevenue Distribution (200910)"

Property State Federal
Tax Aid Aid

Kenosha County 32.6% 56.6% 7.7%
Milwaukee County 31.8% 50.8% 13.6%
Ozaukee County 59.1% 29.3% 3.7%
Racine County 33.0% 55.2% 8.2%
Walworth County 55.9% 34.0% 4.2%
Washington County 47.6% 41.9% 5.5%
Waukesha County 60.5% 28.6% 4.3%
Southeastern Wisconsin 40.6% 45.3% 9.4%
Rest of Wisconsin 36.1% 53.2% 6.6%
State of Wisconsin 37.8% 50.3% 7.7%

" Property tax, state aid, and federal aid will not account for 100% of total operations rievenue
districtshave other smaller sources of revenue not analyzed in this report.
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Table 18: BudgetedPer-Pupil Revenue Summary (2009.0\*

Total
Property State Federal Operations

Tax Aid Aid Revenue
Kenosha County $3,772 $6,545 $895 $11,567
Milwaukee County $4,378 $6,994 $1,872 $13,773
Ozaukee County $7,203 $3,575 $425 $12,190
Racine County $3,992 $6,675 $987 $12,085
Walworth County $6,288 $3,829 $469 $11,255
Washington County $5,319 $4,685 $615 $11,169
Waukesha County $7,239 $3,423 $518 $11,968
Southeastern Wisconsin $5,136 $5,733 $1,194 $12,644
Rest of Wisconsin $4,195 $6,178 $767 $11,617
State of Wisconsin $4,527 $6,021 $918 $11,980

™ Property tax, state aid, and federal aid added together will nat #gutotal operations revenuelistricts have
other smaller sources of revenue not analyzed in this report.
Note: Petpupil revenues based on membership counts.-msident students are not included.

Chart 3 indicates that districts in counties with a greater capacity to raise revenue from property
taxesi those with larger tax baségended to rely more heavily on this source. For coumtits

large urban districtsuch as Racine, Milwaukee and Kenqgdgkederal aid provided larger

fractionof the total funding.Increaseddderal aid was provided to urban districts for programs
that address specific needs within such environments.

Chart 3: BudgetedPer-Pupil Revenue Summary (2009.0)

Per-Pupil Revenue Summary
‘ B Property Tax B State Aid OFederal Aid ‘
$14,000
$12,000
$10,000 -
$8,000
$6,000 -
$4,000 -
$2,000 -
$0 - . . . . ! !
Kenosha Milwaukee Ozaukee Racine County Walworth Washington ~ Waukesha  Southeastern Rest of
County County County County County County Wisconsin Wisconsin
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Expenditures

Tables19 & 20illustrate expenditure distributions within specific spending categori
Expenditures related to instruction wehe largest across the board, whereas general
administratiorwas the smalk expenditurén every district. Spending allocations did not
change significantlyrom either the 20008 or200809 academic years.

Table 20: BudgetedExpenditure Distribution (200910

Pupil Instructional General Building
Instruction | Services | Staff Services | Administration | Administration | Transportation
Kenosha County 64.6% 5.4% 5.6% 1.4% 5.1% 3.0%
Milwaukee County 57.0% 5.4% 6.8% 2.2% 5.0% 4.4%
Ozaukee County 62.3% 4.5% 5.0% 1.5% 5.6% 3.8%
Racine County 63.2% 5.5% 5.3% 1.5% 4.6% 4.0%
Walworth County 63.5% 4.2% 4.4% 2.8% 4.6% 4.2%
Washington County 63.7% 3.9% 5.4% 2.0% 4.3% 4.4%
Waukesha County 62.8% 4.5% 4.8% 1.6% 4.8% 4.6%
Southeastern Wisconsin 60.4% 5.1% 5.9% 1.9% 4.9% 4.2%
Rest of Wisconsin 62.0% 4.7% 5.3% 2.0% 5.1% 4.3%
State of Wisconsin 61.4% 4.8% 5.5% 2.0% 5.0% 4.2%

N Instruction, pupil services, instructional staff services, general administration, building administration, and tramspomati@account for
100% ofspending districts allocate some of their budgets to areas not analyzed in this report.

Table 21: BudgetedPer-Pupil Expenditure Summary (200910**

Instructional Total
Pupil Stalff General Building Operations
Instruction | Services Services Administration | Administration | Transportation | Spending
Kenosha County $7,308 $615 $632 $155 $573 $340 $11,306
Milwaukee County $7,411 $705 $889 $284 $646 $567 $12,994
Ozaukee County $7,399 $536 $591 $181 $662 $454 $11,882
Racine County $7,286 $630 $605 $170 $528 $460 $11,521
Walworth County $6,827 $452 $467 $298 $495 $451 $10,746
Washington County $6,899 $424 $581 $222 $469 $472 $10,834
Waukesha County $7,285 $517 $542 $180 $554 $533 $11,599
SE WI $7,297 $611 $709 $231 $589 $509 $12,084
Rest of Wisconsin $6,991 $532 $595 $223 $578 $480 $11,275
State of Wisconsin $7,099 $560 $635 $226 $582 $490 $11,561

A Instruction, pupil services, instructional staff services, general administration, building administratioanspartation added together do
not equal the total operations spendirgjstricts allocate some of their budgets to areas not analyzed in this report.
Note: Petpupil expenditures based on membership counts.-rigident students are not included.

For the 200910 academic yeatptal operations spending ppupil in southeastern Wisconsin

was greater than in threst of the stateThough regional expenditures on instruction were lower
than the rest of the stateterms of percentag@able 19), the total amount spent peupil for
instruction was greatef @ble 20). In fact, ®utheastern Wisconsin spent mateney pepupil

than the rest of the state in every category.

For the most part, expenditure distribution was similar in each county. However, Milwaukee
Countynotably spent a proportionally smaller amount on instruction than the other southeastern
Wisconsin counties.
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Chart 4: 2009-10 BudgetedPer-Pupil Expenditure Summary (200910)

Per-Pupil Expenditure Summary
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Among the sevesoutheastern Wisconsgountiesdistricts inMilwaukee Countyhad the
highestexpenditures per pupi$12,994) while those inWalworth Countyhadthe lowest

($10,746). Only Walworth and Washingtooounty districtscollectivelyspentless per pupil than
the rest of the statéAmong individual districts, Nicolet Union had the highest total operations

spending per pupil ($16,690) while Delav@arien had the lowe$$9,802) SeeTable 20a).
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CONCLUSION

The resul of this report willnot alleviate thevorries ofpolicymakers oparens about
educatbn outcomesn southeastern Wisconsinthe majority of the trends studigihcluding
WKCE scores, enrollment statisti@g)dhigh schookcompletion rates, indicatbat the region
lagsbehind the state.

While it is clear that the struggles of the r
to the regiondés comparatively poor eqorcerfedr manc
about lack of progress in narrowing the racial achievement gap, which is perhaps the most

troubling finding in this reportin fact, it can be safely argued thiagétracial achievement gap

must be closed if the region is to continuetosesved he st ateds economic el
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APPENDIXA: GLOSSARY

The following is a list of select terms and their definitions as they apply to this report. Questions
regarding any terms nexplained in the text or defined in this glossary can be referred to the
Public Policy Forum

ACT Scores:ACT dataarereported for the class of 2009. Most students take the test to fulfill
admissions requirements for colleges and universities. If ardthde taken the test more than

once (in either his or her junior or senior year), the most recent score was reported. The
maximum possible score on any individual section is 36. The four sections of the test are
English, math, reading and science reagpnline composite score is the weighted average of

the subject area scores, out of a possible 36. The percentage of students tested is the number of
students tested divided by thé™grade enrollment.

Advanced Placement (AP) Testdf a high school stud# receives a score of three, four or five

on an AP exam, he or she passed the test and may receive college credit. Students can take 29
exams in 16 fields. Schools may or may offer formal courses in preparation for these exams.
Enroliment data are uddo calculate the percentage of students taking the tests.

Attendance: Based upon the statequired 180 school days, and with attendance taken twice

daily, the attendance rate (expressed as a percentage) is computed by dividing the aggregate
number ofdays students are in school by the aggregate number of possible student days in the
school year. An attendance rate of 95% means that 5 out of every 100 students enrolled were not
in school on a typical day.

Dropouts: According to the Wisconsin DepartmegitPublic Instruction, the definition of a

dropout is a student who was enrolled in school at some point during the reported school year,
was not enrolled at the beginning of the following school year, hagadtatedrom high

school or completed a $taor distrct-approved educational prograand does not net any of

the following exclusionary conditions: transfer to another public school district, private school,
or state or distrieapproved educational program; temporary absence due to expulsion,
suspension, or schoalpproved illness; or death. Starting with the 20@83cademic year, the
dropout rate is the number of students who dropped out during the school term divided by the
total number of students who were expected to complete the schoahtdrat school or

district. The latter number may be more or less than the enroliment due to student transfers in
and out after the fall enroll ment count date.
school termo i s t heatedlédnopontirates dnadis theusgneofstutieots ¢ a |
who actually completed the school term plus dropouts.

Enrollment: Two types of enrollment data are important: 1)the enrollment as of the third Friday
in September, a head count of how many childrenran@led in school on a specific day, and 2)
the fill-time equivalent enroliment, which accounts for-pe@ool and kindergarten children in
school for only a portion of the day to calculate state aid and other financial data. In this report
head count entionents ae reported in the tables, butlftime equivalents are the basis for
calculation of spending and revenue per pupil.

:5' Public Policy Forum Page40



4" 8" and 10" grade Knowledge and Concepts Test§hese tests measure student knowledge
in the areas of reading, language arts, mathematics, science and social studies. Pried3p 2002
the scores are the national percentiles, which correspond to the raw scores. Sifii® B2@92

tests are no longer noalized to a national standard.

3rd, 5™, 6" and 7" grade Knowledge and Concepts Test§hese tests measure student
knowledge in the areas of reading and mathematics. TheG®9&ar was the first year in which
Knowledge and Concept Examinations wadeninistered to students iff, 3", 6" and 7"

grades. As a result, historical comparisbagond that datare not available for these grades.

Free Lunch Eligibility: The only availal®# measure of the income levelmfpils. It is the
percentage ofypils who qualify under federal guidelines for free or redymeck lunch, and,
therefore, roughly measures the percentage off@ame children in a school.

Habitual Truancy: According to the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, the definition
of a habitual truant is a student who is absent from school witlroatceptable excuse for part

or all offive or more days on which school is held during a semester. The habitual truancy rate
(expressed as a percentage) is the number of habitual tdidded by kindergarten through

12" grade enrollment counted on the third Friday in September.

High School Completion Rate:High school completion rates are defined as the number of
graduates divided by an estimate of the total cohort group measureth&beginning of high

school, expressed as a petege. This cohort group includgsaduats, other high school

graduates and other students who reached the age of 21 in the school year. The cohort group also
includes cohort dropouts over four yearsidtrto 200304, it was calculated by taking the

number of graduates divided by the number of graduates plus dropouts over four years,
expressed as a percentage.

Property Taxes: An equalized school tax rate, which makes it possible to compare the school
tax efforts from one community to another. The equalized rate is the amount of money property
taxpayers were charged in Decembed@(for the 2009.0 academic year) for each $1,060
property value at full Marketalue.

Retention Rates:Retentions are stients who, by local district policynust either repeat a grade

or need additional time to complete the prescribed program. The number of retentions is reported
for all grades except piidndergarten. The retention rate is the number of retentions dikided

the kindergarten through $2rade enroliment.

Revenueper Pupil: Each autumn, school districts file reports on budgeted revenue and
spending. Data in this report were taken fribvose reports filed in fall 2009 he two principal
sources of revenue for schodlproperty taxes and state dicre reported on a ppupil basis
(using fulktime equivalent enroliments). Also reported are theppgail revenues from federal
sources.
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Spending per Pupil: Operationspending per pupil refers to the cost of running the system on a
daily basis. It is more useful to look at operations spending for comparative purposes because
capital spending and debt service can vary dramatically from year to year (depending on whether
a district is building new schools). Operations spending is divided into six categories for the
purposes of this report:

e Instructior® Direct spending on educational programs that generally take place in the
classroom.

e Pupil Serviced A wide variety of serices outside the classroom, such as guidance
counseling, social work, curriculum development, libraries, vocational services and
extracurricular activities.

¢ Instructional Staff ServicésIncludes spending on improvement to instructional staff,
library meda and supervision and coordination staff.

e General Administratiod Central office expenses related to district administration, such
as the superintendentos office and the sch

¢ Building Administratio® Expenses related to the administration of esattool building,
primarily the principal s office.

e Transportation.

e Othe® All expenses not included in the above categories, including community
recreation programs, staff services, maintenance, utilities and other overhead functions.

Southeastern Wiscaosin: For the purposes of this report, Southeastern Wisconsin includes
school districts in the counties of Kenosha, Milwaukee, Ozaukee, Racine, Walworth,
Washington and Waukesha.

Suspension:Suspension is an administrative action that temporarily excludasient from

school. Suspensions are recorded three ways: 1) the number of individual students suspended at
least once during a school year, 2) the number of suspensions (a larger number because some
students are suspended more than once), and 3)ritzenof days lost because of suspension.

This report measures suspensions as the number of days lost because of suspension. The
measurement is reported as a percentage of total possible school days lost to suspension.

Truant: A truant, according to the \&tonsin Department of Public Instruction, is defined as a
student who is absent from school for part or all of five or more school days during a semester
without an excuse.
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