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I.  RFP SPECIFICATIONS
A.
BACKGROUND

Federal Legislation.  The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) became law January 8, 2002.  The Act substantially revised the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) in a manner designed to provide all of America’s school children with the opportunity and means to achieve academic success. It embodies four key principles of President Bush’s education reform plan: 1) accountability for results; 2) expanded state and local flexibility and reduced “red tape;” 3) expanded choices for parents; and 4) focusing resources on proven educational methods, particularly in reading instruction. 

The Act provides officials and educators at the school, district, and state level flexibility to plan/implement school programs that will help close the achievement gap between disadvantaged and minority students and their peers. At the same time, the reauthorized Act holds school officials accountable to parents, students, and the public for achieving results. The full text of this law is available online at http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/index.html.

NCLB authorizes the funding of higher education/school partnerships in each state through Title II, Part A, Teacher and Principal Quality Training and Recruiting Fund. The purpose of Title II, Part A, is to increase the academic achievement of all students by helping schools and school districts improve teacher and principal quality and ensure that all teachers are highly qualified. Title II, Part A, provides for K-12 teacher and principal recruitment, induction, and professional development support through K-16 partnerships. NCLB specifies that a partnership may use the funds for professional development of teachers and principals in core academic subjects, assistance to local education agencies in providing professional development for teachers, paraprofessionals or principals that will improve teaching and learning, and leadership skills for principals. States are given discretion in deciding the focus of their Title IIA spending.

NCLB in Oregon. This RFP describes the Oregon Higher Education Title II, Part A, Competitive Grant Program, part of the NCLB legislation. Each state is charged with developing its NCLB programs. Funds under the NCLB program are allocated to states via statutory formulas, based on the number of children aged 5-17 in each state.  The Oregon Department of Education is responsible for the administration and supervision of the NCLB programs in Oregon. The Teaching Research Institute has responsibility for the administration and supervision of the NCLB Title II, Part A, University/School Partnership (USP) program, the section of Title IIA funding administered by a State agency of higher education (SAHE). For FY 2006-07, the allocation for University/School Partnership grants is $699,513.  Due to a number of previously funded multi-year projects, approximately fifty percent of this amount will be available to fund new projects under this RFP. 
The average amount of an annual grant award is anticipated to be $45,000 - $70,000, depending upon the size of the university/school partnership and the extent of proposed project activities and participants. About 8-10 projects total can be funded annually, including multi-year projects initiated in previous years.

The SAHE administers its portion of Title II, Part A funds by working in conjunction with the SEA to identify priorities and criteria for funding competitive applications. The SAHE’s priorities are guided by the “State plan,” developed under Section 2112 of the ESEA, which identifies Statewide professional development needs and priorities for developing, supporting, and retaining a high-quality teaching force. The focus for FY 2006-2007 grants will be on professional development of teachers and principals in three academic core areas: language arts (including ESOL), mathematics, and science, and on leadership skills for principals.

B. HIGH-NEED LEAs
An important requirement of the NCLB programs is a focus on high-need school districts – local education agencies (LEAs).  By federal definition, a high-need LEA is a district:

	(A)
	(i)
	that serves not fewer than 10,000 children from families with incomes below the poverty line; or

	
	(ii)
	for which not less than 20% of the children served by the agency are from families with incomes below the poverty line; and

	(B)
	(i)
	for which there is a high percentage of teachers not teaching in the academic subjects or grade levels that the teachers were trained to teach; or

	
	(ii)
	for which there is a high percentage* of teachers with emergency, provisional, or temporary certification or licensing. (* 2.5%+ beginning 2006)


[NCLB, Section 2102(3)]

A list of eligible LEAs (districts) and their high-need schools (those with 40%+ children eligible for free/reduced lunch) is in the Attachment section. Additional school data including percent of students in ESL programs, schools that did not make adequate yearly progress (AYP) in English Language Arts or Mathematics, etc. is also displayed in the chart. At the end of the chart is a list of 30 high poverty school districts that are not eligible high-need districts because fewer than 2.5% of their teachers are considered non high-quality by NCLB definition. Projects are urged to consider adding one or more of these high poverty LEAs as partners once they have secured an eligible high-need LEA partner. Projects are allowed to have non high-need LEA partners and to serve non high-need schools within an LEA, but the focus should be on high-need LEAs and high-poverty and low-performing schools.

C.  SCIENTIFICALLY-BASED RESEARCH DEFINITION

NCLB requires grant-funded activities to be based upon a review of scientifically based research. The following is a synopsis of the definition of “scientifically-based research” as stated in NCLB, Section 9101(37):

· Research that involves the application of rigorous, systematic, and objective procedures to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant to education activities and programs.

· Includes research that: employs systematic, empirical methods; involves rigorous data analysis; relies on measurements that provide reliable and valid data; is evaluated using experimental designs; can be replicated; and has been accepted by a peer-review journal.

D. OREGON HIGHER EDUCATION GRANTS 

1.  General Guidelines of the USP Program

The Oregon Department of Education (ODE) and The Teaching Research Institute (TRI) have collaborated to identify the selection criteria and priority areas for the FY 2006-07 Oregon USP grants.  The following guidelines have been established for this competitive grant program:

· Professional development must focus on the needs of teachers and/or principals in high-need schools, although other schools may participate in the university/school partnerships.

· Professional development activities must be high quality, sustained, intensive, and focus on a classroom, school, and/or district in order to have a positive and lasting impact on classroom instruction, the teacher’s performance in the classroom, or principal’s leadership in the school and community. One-day, short-term workshops or conferences are not considered to be effective professional development activities.

· Priority in funding grants will be given to partnerships that include low-performing schools. 

· Selection criteria will include geographical location to maximize the inclusion of all portions of the state in partnership projects.

· Selection criteria and priorities will promote improved academic achievement based on an analysis of high-need LEA student achievement data (based on gap analysis between student achievement and student learning expectations related to Oregon state academic content standards) in addition to identified needs of teachers and principals related to the teaching and learning of students.  

· USP grants will be required to demonstrate how grant-funded professional development activities are based upon a review of scientifically based research.

· Participation of teachers and principals with college/university teacher and administrator preparation programs and arts/sciences content experts is required in the development of a professional development proposal.

2.  Applications for Grants

Regionally-accredited Oregon colleges and universities with teacher and administrator preparation programs approved by the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission, in partnership with school districts and other eligible partners, are invited to submit proposals for USP grants.  Colleges and universities may submit multiple proposals. High-need LEAs, ESDs, community colleges, and other eligible partners (see Section E: 2) may also submit proposals, but the fiscal agent must be a college/university with an approved teacher preparation program. 

3. 
Priorities for Funding in FY 2006-07
State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Susan Castillo, has priorities for Oregon schools in the areas of closing the achievement gap, success for all students, improving reading at all grade levels, and middle and high school improvement. There is also an emphasis on leadership development in these areas. These desired outcomes should be considered in developing proposals in the following two priority areas:

K-12 Teacher Projects

· Projects are sought to upgrade the content, pedagogical knowledge/skills, and/or leadership skills of current K-12 teachers, particularly to improve their competencies in the core academic subject areas of language arts/literacy, mathematics, and science, and especially teachers who are not “highly qualified” as required by NCLB and Title I definitions.

· Projects may address professional development needs of early childhood, elementary, middle school and high school teachers in the following core academic subject areas: English, reading, or language arts; mathematics; and science. 

· Professional development projects must support Oregon’s standards-based school reforms (e.g., content standards appropriate for grade levels, assessment).

· Projects may address establishing and/or strengthening small learning team approaches (interdisciplinary teams) as a strategy for improving schools. 

	School Principal Projects


· Projects are sought to upgrade the content, pedagogical knowledge/skills, and/or leadership skills of current or future principals in Oregon public schools. 

· Projects may address school principals (and vice-principals) from elementary, middle, and/or high schools.

E. 
GENERAL FUNDING CRITERIA AND ELIGIBILITY 

1.
All regionally accredited Oregon colleges and universities that are approved by the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission to prepare licensed educators are eligible to apply for USP grants and may submit any number of proposals. Other eligible partners (see E.2 below) may submit a proposal, but a college or university with an approved teacher preparation program must be the fiscal agent (lead partner in the budget).

2. An eligible USP grant partnership must include three partners: 

a)
a state institution of higher education or an independent (private) institution of higher education and the division of the institution that prepares teachers and/or school principals; 

b) 
a school/department of arts and sciences in an institution of higher education, and 

c)   a high-need school and/or district (see Section B and Attachment).

An eligible partnership may also include another school or district, a public charter school, an education service agency, a non-profit cultural organization, another institution of higher education (2- or 4-year), a school/department of arts and sciences within such an institution, the division of such an institution that prepares teachers and principals, an entity carrying out a pre-kindergarten program, a teacher organization, a principal organization, or a business.

3. A variety of professional development formats are encouraged to facilitate the widest possible access to professional development opportunities for teachers and/or principals.  These could include: courses in mathematics, science, or literacy (including ESOL) that are focused on classroom results, are aligned with state standards, and that meet identified needs of districts and ESDs; intensive institutes offered in the summer; shorter workshops offered over time during the school year (e.g., 1-2 days per month over a period of months); telecommunicated opportunities offered during the summer and/or school-year; training opportunities delivered onsite at schools, ESDs, or other nearby sites; one-on-one technical assistance; or a mix of these or other formats. Note: NCLB Improving Teacher Quality State Grants, Non-Regulatory Guidance for Title II, Part A (8/3/05, Section B-5) recommends distance learning for professional development delivery to teachers/ principals in remote or rural areas.

4. Projects must avoid “one-shot” training approaches and instead provide intensive training programs with appropriate follow-through provisions. Training programs of fewer than 10 days total are not likely to be funded.

Follow-up component(s) that encourage teachers (or principals) to continually apply new knowledge and skills in the classroom are required. Examples of follow-up components include: teacher assignments during the school year; visiting other teachers’ classrooms and hosting teacher visits; working with educator teams on special projects (e.g., curriculum development); projects with business and industry, Internet networking; etc.

Projects funded through this program should take into account findings from a 1991 SRI International study that professional development activities are most effective when they:


are related to long-term improvement goals;


are of sufficient intensity to allow for integration into understanding and implementation;


are related to classroom assignments;


include professional teams (rather than individuals) that can work with each other over time;


have follow-up activities or reinforcement activities or both;


have the administrative and policy support of the school or local education agency.

5. Funds made available through the USP Program may be used only to supplement, not supplant, funds from non-federal sources.

6. Priority will be given to projects that propose to serve the professional development needs of teachers or principals from low-performing, high-need schools.

7. Projects should incorporate equity strategies to assist teachers, administrators, and other school staff in using practices that will provide all of their K-12 students – regardless of population grouping or individual learning styles or needs – with the opportunity to achieve excellence.

8. Grantees must demonstrate the capacity to meet the accounting and reporting components required of the USP program, to include submission of cost reimbursement invoices on a regular basis (monthly or quarterly), and completion of abstracts, evaluation reports, final financial report, and final written reports in a timely manner.

9. NCLB requires that no single partner in an eligible partnership use more than 50% of the grant funds made available to the partnership. The term “use of funds” applies to the cost of running or administering the grant program. “Use of funds” can also be determined by who gets the ultimate benefit.

F. 
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS, MEASURES, INDICATORS

The following set of standards and performance measures will be used to evaluate successful performance for FY 2006-07 Oregon USP higher education projects as a group (all projects considered together), for reporting purposes to the federal NCLB program.  Individual projects are not required to meet all of these standards.  Projects should select which of the standards they will meet, and indicate these in the proposal. 

Individual projects supported by USP funds will be required to submit a Performance Report at the conclusion of the project (or annually for multi-year projects), providing evidence of which of these performance standards were met by the project and providing documentation of the relevant performance measures. 

Standard 1: The professional development provided by the Oregon USP projects is intensive, sustained, and ongoing.

Performance Measures:

1.
Projects provide a minimum of 40 inservice professional development contact hours for the primary cohort of inservice participants.  (The primary cohort of inservice participants is that group of teachers and/or administrators targeted by the professional development design and implementation activities described by the project in its proposal.)

Standard 2: Professional development activities provided by Oregon USP projects serve teachers and principals in Oregon’s highest need schools and districts.

Performance Measures:

1. Projects serving schools or LEAs provide evidence of efforts and progress in serving teachers and principals in schools that meet Oregon’s highest need classification.

Standard 3: Professional development activities provided by USP projects are responsive to the teaching and learning needs identified in school and/or district professional development plans.

Performance Measures:

1. Projects provide evidence of alignment with school and/or district professional development plans if they have them in place, through articulated service agreements such as Memoranda of Agreement, that specify:

a. How the professional development provided addresses school and/or district needs identified in the professional development plan(s); and

b. How the effectiveness of the professional development provided by the project will be evaluated, and project activities revised, to meet the continuing needs identified by the school/district professional development plan(s).

c. In recognition of Oregon Administrative Rules allowing for districts to have a “district” plan or in the absence of a formal district plan, individual educators may be required to develop their own plans (584-0090-0020(1)). Projects working with educators whose districts do not have professional development plans, should provide evidence of individuals plans.  

Standard 4: Professional development activities provided by USP projects assist high-need schools, districts and/or regions in building capacity for school renewal by developing principal collegiality and expertise to improve the teaching and learning environment, particularly providing mentoring and induction assistance for beginning principals.



Performance Measures:

1. Projects provide evidence that a specified percent of total participant contact hours are accounted for by teams of teachers/principals in school buildings preparing to implement new or strengthened induction and mentoring programs for beginning principals and administrator interns.

2. Projects provide evidence that at least 75% of participants report that, as a result of project activities, they expect to implement project learnings in their mentor and induction activities with beginning principals and administrator interns.  

3. Projects provide evidence that participants in professional development have opportunities to participate in collegial networking activities. 

Standard 5: All USP professional development activities provide significant opportunities for active learning.

Performance Measures:

1. Projects demonstrate support, directly or through articulated agreements, of active learning activities such as: a) peer observation and feedback of participant teaching; b) practice under simulated conditions with feedback; c) informal meetings with other participants to discuss classroom implementation; d) sharing/reviewing student work; e) scoring/ analyzing assessments; f) planning, developing and peer reviewing curricula or lesson plans; g) opportunity to present, demonstrate, or lead discussions with peer participants; h) analyzing teaching and learning needs using disaggregated student achievement data.

Standard 6: All USP professional development activities incorporate equity strategies to assist teachers, administrators, and other school staff in using practices that will provide all of their K-12 students – regardless of population grouping or individual learning styles or needs with the opportunity to achieve excellence. (Note: This is a state priority.)

Performance Measures:

1. All USP projects provide evidence that project activities address equity issues in teaching and learning.

Standard 7: Professional development content activities provided by USP projects utilize the Oregon Content Standards in the appropriate content area(s).

Performance Measures:

1. All projects providing subject area content offerings can demonstrate explicit connections between these professional development activities and the Oregon standards-based (content) standards. (See http://www.ode.state.or.us/teachlearn/real/newspaper/)

Standard 8: Professional development activities provided by USP projects support the development and growth of learning communities that involve prospective, novice and experienced teachers, administrators, and higher education faculty in collaborative interactions focused on improving student achievement.
Performance Measures:
1. 
Professional development is embedded in everyday school life, providing opportunities for teachers and administrators to meet, observe, and study with each other around student learning needs.

2. Less experienced educators are linked with more experienced educators in providing classroom instruction or school leadership in high-need schools and districts.

3. Higher education faculty are supported through release time to work in school buildings.

4. Inservice educators assist in teacher/principal preparation by serving as higher education faculty in delivering coursework, and formally participating in the design of teacher/ administrator preparation curricula.

Standard 9: USP projects can demonstrate that the teacher and/or administrator preparation programs participating with the project exhibit the attributes of effective professional development, and effectively prepare teachers or principals for placement and retention in Oregon high-need districts.

Performance Measures:

1. Required teacher/administrator preparation coursework provides substantial opportunities for active learning, e.g., a) peer observation and feedback; b) practice under simulated conditions with feedback; c) formal meetings with other participants to discuss classroom/school implementation; d) sharing/reviewing student work; scoring/analyzing assessments; e) planning, developing, and peer reviewing curricula or lesson plans; f) presenting, demonstrating, or leading discussions with peer participants; and g) analyzing teaching and learning needs using disaggregated student achievement data.

2. Required teacher/administrator preparation coursework incorporates explicit equity strategies that assist prospective teachers and administrators in using practices that will provide all their K-12 students, regardless of population grouping, with the opportunity to achieve excellence.

3. Teacher preparation coursework provides content-specific pedagogy that explicitly addresses the Oregon performance-based content standards in the appropriate content area(s).

4. The teacher preparation curriculum provides extended and supported classroom placements in high-need schools prior to and including student teaching.


G.
AMOUNT OF FUNDING 

The amount of grant funds available for all competitive grants in FY 2006-07 is $699,513. Approximately 50% of this amount is reserved for continuation of multi-year projects from previous years.  Projects ending no later than June 30, 2008 are permissible in this RFP, although the availability of grant funds after June 30, 2007 is contingent on expected future funding of NCLB by Congress.  

The average amount of an annual grant award is anticipated to be $45,000 - $70,000, depending upon the size of the university/school partnership and the extent of proposed project activities and participants. About 8-10 projects total can be funded annually (including multi-year projects initiated in previous years). Projects are expected to be funded in both categories: 

· K-12 Teacher Projects (75-80% of available funds)

· School Administrator Projects (20-25% of available funds)

It is expected that no project will receive a grant award that does not meet a minimum 85% average score through the competitive review process.  It should be noted that additional consideration in the review process will be given to partnership projects which will impact teachers and/or principals in low-performing, high-need schools; partnerships proposed in geographic locations underrepresented by the proposals submitted; and projects that propose to work with a significant number of high-need LEAs (see Section I). 

H. USE OF FUNDS
USP funds may be used for personnel and instructional costs such as staff/teacher and faculty release time or summer contracts; master teachers who serve a number of teachers in a defined region with one-to-one professional development assistance; stipends or tuition assistance for teachers to take relevant graduate-level coursework (including online courses if partner LEAs are geographically distant from campus partners); in-state travel cost (out-of-state travel is not generally covered except in circumstances such as attendance at needed professional conferences); preparation and duplication of materials; workshop training-related costs; and related supplies. 

A maximum of 8% indirect may be added to most budget items, but may not be added to teacher stipends for tuition. Funds for equipment purchases will not be covered except in unusual circumstances and only where the project’s success directly hinges on the purchase of such equipment. No single partner in an eligible partnership may use more than 50% of the grant funds made available to the partnership.

G. REVIEW PROCESS

Proposals will be read by a review team composed of ODE staff and TRI-identified readers selected from the following categories: higher education faculty and administrators, teacher licensing board staff, Oregon Education Association, and K-12 teachers and administrators.  Proposals will receive a minimum of three reviews. Proposals will be reviewed according to the following criteria:

	Category
	Criteria 
	Points

	Priorities and Performance Standards
	Extent to which the project addresses the USP priorities, including the USP performance standards and relevant measures/indicators.
	30

	Strength of eligible partnership
	Extent to which the project has been planned and will be implemented with the full cooperation of the higher education institution, high-need school/ district(s), and other schools/organizations in an eligible partnership.
	20

	Activities & Timeline
	Project activities show evidence they can provide the conditions that will lead to the anticipated outcomes and can be accomplished within the stated time frame.
	20

	Budget 
	Extent to which activities and outcomes are appropriate to the requested budget (reasonable per participant cost; numbers of participants served)
	15

	Key Personnel
	The qualifications and responsibilities of the key project personnel are appropriate for the project, including the capability to effectively manage the project.
	15

	
	Total Available Points:
	100


	
	Special Criteria

	Low performing schools
	Additional consideration will be given to partnership projects that will impact teachers and/or principals in low performing, high-need schools.  

	Geographic location 
	Additional consideration will be given to partnerships proposed in geographic locations underrepresented by proposals. 

	High-need LEAs
	Additional consideration will be given to partnerships that propose to work with a significant number of high-need LEAs (e.g., 3 or more).


TRI may also arrange for email queries or telephone interviews with the Principal Investigator of proposed projects for further clarification of various sections of submitted proposals.

J. STATEMENT OF ASSURANCES
Applicants are required to sign a Statement of Assurances before receiving federal funds. Although the Statement of Assurances is required only of projects receiving grant awards, it is expedient to collect and submit both signed documents with the proposal. 

K.  COORDINATION WITH HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

NCLB requires that an eligible partnership that receives these grant funds as well as a grant under section 203 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 shall coordinate activities carried out under both grants.  If your institution or any of your partners is a recipient of the above-mentioned grant, you are required to provide a statement of assurance that activities carried out under both programs will be coordinated. 

K. TIMELINE

	Key Dates

	RFP announcement issued
	August 29, 2006

	Technical Assistance Meeting (V-Tel)
	October 6, 2006 (tentative)

	Proposals due
	October 31, 2006

	Proposals reviewed 

PIs may receive clarification questions via email.
	November 1-14, 2006

	Final proposals selected and notified
	November 15, 2006

	Contracts sent to lead partner (fiscal agent)
	November 16-30, 2006

	Projects may begin work
	Upon TRI receipt of signed contract

	Final reports due

Projects exceeding 12 months will submit mid-term performance reports.
	Within 30 days of project end


II.  APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS

A.
DUE DATE FOR E-MAILING & MAILING

The deadline for receipt of proposals under the University/School Partnership competitive grant program is 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday October 31, 2006.  Proposals and budgets must be emailed as a Word/WordPerfect or Excel attachment. Signature pages and supporting appendix pages should be sent through the regular mail system, hand-carried, sent on the OUS shuttle so that they reach The Teaching Research Institute by 5:00 p.m. on October 31.

· Email proposals in Word and budgets [Word and/or Excel] to: moriharb@wou.edu with copies to brodskm@wou.edu, mafitc@wou.edu, and glasenapp@wou.edu. Be sure to include the unsigned cover page in the electronic attachment so that the proposal can be easily matched with the signed page that that is mailed or delivered to TRI. 

· Letters of support and other supplementary materials may be emailed as PDF attachments or mailed/delivered to TRI as hard copies. The page limit for proposal, budget, signed documents, and appendices is 25 pages.

· Mail or deliver signature pages (cover page, joint effort document, and statement of assurances) to TRI by 5:00 p.m., October 31, 2006. You may also include support materials and letters of support if these were not previously emailed as PDF documents. Confirmation of receipt will be e-mailed to the Project Director.



University/School Partnerships

The Teaching Research Institute 




Western Oregon University - Todd Hall



345 N. Monmouth Avenue



Monmouth, OR 97361


B.
ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT (Checklist for proposal submission)
1.
Complete the RFP Proposal Cover Sheet (enclosed with the RFP Guidelines).  The RFP Cover Sheet must be signed by the chief executive official for the institution (this is typically the president, provost/vice president of academic affairs, or research office head).

2.
Describe in no more than ten pages how you propose to address the project priority areas following the work specifications.  Proposals may be single-spaced, and should have 1-inch margins on all sides with no less than 12-point font size (quotation of USP standards, if used, may be in a smaller font). Projects are encouraged to use the Narrative Proposal Form provided in the attachment to prepare your narrative proposal. The sections which must be included, whether you use this format or another, include:

a. Project objectives.

b. Key activities proposed.

c. Scientifically-based research related to approaches/strategies.

d. Projected timeline for project activities.

e. Which performance standards you will be addressing and how you propose to measure them.

f. Who the key personnel for the project will be and examples of relevant, successful involvement in these types of activities.

3.
Provide a list of your required eligible partners including your own institution on the Partnership Profile Form (see Attachment). 

4. Complete and sign the Joint Effort Document.

5. Complete the USP Budget Form (see Attachment).  Provide an assurance on the Budget Form that no single participant in an eligible partnership will use more than 50% of the grant funds made available to the partnership. You may also provide an Excel budget spreadsheet if it is more suitable to explain your budget.

6. A signed Statement of Assurances is required to receive federal funding. Submit this document with your proposal so that we have it on hand if your project is selected for funding.

7. Include in an Appendix, letters from partners that indicate the extent to which the project has been planned and will be implemented with the full cooperation of the higher education institution, high-need school/district(s), and other schools/organizations in the partnership. You may also include other supportive materials (e.g., brochures, descriptions of related or leveraged projects, etc.)

C.
AWARD NOTIFICATION
Awards under the USP program will be announced by email to the institutions selected for funding as well as to unsuccessful applicants by November 15, 2006. Contracts for subsequent years of multi-year projects will be dependent on successful completion of year 1 activities, timely billing, submission of an annual performance report, and continued funding from the U.S. Department of Education. Extensions and carryover requests are available upon written approval for longer term projects. 

D.
SITE VISITS

During the time period covered by this award, a representative from The Teaching Research Institute will make annual site visits to projects receiving grants. When projects are established, the Project Director should submit to TRI a participant roster including name, school of employment, email address, dates/location/duration of meetings or professional development scheduled, and the nature of the professional development (including the name and position of the provider). This list should be updated to indicate attendance and be available for site visits and performance reports. 
E.
QUESTIONS AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

A Technical Assistance meeting via V-Tel is currently scheduled for October 6, 2006. Please email Gary Glasenapp at glaseng@wou.edu to make a reservation and for access instructions if you will attend this meeting.

Questions concerning USP proposals should be referred to Bonnie Morihara, USP Program Coordinator, at 503-838-8413 or by e-mail at moriharb@wou.edu. You may also address your questions to Meredith Brodsky (brodskm@wou.edu or 503-838-8824) or Gary Glasenapp (glaseng@wou.edu or 503-838-8771).

For abstracts of currently funded projects, RFPs, and other USP information, visit the USP website at:

http://www.tr.wou.edu/usp/

RFP COVER PAGE
FY 2006-07 No Child Left Behind: Oregon University/School Partnership Program

	Applicant Organization (lead institution in the eligible partnership


	Address:



	Project Director: 
	
	Title:
	

	Tel:
	Fax:
	E-mail:

	Fiscal Contact:
	
	Title:
	

	Tel:
	Fax:
	E-mail:

	Title of Project:  






	Brief Description of Project:  



	Total grant funds requested:
	$ ______________
	Number of Participants

	Length of project:
	   ______________ months
	_______
	Teachers

	Project start date:

______________
	End date: (no later than 6/30/08) 

   ______________
	_______
	Principals

	Year 1 funds requested

(for projects up to 2 years)
	$ _______________
	_______
	Other (specify)




This proposal complies with all policies/regulations and carries the full endorsement of this institution of higher education. 


Chief Executive Official (Signature)

Title




Date
PARTNERSHIP PROFILE FORM
Provide the name of your partner(s) below each of the eligible categories listed.  At least one partner in each of categories 1-3 are required in order to comprise an eligible USP partnership.  Partners in category 4 are optional. 

Our partnership will consist of:
	(1)  A state or private institution of higher education and the division of the institution that prepares teachers and/or principals
	(2)  A School of Arts & Sciences
	(3)  A high-need local education agency (school or district). See eligible LEA list in Attachment

Place a star (*) next to any partnering school that is “low performing” – did not meet AYP in English/LA or Math (see Appendix)
	(4)  Another LEA or public school, public charter school, ESD, nonprofit cultural organization, another institution of higher education, school of arts and sciences within such an institution, division of such an institution that prepares teachers and principals, entity carrying out a preK program, teacher organization, principal organization, business.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


No Child Left Behind: Oregon University/School Partnership Program

Joint Effort Document

The proposal must reflect a joint effort between a department/school/college of education, a department/school/college of arts and sciences and a high-need local education agency (LEA). This federal requirement is intended to ensure that program activities integrate needed teaching skills with substantive content knowledge and that professional development activities are based on district and state needs and priorities.

Joint effort can take a number of forms, ranging from informal discussions and planning for the project to full sharing of administrative and instructional responsibilities. For example, it may involve one or more of the following:

· Each unit is given an opportunity to provide comments/input in planning the project.

· Instructional staff members are drawn from each unit.

· Each unit plays a role in the evaluation of the project.

Statement of Joint Effort

This institution hereby provides assurances that this proposal reflects a joint effort and commitment between a department/school/college of education, a department/school/college of arts and sciences, and a high-need local education agency (LEA).

Representative of Department/School/College of Education (Dean or designee)

	Signature: 
	Printed Name: 

	Title: 
	Date: 

	Department: 


Representative of Department/School/College of Arts& Sciences (Dean or designee)

	Signature: 
	Printed Name: 

	Title: 
	Date: 

	Department: 


Representative of High-Need Local Education Agency (LEA) (Superintendent or designee)

	Signature: 
	Printed Name: 

	Title: 
	Date: 

	Department: 


PROPOSAL NARRATIVE FORM
Directions: Complete the following questions in no more than ten pages. Relevant appendices may be attached. The proposal, signed documents, budget pages, and appendices should not exceed 25 pages.
1. What are the key objective(s) of this project?

2. What key activities are planned to achieve your objective(s)?

3. What scientifically-based research is providing the basis for the approaches/strategies in this project? (See p. 2 of RFP for NCLB definition.)
4. Indicate in what ways LEAs (particularly high-need districts and/or schools) have been involved in planning and will be in implementation.

5. Indicate in what ways Arts/Sciences faculty have been involved in planning and will be in implementation.

6. Provide a timeline for projected project activities.

7. Which of the nine USP performance standards will you be addressing and how do you propose to measure them?  
8. Indicate who the key personnel for the project will be by name, title at the institution, and brief biographical background (1-2 paragraphs).

9. Provide brief examples of relevant, successful involvement in these types of activities by members of the partnership.

10. Indicate the key outcomes expected for this project.

11. Indicate if you believe you will meet the special criteria for extra consideration in the review process:

	a.
	This project will impact teachers and/or administrators in high-need, low-performing schools.
	No  
	Yes  

	b.
	This project will impact teachers and/or administrators in underrepresented geographic locations.
	No  
	Yes  

	c.
	This project will work with a significant number of high-need LEAs (3 or more).
	No  
	Yes  


12. Appendices. A limited amount of support material (letters of support, brochures, etc.) may be appended to the proposal. The proposal, budget materials, signed documents and appendices may not exceed 25 pages total. 

USP BUDGET FORM

The budget must be split out by partner (same partners as listed on the Partnership Profile Form) so it can be easily seen that no single partner is using more than 50% of the project budget. If you are proposing a project for up to 18 months, provide a budget for each year (Projects in this RFP must end by 6/30/08). 

	
	Partner 1

Fiscal Agent
	Partner 2
	Partner 3
	Partner 4*

	1.  Salaries & Wages


	
	
	
	

	2.  Employee Benefits


	
	
	
	

	3.  In-State Travel


	
	
	
	

	4.  Stipends; tuition


	
	
	
	

	5.  Materials &        Supplies


	
	
	
	

	6.  Other (specify)

	
	
	
	

	7. Total direct costs


	
	
	
	

	8. Indirect costs @ 8% (not available on tuition)
	
	
	
	

	Total Requested
	
	
	
	

	Cost Sharing by Local Education Agencies (School Districts)
	
	
	
	

	Cost sharing by other groups in the partnership
	
	
	
	


* Add additional columns per partner

· Check here for assurance that no single participant in the eligible partnership will use more than 50% of the grant funds made available to the partnership.
STATEMENT OF ASSURANCES
The applicant assures and certifies compliance with the regulations, policies, guidelines, and requirements as they relate to the acceptance and use of federal funds for this federally funded program.  Also, the applicant assures that:

1.
Funds derived from Title II, Part A, the Teacher and Principal Quality Training and Recruiting Fund Program, will be used only for the purposes for which they are granted.

2.
The applicant will comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and all regulations issued by the Department of Education, pursuant to the chapter, to the end that no person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or activity for which the applicant received federal financial assistance.

3.
The applicant will comply with Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-318) and all regulations issued by the Department of Education, pursuant to the title, to the end that no person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, be denied employment in, or be subjected to discrimination under any education program or activity receiving federal financial assistance.

4.
The applicant will comply with OAR 581-015, 581-21-045, and 581-21-049, Discrimination Prohibited, issued by the State Board of Education, and ORS 326.051 and ORS 659.150, and 580-15-005, 580-15-010, and 580-15-015, issued by the State Board of Higher Education pursuant to these laws, to the end that no person in Oregon shall, on the basis of age, handicap, national origin, race, marital status, religion, or sex, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any education program or activity administered or authorized by the State Board of Education or State Board of Higher Education.

5.
The applicant will comply with the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 (Buckley Amendment - Public Law 93-380) and all regulations issued by the Department of Education, pursuant to this Act.

6.
The applicant will use funds only to supplement and, to the extent practicable, increase the level of funds from non-Federal sources that would, in the absence of funds made available for the purposes of the project, and may not use funds made available under this part to supplant funds from non-Federal sources.

7.
Federal funds made available for the proposed program will ensure the equitable participation of private elementary and secondary school teachers in the purposes and benefits of the USP Program.

8.
The applicant will make such reports to the State Higher Education Agency, in such form and containing such information, as may be reasonably necessary to enable the agency to perform its duties under this title, and will keep such records and afford such access thereto as the state education agency may find necessary to assure the correctness and verification of such reports.



Signature of Chief Executive Officer 




Title: 




Date: 

28 Oregon High-Need LEAs

Eligible as Partners for USP Projects in 2006-07

Title II-A of the No Child Left Behind Act requires at least one high-need LEA partner in every project. Individual school information is provided to help projects decide which schools in particular to target within the high-need LEA. The prime indicator within the LEA of high need is the percent of students who qualify for free or reduced lunches, however, free/reduced lunch eligibility is widely recognized as under-reported in high schools.

Poverty Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Estimates Branch, Data revised: 4.27.2006

Oregon School Data Source: Oregon Department of Education, July 2006
	School District
	%  of children 

5-17

in poverty
	% non HQ teachers 
’04 -’05 

Must be  2.5%  +
	School
	2005-06 40%+ F/R lunch
	% students in ESL programs 

’04 -’05  
	% of teachers on waivers

’04 -’05  
	% of  all classes taught by non HQ teachers
’04 -’05  
	Did not make AYP in Lang Arts (LA) or Math (M) ’05-’06 

	Adel SD 021
	21.43%
	50%
	Adel Elementary
	40.91%
	0
	50%
	50%
	

	Adrian SD 061
	25.74%
	27.8%


	Adrian Elementary
	72.37%
	12.7%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Adrian HS
	51.76%
	16.1%
	0
	33.3%
	

	Bandon SD 054
	26.10%
	3.6%
	Bandon HS
	45.60%
	0
	0
	3.4%
	

	
	
	
	Harbor Lights MS
	50.83%
	0
	11.1%
	3.1%
	

	
	
	
	Ocean Crest Elementary
	59.32%
	0
	0
	0
	

	Burnt River SD 30j
	21.43%
	18.2%
	Burnt River School
	59.21%
	0
	18.2%
	72.7%
	

	Coos Bay SD 009
	21.67%
	6.6%
	Blossom Gulch Elementary 
	56.31%
	1.6%
	7.7%
	8%
	

	
	
	
	Bunker Hill Elementary 
	59.05%
	4.6%
	0
	7.7%
	

	
	
	
	Destinations Academy 
	66.67%
	0
	25%
	86.7%
	

	
	
	
	Madison Elementary 
	73.48%
	6.2%
	0
	6.2%
	

	
	
	
	Marshfield Senior HS 
	43.64%
	1.1%
	8.2%
	28.2%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Millicoma Intermediate School 
	61.32%
	3.0%
	6.3%
	7.7%
	

	
	
	
	Sunset MS 
	56.17%
	0.9%
	3.5%
	15.1%
	LA

	Creswell SD 040
	20.09%
	2.7%
	Creslane Elementary
	94.12%
	5.2%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Creswell MS
	88.19%
	5.0%
	0
	11.4%
	

	
	
	
	Creswell HS
	78.25%
	1.6%
	5%
	16.7%
	M

	Jordan Valley SD 003
	25.30%
	23.1%
	Jordan Valley Elementary
	86.84%
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Jordan Valley HS
	75.93%
	0
	37.5%
	61.9%
	

	
	
	
	Rockville Elementary
	100.00%
	0
	0
	0
	

	Klamath Falls City Schools 
	20.84%
	3.5%
	Fairview Elementary
	85.30%
	4.0%
	6.3%
	0
	

	
	
	
	Joseph Conger Elementary
	58.68%
	7.0%
	5.3%
	0
	

	
	
	
	Klamath Union HS
	48.07%
	10.5%
	3.1%
	3.2%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Mazama HS
	41.21%
	8.1%
	4.7%
	0
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Mills Elementary
	88.87%
	48.8%
	2.8%
	5.3%
	

	
	
	
	Pelican Elementary
	59.46%
	1.7%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Ponderosa Jr HS
	60.04%
	6.5%
	0
	4.3%
	LA, M

	Lincoln County SD
	20.12%
	4.3%
	Arcadia Elementary
	59.34%
	1.1%
	5.9%
	0
	

	
	
	
	Eddyville Charter School 
	47.60%
	0
	0
	10%
	

	
	
	
	Lincoln City Career Tech HS
	41.07%
	0
	0
	21.7%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Newport MS 
	55.32%
	6.3%
	0
	8.5%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Newport HS
	30.10%
	3.4%
	8.9%
	0
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Oceanlake Elementary
	55.29%
	2.8%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Sam Case Elementary
	57.26%
	18.9%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Siletz Valley School 
	73.33%
	0
	0
	22.2%
	

	
	
	
	Taft Elementary
	70.70%
	19.0%
	17.9%
	0
	LA

	
	
	
	Taft HS
	48.56%
	6.1%
	5.9%
	0
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Taft MS
	59.11%
	8.9%
	3.7%
	0
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Toledo HS
	40.24%
	0.3%
	3.7%
	17.1%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Toledo MS 
	51.41%
	0
	5.3%
	23.5%
	LA

	
	
	
	Waldport Elementary
	60.15%
	0.4%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Waldport HS
	44.33%
	0
	0
	5.4%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Waldport MS
	59.47%
	2.2%
	8.3%
	0
	

	
	
	
	Yaquina View Elementary
	53.33%
	7.5%
	0
	0
	

	North Douglas SD 022
	23.72%
	3.6%
	North Douglas Elementary
	55.63%
	0
	0
	12.5%
	

	
	
	
	North Douglas HS
	43.48%
	0
	11.1%
	46.2%
	LA

	North Lake SD 014
	29.20%
	6.3%
	North Lake School
	67.31%
	0
	6.3%
	7.5%
	

	Nyssa SD 026
	21.36%
	4.1%
	Nyssa Elementary
	76.68%
	62.3%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Nyssa MS
	68.70%
	57.2%
	4.2%
	2.4%
	

	
	
	
	Nyssa HS
	55.97%
	43.6%
	9.1%
	11.9%
	

	Ontario SD 008
	24.90%
	8.8%


	Aiken Elementary
	68.12%
	45.1%
	31.3%
	45.5%
	LA

	
	
	
	Alameda Elementary
	72.64%
	28.2%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Cairo Elementary
	80.79%
	4.7%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	May Roberts Elementary
	94.79%
	41.2%
	11.5%
	8.1%
	

	
	
	
	Ontario HS
	58.16%
	26.2%
	5.5%
	5.4%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Ontario MS 
	77.22%
	23.2%
	12.5%
	48.1%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Pioneer Elementary
	65.47%
	19.5%
	0
	0
	

	Pine-Eagle SD 061
	23.47%
	5.5%


	Halfway Elementary
	60.64%
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Pine Eagle HS
	48.65%
	0
	10%
	0
	

	
	
	
	Richland Elementary
	75.00%
	0
	0
	0
	

	Port Orford-Langlois SD 2J
	22.52%
	13.9%


	Blanco School 
	43.81%
	0
	0
	31.6%
	M

	
	
	
	Driftwood Elementary
	70.37%
	0
	0
	0
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Pacific HS
	54.76%
	0.8%
	0
	25%
	

	Portland SD 1J

* In 2003, the US DOE gave permission to include Portland SD 1J although slightly less than 10,000 students in the district are living in poverty. These latest Census Bureau estimates indicate that Portland SD 1J has 9,910 school-aged children in poverty. 


	16.03%*
	2.6%


	Arleta Elementary
	71.88%
	20.6%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Arts, Communication & Technology School
	63.48%
	14.4%
	0
	25.8%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Astor Elementary
	48.39%
	6.6%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Atkinson Elementary
	46.59%
	30.4%
	3.1%
	9.5%
	LA

	
	
	
	Ball Elementary
	86.35%
	21.4%
	0
	7.7%
	

	
	
	
	Beach Elementary
	68.36%
	23.7%
	11.1%
	0
	M

	
	
	
	Beaumont MS 
	44.59%
	3.5%
	2.6%
	14.8%
	

	
	
	
	Benson Polytechnic HS
	49.59%
	3.8%
	1.1%
	3.1%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Binnsmead MS
	81.76%
	25.5%
	1.9%
	22.3%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	BizTech HS
	68.35%
	12.5%
	0
	15.3%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Boise/Eliot Elementary
	78.96%
	8.1%
	0
	4.0%
	

	
	
	
	Bridger Elementary
	60.57%
	16.7%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Chief Joseph Elementary
	51.91%
	7.7%
	5.6%
	0
	

	
	
	
	Clarendon Elementary
	87.69%
	47.3%
	0
	6.2%
	

	
	
	
	Clark Elementary
	78.20%
	33.7%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Cleveland HS
	25.10%
	4.8%
	3.6%
	12.3%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Creston Elementary
	67.59%
	19.5%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Faubion Elementary
	76.05%
	10.3%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Franklin HS
	43.45%
	9.2%
	2.4%
	14.5%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	George MS
	81.39%
	19.8%
	0
	22.5%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Gregory Heights MS
	64.25%
	13.6%
	2.0%
	7.7%
	LA

	
	
	
	Grout Elementary
	65.48%
	24.7%
	0
	0
	LA

	
	
	
	Head Start Sacajawea
	94.40%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Hosford MS
	45.86%
	14.3%
	12.1%
	9.4%
	

	
	
	
	Humboldt Elementary
	94.44%
	15.4%
	0
	20.4%
	

	
	
	
	Irvington Elementary
	40.90%
	1.4%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	James John Elementary
	76.86%
	27.5%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Joseph Meek Prof Tech HS [Vocational Village]
	66.67%
	0
	0
	0
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Kellogg MS
	66.94%
	12.0%
	0
	8.5%
	LA

	
	
	
	Kelly Elementary
	80.99%
	27.1%
	2.9%
	0
	

	
	
	
	King Elementary
	92.06%
	13.9%
	0
	3.8%
	

	
	
	
	Lane MS
	74.68%
	21.2%
	4.4%
	11.1%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Lee Elementary
	72.49%
	32.8%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Lent Elementary
	79.23%
	34.6%
	5.9%
	0
	

	
	
	
	Lewis Elementary
	41.53%
	6.4%
	5.9%
	0
	

	
	
	
	Linus Pauling Academy 
	68.09%
	12.9%
	0
	14.0%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Madison HS
	67.58%
	15.9%
	4.7%
	6.7%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Markham Elementary
	45.45%
	24.6%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Marysville Elementary
	71.73%
	34.7%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Ockley Green MS
	83.02%
	14.2%
	0
	12.8%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Peninsula Elementary
	81.50%
	31.1%
	4.2%
	0
	

	
	
	
	Portsmouth MS 
	77.80%
	15.6%
	0
	19.5%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Pursuit of Wellness Education 
	71.83%
	7.8%
	11.1%
	5.2%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Renaissance Arts Academy 
	62.45%
	12.7%
	0
	4.7%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Rigler Elementary
	88.91%
	44.6%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Sabin Elementary
	50.24%
	9.4%
	6.3%
	5.9%
	

	
	
	
	School of Champions 
	66.22%
	11.1%
	0
	4.4%
	

	
	
	
	School of Pride 
	70.40%
	12.6%
	0
	7.1%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Scott Elementary
	75.88%
	24.1%
	3.7%
	0
	

	
	
	
	Self Enhancement, Inc/SEI Academy
	80.43%
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Sitton Elementary
	83.00%
	19.5%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Spanish-English International School 
	80.19%
	37.2%
	5.6%
	12.7%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Trillium School
	41.26%
	0
	0
	0
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Tubman MS
	88.52%
	10.2%
	13.5%
	14.2%
	LA

	
	
	
	Vernon Elementary
	86.46%
	16.3%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Vestal Elementary
	65.65%
	19.5%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Whitman Elementary
	83.66%
	26.9%
	3.1%
	5.0%
	

	
	
	
	Woodlawn Elementary
	76.37%
	15.5%
	8.6%
	10%
	

	
	
	
	Woodmere Elementary
	80.18%
	37.7%
	0
	0
	

	Powers SD 031
	28.19%
	4%


	Powers Elementary
	51.39%
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Powers HS
	42.31%
	0
	9.1%
	34.6%
	

	Riddle SD 070
	20.82%
	7.7%


	Riddle Elementary
	73.57%
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Riddle HS
	61.88%
	0
	15.8%
	13.6%
	

	Rogue River SD 035
	20.16%
	8.2%
	Evans Valley Elementary
	48.05%
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Rogue River Elementary
	52.58%
	0
	0
	0
	LA

	
	
	
	Rogue River MS
	45.33%
	0.1%
	0
	14.5%
	

	
	
	
	Rogue River HS
	38.50%
	0.5%
	3.3%
	10.3%
	M

	South Harney SD 033
	31.82%
	25%


	Fields Elementary
	88.24%
	0
	33.3%
	0
	

	South Lane SD 45J
	22.10%
	5.1%


	Al Kennedy Alternative HS
	93.75%
	0
	16.7%
	64.3%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Blue Mountain Charter Sch 
	63.24%
	0
	0
	66.6%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Bohemia Elementary
	62.05%
	5.8%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Child's Way Culp Creek Sch
	60.00%
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Cottage Grove HS
	42.60%
	0.8%
	5.5%
	5.1%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Delight Valley Elementary
	54.29%
	0
	10.0%
	20.0%
	

	
	
	
	Dorena School 
	65.96%
	0.4%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Harrison Elementary
	57.67%
	1.1%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Latham Elementary
	41.67%
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Lincoln MS 
	54.11%
	1.7%
	8.1%
	7%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	London School 
	54.95%
	3.5%
	0
	0
	

	South Umpqua SD 019
	24.79%
	5.4%


	Canyonville School 
	64.76%
	0
	0
	10.8%
	

	
	
	
	Coffenberry MS
	51.36%
	0
	0
	7.2%
	LA

	
	
	
	Myrtle Creek Elementary
	54.28%
	0
	4.5%
	0
	

	
	
	
	South Umpqua HS
	46.03%
	0
	14.7%
	11.4%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Tri City Elementary
	67.49%
	0
	0
	0
	

	Stanfield SD 061
	22.22%
	11.9%


	Stanfield Elementary
	64.58%
	41.8%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Stanfield Secondary School
	62.87%
	19.4%
	10.5%
	0
	LA, M

	Sutherlin SD 130
	22.14%
	5.2%


	East Sutherlin Primary Sch
	57.58%
	0.7%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Sutherlin MS
	53.88%
	0.4%
	0
	4.0%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Sutherlin HS
	43.40%
	0.2%
	10.0%
	19.0%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	West Sutherlin Intermediate
	53.58%
	0.5%
	0
	0
	

	Umatilla SD 006
	23.74%
	13.3%


	Clara Brownell MS
	72.48%
	47.9%
	17.2%
	16.7%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	McNary Heights Elementary
	82.51%
	52.2%
	4.8%
	6.7%
	

	
	
	
	Umatilla HS
	61.05%
	34.5%
	6.7%
	8.5%
	LA, M

	Vale SD 084
	22.37%
	4.0%


	Vale HS
	35.80%
	7.6%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Vale MS
	60.33%
	13.0%
	0
	6.2%
	

	
	
	
	Vale Elementary
	58.81%
	16.5%
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	Willowcreek Elementary
	44.32%
	4.4%
	0
	0
	

	Woodburn SD 103
	25.98%
	8.4%


	French Prairie MS
	78.07%
	49.2%
	6.8%
	4.2%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Heritage Elementary
	90.36%
	71.8%
	1.9%
	0
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Lincoln Elementary
	94.11%
	66.6%
	6.5%
	10.3%
	

	
	
	
	Nellie Muir Elementary
	94.42%
	69.2%
	8.6%
	14.3%
	

	
	
	
	Valor MS
	93.60%
	60.2%
	9.5%
	20.0%
	LA, M

	
	
	
	Washington Elementary
	94.43%
	72.5%
	9.8%
	13.8%
	

	
	
	
	Woodburn HS
	74.54%
	52.4%
	3.1%
	10.5%
	LA, M

	Yoncalla SD 032
	22.10%
	3.4%


	Yoncalla Elementary
	60.54%
	0
	0
	26.1%
	

	
	
	
	Yoncalla HS
	52.00%
	0
	0
	4.7%
	


By federal definition, a high-need LEA is a district:

	(A)
	(i)
	that serves not fewer than 10,000 children from families with incomes below the poverty line; or

	
	(ii)
	for which not less than 20% of the children served by the agency are from families with incomes below the poverty line; and

	(B)
	(i)
	for which there is a high percentage of teachers not teaching in the academic subjects or grade levels that the teachers were trained to teach; or

	
	(ii)
	for which there is a high percentage of teachers with emergency, provisional, or temporary certification or licensing [NCLB, Section 2102(3)] *


* 2.5% is the cutoff beginning 2006

Other Oregon High-Poverty LEAs
Thirty additional Oregon LEAs have poverty levels among school-aged children that exceed 20%, however, fewer than 2.5% of the teachers in the district are considered non high-quality,* so the district is not an eligible high-need LEA according to the federal definition. Projects are encouraged to consider including these high-poverty LEAs as additional LEA partners once an eligible high-need LEA partner is secured.
	Annex SD 29

Butte Falls SD 91

Culver SD 4

David Douglas SD 40

Dayville SD 16J

Diamond SD 7

Double O SD 28

Drewsey SD 13

Echo SD 5

Elgin SD 23
	Elkton SD 34

Harney County SD 4

Harney County Union High SD 1J

Harper SD 66

Huntington SD 16J

Jefferson County SD 509J

Mapleton SD 32

Mitchell SD 55

North Powder SD 8J

North Wasco County SD 21
	Oakland SD 1

Oakridge SD 76

Plush SD 18

Santiam Canyon SD 129J

Siuslaw SD 97J

South Wasco County SD 1

Springfield SD 19

Suntex SD 10

Three Rivers/Josephine County SD

Wallowa SD 12
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