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Attachment A (Part I & Part II) 
 

REAP Conservation Education Program 
Part I—Midterm and Final Report Form 

 
Please submit this completed form, along with Part II, via e-mail to Salterberg@uni.edu.  

If you include other documents, if possible please paste them at the end of this report rather than 
as a separate attachment. 

 
Grant Recipient (organization name):  University of Northern Iowa   
 
Project Title:   Roadside Prairies 
 
Report Prepared by:  Dr. Carl W. Bollwinkel  
 
Project Number:  07-04    Date Submitted:  Feb. 15, 2008 
 
Check one:  
_ Midterm report (covering July 2006-Mar. 2007 activities) DUE:  April 15, 2007  
_X_Final report (covering April 2007-December 2007 activities) DUE:  Jan. 15, 2008 
Note:  Your Final Project Billing Form and documentation will be due to Kathleen Moench of the DNR  
and Susan Salterberg (CEP contract monitor) on August 31, 2007.  See Grant Agreement, Attachment B. 
 
1)  Objectives and activities 
The REAP CEP Board expects all work outlined in your original proposal to be completed. At a 
minimum, briefly explain activities completed to date for the following, as well as the percent of total 
work completed to date. Include what is going well, and explain. Also include challenges, and explain.  
Add other objectives as you deem appropriate. 
 

1) Program planning. 
2) Participant Recruitment. 
3) Instruction. 
4) Application of instruction.  
5) Update. 
6) Publicity and Dissemination. 
7) Evaluation.  
 

. Percent 
completed 

to date 
#1:  Program Planning  
Activities:  Several short meetings were held with the entire eii team in conjunction with 
other scheduled meetings.  Three day meetings were held in Nov. and Dec. in W. Des 
Moines at the Walnut Creek Inn, which is the instructional site of one of the two 
workshops.  All six of the eii team members, Directors Cochran, Bonnett and Bollwinkel 
and newer team members/teacher/leaders Delaney, Ehlers and Schulte met to discuss and 
plan the two workshops and updates.  The group of six makes for lengthy discussions but 
is essential for the preparation of the new team members for greater future involvement.  
Administrative aspects of planning were included as plans were made for recruitment, 
confirmation of consultant/presenters, specific activities supporting the four levels of the 
instructional model, evaluation and development of participant application of learning 
with their students. 
 

100% 

mailto:Salterberg@uni.edu


 2

Planning continued throughout the grant period via email and phone, and before, during 
and after each workshop session to insure coordination and the need to meet participant 
needs as they arise. 
 
The entire eii team debriefs after each instructional session to prepare for the following 
session and prepare for future program offerings. 
 
At the update sessions, it was requested by the teacher participants to have an additional 
weekend program to help tem prepare for the extensive and continuing task of prairie plot 
development.  The entire eii team met to develop such a program and submit a REAP 
grant proposal.  This was successful and a report on that program, Prairies in Progress, is 
being prepared separately. 
 
Additional explanation, if needed:    
#2:  Participant Recruitment 
Activities:  Recruitment was begun before the grant proposal was submitted.  Past 
participants were asked about their interest in the new theme of Iowa’s Roadside Prairies 
and the response was most positive.  They did well in spreading the word to teachers who 
had not previously participated in an eii workshop.  More than half the participants are 
new to the model and all are new to the theme.  DOT and ICEC had a list of teachers 
interested in prairies and they were contacted.  A note was included in the ICEC and IEC 
electronic newsletters and the AEAs were contacted.  Brochures were passed out at the 
IAN meeting.  Most participants were alerted via past participants.  Of interest:  one 
participant discovered the workshop by reviewing the current REAP grants, contacted the 
director and then developed a team of teachers to attend. 
Additional explanation, if needed:     

100% 

#3: Instruction 
Activities:  Class sessions were completed as scheduled in Dubuque, IA (Days Inn) on 
Jan. 19-21 and W. Des Moines, IA (Walnut Creek Inn) on February 9-11.  The Dubuque 
Update was completed on March 30-31 and the W. Des Moines Update on April 20-21.  
Instruction was carried out by the six eii team members as listed in the grant plus 
presentations from representatives of supporting organizations:  IDOT, ISU, SUI, Trees 
Forever, Keep IA Beautiful.  Instruction was aided by planning consultations with staff of 
the UNI Tallgrass Prairie Center.  
 
Outstanding materials were contributed by the ILRT and U.S. Dept. of Transportation.   
Large three-ring binders filled with resource materials, coordinated to the four 
instructional levels of the instructional model, were also given to each participant.  From 
these and the ILRT materials were chosen specific activities carried out in the training 
sessions. 
 
The most significant part of the update sessions is the grade level discussions of successes, 
difficulties and hows other resolved the difficulties.   These are planning sessions for the 
next time the unit is to be taught.  Highlights from grade level sessions are reported to the 
entire group.  The update program included more activities and presentations by 
consultants.  Teachers discussed their request for an additional weekend of Prairies in 
Progress experiences. 
Additional explanation, if needed:     

100% 

#4: Application of  Instruction 
Activities:  The activities experienced in the class sessions were used by the teachers with 
their classes between the first weekend of instruction and the update.  Many teachers had 
not completed instruction because of delays caused by weather, NCLB, and other dated 
school commitments.  Units are also extending well beyond the updates because of 
teacher/student interest in the unit and the very extensive application of the development 
of a native prairie plot.  It was anticipated that the extensive application of plot 

80% 
Application  
will continue  
for many 
years. 
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development would extend the unit.  Contacts with teachers are continuing via visits, 
email and phone.   Many teachers requested an additional weekend experience in support 
of their extended activities. Such an experience, Prairies in Progress, was planed, funded 
and completed.  It will be reported separately. 
Additional explanation, if needed:     
#5: Update  
Activities:  The Dubuque and W. Des Moines updates were completed as scheduled and 
instruction was carried out as described in the section on Instruction.    Because of the 
extended activities of the development of prairie plots, assistance from Steve Holland and 
Mark Pingenot were very important parts of the update. 
Additional explanation, if needed:     

100% 

#6: Publicity and Dissemination   
Activities:  Early recruitment contributed to current enrollment and dissemination by 
creating interest in additional workshops to be offered in the coming year.  An exhibit was 
presented at the National Living Roadway Trust conference and at  ICEC Winter Solstice.  
Presentations were given at the ILRT meeting in July and at the IAS teacher’s section 
conference in October at Cedar Rapids.  Reports of the Roadside Prairies program, 
evaluation of instruction and information on future prairie workshop offerings were 
presented.  Over 25 teachers attended the session. 
 
Numerous presentations have been made at school and district teacher and parent 
meetings as well as district board meetings.  An example of one of the numerous 
newsletter and newspaper articles is pasted to the end of this report.  The established 
prairie plots will be a continuing testimonial to the work and support of REAP and the 
LRTF. 
Additional explanation, if needed:    

80%  
Publicity due 
to prairie 
development  
will continue  
for many 
years. 

#7:  Evaluation 
Activities:  Formative evaluation was carried out during sessions and influenced time 
devoted to particular activities and additional information presented in the first weekend 
and particularly the update.  Summative evaluation consists of formal inventories given to 
the teachers at the end of the first weekend sessions and informal discussions resulting in 
plans for additional sessions.  Analysis of the Teaching Skill Inventories indicate 
statistically significant gains by teachers in all of the four levels of instruction.  A graph of 
these statistics is pasted in this report.   
    Extensive informal evaluation is carried out by teacher discussions at the update 
sessions.  Formal student evaluation was carried out by administration of Student 
Inventories.  Data has been analyzed and included in this report. 
 
Evaluation information organized by objective, output and outcomes. 
 
Objective b.  Output: will be determined by the registration list.  The grant was written 
for participation of 48 teachers.  Final registration was 47 with a group deciding to wait 
for next year’s class rather than split up a team.  
 
Objectives a., b. and h.  Output:  will be determined by number of teachers completing 
instruction.  All 47 of the teachers completed the instruction. 
Outcome:  The success of the instruction of the teachers in the eii four level model, was 
determined from data collected on the post reflective Teaching Skill Inventory.  The 
results have been summarized above and are graphed in a following section. 
 
Objectives a., b., c., d., e., f. and i.  Output:  documentation of individual district 
Benchmarks.  All participants turned in documentation of individual goals or district 
benchmarks which were met.  District benchmarks are highly varied and so 
were the checklists returned but they were extensive.   
 

90% 
Part of the 
evaluation 
includes a 5 
year study of  
prairie plot 
activities. 
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Outcomes: degrees of success of instruction of students will be determined from pre/post 
Student Inventories.  Data is pasted in this report. 
 
Objectives a., b. c., d., f. and i. Output:  will be determined by number of native area 
plantings which were initiated or enhanced.  As of the time of writing this report, 19 such 
sites are documented as having action initiated.  This is a continuing process, with some 
sites being initiated during the coming growing season when new schools are open.  It 
should also be noted that there are numerous teacher teams with many students working 
on some of the larger prairies.  The largest teacher team is composed of 7 teachers at 
Oelwein Middle School. 
Outcome:  is long term and will be evidenced by the appreciation and attention given to 
the native plantings by students and other community members.  The Prairies in Progress 
program is a continuation of the work begun in the Iowa’s Roadside Prairies program.  As 
part of that program, a rubric has been developed which is to be used for a five year period 
to gather data on development and community involvement.  The initial data from the 
2007 Prairies in Progress program is included in this report.   
 
Objectives a., b., c. and h.  Output:  will be determined by completion and submission 
of written reports.  These written reports include: 

1) An outline of the unit taught following the four levels of issue instruction. 
2) Discussion of Successes and Otherwise following the four levels. 
3) Connections/Benchmarks worksheets 
4) “Prairie Partners” Survey 
5) REAP Information form 

Forty-four of the reports have been completed in a satisfactory manner and most are 
excellent.  Three have components delayed with inclusion of another growing season 
being a factor. 
Outcome:  is a subjective evaluation of the written reports and discussions at update and 
other occasions.  The subjective evaluation for course grade reporting is excellent. 
 
Objective c., g., h. and j.  Output:  will consist of newspaper, newsletter and conference 
clippings, observation of web-sites and oral reports.  Examples are included in this report. 
 
Objective i.  Outputs and Outcomes:  listed above. 
 
.  
 
2A)  Are there changes in the direction of your project (i.e., something different than outlined in your 
grant proposal)?   
  
__Yes  _X_No  
 
There is no change in the direction of the project but it sould be noted that the extension of the 
application is greater than originally anticipated.  Teachers requested and participated in an 
additional weekend session to support their extended application.  A five year plan of evaluation to 
determine support and success factors has been initiated.  
 
3A)  Is the project on schedule?     _X_Yes  
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5)  Final report only:  Please describe the contributions of third parties and of your organization to 
this project. List the contributors and their estimated financial contribution.  Explain each 
contribution, if a non-cash contribution.   
 
Name of 
organization 

Cash 
contribution 

Matching contribution 
(non-cash) 

Explanation, if non-cash 

Living Roadway  
Trust Fund 

$33,248 $3,000 Printed materials:  ID books, 
posters, maps 

UNI Continuing 
Education 

$11,600 $5,184 Registration services, Conference 
presentations 

Participants $8,640 $8,544 Mileage to workshop sessions 
Tallgrass Prairie 
Center 

 $5,375 Curriculum Materials 

Consultants ISU, 
SUI,  

 $3,345 Travel, time and materials 

    
TOTALS: $53,488 $25,448  
 
 
6A)  Final report only. Please provide at least one concrete example of how your project met one or 
more of the environmental education goals listed below.  
• Understand environmental processes and systems (such as the earth as a physical system, the living 

environment, humans and their societies, and/or environment and society) 
• Develop skills for understanding and addressing environmental issues 
• Understand personal and civic responsibility 
• Develop lifelong learning skills such as critical thinking, questioning and analysis skills 
• Understand that human well-being is tied to environmental quality 
• Understand and forge connections with their immediate surroundings 
• Conserve and protect Iowa’s resources 
•  
Teachers and students in the Roadside Prairies program met all of the environmental education goals listed.  They 
approached these goals by developing the knowledge, understanding and skills needed to address the issues related 
to the question of developing native prairie plantings along Iowa’s roadways.  They began by learning what an 
environmental issue is and the causes which drive conflicting behaviors.  They studied the ecology of the prairie so 
they might better understand issues related to establishment and maintenance of roadside prairies.  Students were 
motivated to establish and perpetuate roadside prairies plots and in so doing were involved with members of the 
school and local community. 
 
 
6B)  Final report only.  Testimonials from people influenced through your project help the CEP 
Board substantiate the need for this program 
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• 7A. Project Summary 
 
Roadside Prairies      07-04 
 
University of Northern Iowa 
Dr. Carl W. Bollwinkel 
www.uni.edu/ceee/eii
Bollwinkel@uni.edu
 
Project’s purpose and targeted audience: 
 
This project will introduce Iowa’s teachers, students, parents and their communities to the issue:  Should 
native vegetation be restored to Iowa roadsides?  Participants will gain an understanding of what 
environmental issues are, how they develop, gain an in-depth understanding of Prairie Roadside issues 
and use critical thinking skills to determine appropriate action.  
 
Reflection:  
 
Dedicated teachers, an outstanding eii staff, skilled teacher/leaders and knowledgeable consultants 
contributed to a program which developed as planned and, according to extensive evaluation, was a 
success.   A program of such complexity and depth requires many days of intense planning to become 
successful. 
 
The program was developed with the following objectives and intended and accomplished outputs 
and outcomes: 
 
 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

 
a.)  Students, teachers, parents and community members will attain a new level of 

appreciation for our native vegetation and the value of native roadside plantings. 
 
b.)  Faculty from all three regents universities, UIU,  eii staff, three teacher/leaders , 

naturalists and consultants (IRVM, IEP, TGPC, TF, KIB, LRTF) will coordinate efforts 
in recruitment, instruction and support activities during teacher/participant instruction of 
students. 

 
c.)  Student projects, (e.g. roadside plantings) which engage parents, community and county 

personnel will be documented and reported. 
 
d.)  About 48 teachers (including undergraduate education majors), will integrate issue 

instruction and various disciplines into their teaching of the unit ARoadside Prairies.@ 
 
e.)  All teachers will participate in the pre and post assessment of students.  Data will be 

tabulated and statistically analyzed. 
 
f.)  Teachers will fulfill their district=s standards and benchmarks (various disciplines 

as appropriate) in their classrooms and in the field. 
 
g.)  Releases to public communications will identify the REAP funding. 
 
h.) The project will enhance environmental education leadership by having three 

teacher/leaders participate in the professional development of classroom teachers and 
undergraduate teacher education students. 

http://www.uni.edu/ceee/eii
mailto:Bollwinkel@uni.edu
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i.) All components of the project will be evaluated.   
 
j.)  Communication/dissemination methods will include printed, oral and conference 

presentations at ICEC (before the workshop) and ISTS (after the workshop.)  
Conference expenses will be borne by matching funds, not REAP funds. 

 
Objective b.  Output: will be determined by the registration list.  The grant was written for participation 
of 48 teachers.  Final registration was 47 with a group deciding to wait for next year’s class rather than 
split up a team.  
 
Objectives a., b. and h.  Output:  will be determined by number of teachers completing instruction.  All 
47 of the teachers completed the instruction. 
Outcome:  The success of the instruction of the teachers in the eii four level model, was determined 
from data collected on the post reflective Teaching Skill Inventory.  The results have been summarized 
above and are graphed in a following section. 
 
Objectives a., b., c., d., e., f. and i.  Output:  documentation of individual district Benchmarks.  All 
participants turned in documentation of individual goals or district benchmarks which were met.  District 
benchmarks are highly varied and so were the checklists returned but they were extensive.   
 
Outcomes: degrees of success of instruction of students will be determined from pre/post Student 
Inventories.  Data is pasted in this report. 
 
Objectives a., b. c., d., f. and i. Output:  will be determined by number of native area plantings which 
were initiated or enhanced.  As of the time of writing this report, 19 such sites are documented as having 
action initiated.  This is a continuing process, with some sites being initiated during the coming growing 
season when new schools are open.  It should also be noted that there are numerous teacher teams with 
many students working on some of the larger prairies.  The largest teacher team is composed of 7 teachers 
at Oelwein Middle School. 
Outcome:  is long term and will be evidenced by the appreciation and attention given to the native 
plantings by students and other community members.  The Prairies in Progress program is a continuation 
of the work begun in the Iowa’s Roadside Prairies program.  As part of that program, a rubric has been 
developed which is to be used for a five year period to gather data on development and community 
involvement.  The initial data from the 2007 Prairies in Progress program is included in this report.   
 
Objectives a., b., c. and h.  Output:  will be determined by completion and submission of written 
reports.  These written reports include: 

6) An outline of the unit taught following the four levels of issue instruction. 
7) Discussion of Successes and Otherwise following the four levels. 
8) Connections/Benchmarks worksheets 
9) “Prairie Partners” Survey 
10) REAP Information form 

Forty-four of the reports have been completed in a satisfactory manner and most are excellent.  Three 
have components delayed with inclusion of another growing season being a factor. 
Outcome:  is a subjective evaluation of the written reports and discussions at update and other occasions.  
The subjective evaluation for course grade reporting is excellent. 
 
Objective c., g., h. and j.  Output:  will consist of newspaper, newsletter and conference clippings, 
observation of web-sites and oral reports.  Examples are included in this report. 
 
Objective i.  Outputs and Outcomes:  listed above. 
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Marketing tools: 
 
The most effecting marketing tool is the personal communication of past participants.  Past participants 
must be informed of the new program and this was done via conferences, emails, brochures and 
newsletters.  These modalities were also used to inform other K-12 teachers. 
 
 
 
7B)  The REAP CEP Board wants to share your successes and lessons learned with other 
environmental educators. However, they respect your wishes to not share on the web potentially 
sensitive information that you may not want readily accessible to others. With this in mind, may the 
summary you have written (as well as the photos submitted) for 7A be published on the REAP CEP 
website?   
_X_Yes    __No (If no, please see 7C.) 
 
8) Final report attachments: 
 
Evaluation form(s): 
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Evaluation results: 
 
Teaching Skill Inventory Data 

Iowa's Roadside Prairies Teaching Skill Inventory 
T-Scores
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Student Data 

Iowa's Roadside Prairies
Average of all Classes
Elementary Grades (4)
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Iowa's Roadside Prairies
Average of all Classes

Middle Grades(6-8) 
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Iowa's Roadside Prairies
Average of all Classes

High School (9-12)
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9) Mid-term and final reports:  Include a completed Project Expenditure Summary with your 

mid-term and final reports. (See next page.) 
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Part II—REAP CEP Project Expenditure Summary 
For your mid-term and final reports, please submit this completed form, along with Part I, via e-mail to 
salterberg@uni.edu.   
 
For your final report, please also submit the Final Project Billing Form as a hard copy to Kathleen Moench at the 
DNR within 60 days of project completion. See Grant Agreement, Attachment B. 
 
Grant Recipient (organization name):  University of Northern Iowa 
 
Project Title and Number:  Roadside Prairies      07-04 
 
Check one:  
_ _Midterm Project Expenditure Summary (covering July 2006-Mar. 2007 activities) DUE:  Apr. 15, 
2007 
  
_X_Final Project Expenditure Summary (covering Apr. 2007-Dec. 2007 activities)  DUE:  Jan. 15, 2008 

Note:  The Final Project Expenditure Summary is not an official auditing document, though should 
accurately reflect project expenses.  Do not include non-REAP CEP expenditures.  E-mail to 
Salterberg@uni.edu. 

 
Budget Line Item 

(A) 
Approved Budget 

(B) 
This Period 

Expenses (C) 
Year-to-date 
Expenses (D) 

Remaining 
Balance (B-D) E 

1.  Personnel 
     (Salary and Fringe) 

1,008.00  1,086.00 - 78.00 

2.  Travel  
 

5,717.00  5,777.65 -60.65 

3.   Supplies 
 

2,285.50  2,203.72 81.78 

4.   Other  
 

21,774.00  21,717.13 56.87 

5.   Indirect costs 
 

3,078.50  3,078.50 00 

6.   Total 
 

33,863.00  33,862.95 00 

 
A NOTE AND A CLIPPING ARE PASTED BELOW. 

mailto:salterberg@uni.edu
mailto:Salterberg@uni.edu
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