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Program Development

Georgia Morse Middle School, enroliment of approximately 720 students, strives to offer a full
comprehensive program to its students. Caucasian students make up 74% of the population
followed by Native Americans with 24% of the population and other nationalities making up the
remaining 2%. 24.8% of the students at the Middle School are eligible for free and reduced
lunch. Building staff is comprised of 46 certified teaching staff, 2 counselors, 1 nurse, 2
administrators and 12 classified staff. The building itself was expanded and remodeled in 2001.
The site was previously the old high school. In 1972 it turned into a Jr. High of grades 7-9.
Through the recent remodeling phases and additions, including the 9" grade moving to the high
school in 1997 and the 6" grade moving up to the current middle school in 2001, the building is
currently 6th through 8th grade middle school. The building implements the middle school
approach in its physical set-up and teaming of students and core teachers.

Georgia Morse Middle School has teams of teachers that closely monitor student progress.
They have a common teaming meeting every week in order to do such items as track student
progress, communicate with parents, update their lesson plans, complete professional
development, and build interdisciplinary lessons or units.

Core classes at all levels are (1) Language Arts/Reading, (2) Math, (3) Social Studies, and (4)
Science. 6™ and 7" graders also have Physical and Health Education, on an every other day
rotating basis. 6" and 7" graders have an encore period that loops through (1) Art, (2)Tech.
Ed., (3) Computers, (4) FACS/Lifeskills, and (5) Music (6" graders)/Writing (7" graders).
Elective classes for 8" graders are FACS, Tech Ed., Art, Computers, Music Exploration, and PE.
Band is offered to all three grade levels; chorus, during the day, is offered to 7" and 8" graders.
8" graders take a semester of Health and a semester of Writing.

GMMS is a 1:1 chromebook school for all grade levels. Google Classroom is the platform used
in classrooms. Smartboards, document projectors, microphoned classrooms, and dynamic
software make their way into the classrooms creating interesting, meaningful learning
experiences. All classrooms are mic'd, over half of the classrooms have Smartboard
technology, and many classrooms have EImos.

The building’s climate and culture emphasizes building relationships, maintaining a place of
safety and interest, as well as demonstrating our community’s commitment to a strong
education. An inviting environment is provided at Georgia Morse Middle School. The nine Tribal
flags reflecting our cultural diversity in South Dakota, artwork, and a tipi all share the goal of
welcoming those that enter our building.

Staff members are encouraged to take advantage of many professional development
opportunities that advance technological skills and increase effective instructional practices.
Professional book reads have been a tool to work as a school community and discuss best



practices. Georgia Morse Middle School continues strong efforts to meet the needs of low
performing students. GMMS staff use a “D and F list” on a weekly basis to identify students that
need assistance. Interventions such as work study, an after school program, and an
intervention list that provides additional 1:1 attention are used to help students stay current on
their school work. A Native American Coach is staffed in the office to work with Native American
students academically and socially. This coach serves an important role in building relationships
and connections with students, families, and the school. The school has adopted a philosophy
towards homework that emphasizes completion and mastery.

The School Improvement Plan has been developed with the input of the Building Leadership
Team. The Building Leadership Team (formed in 2010) helps create professional learning
communities within the school. The Building Leadership Team has led the rest of our staff
through processes of improvement. Members of the BLT have recently been involved in the
DOE'’s Critical Needs Assessment process and training. The Building Leadership Team for
2023-2024 School Year includes:

Name of Member Building Leadership Team Membership
Kyley Cumbow Principal

Brandon Lowery Assistant Principal

Jeff Schlekeway Special Education Teacher
Kelsey Porter Science Dept. Chair

Beka Tyon LA Dept. Chair

Tom Stotts Encore Department Chair
Shannon Mack SS Dept. Chair

Karla Roth Team Leader

Kathy Norwick Math Dept. Chair

Alicia Ferrilli Team Leader

Ashley Brewer Team Leader

Mallory Meier Team Leader

Troy Wiebe PPS Curriculum Director

Our building level teacher-sustained programs meet many of the board goals as well as our own
school improvement goals. The district’s mission and belief statements are included in



Appendix A. GMMS supports the annual School Board goals through professional
development, instructional strategies, and activities for students, family, and community. GMMS
also creates building wide school goals for each school year.

This improvement plan will be evaluated and revised annually. Various assessments guide our
program development. Report card grades, NWEA, grade level/department common
assessments, and statewide assessment results are examples of data that have been reviewed
in the past. Common local assessments help guide Georgia Morse Middle School teachers in
mapping their curriculum, tracking the amount of time spent on standards, identifying strengths
and weaknesses, and increasing effectiveness in instructional approaches. The Professional
Learning Community approach has been adopted by GMMS since the school year 2019-2020.
Common assessments and interventions are now focused on essential standards.

The Department of Education is responsible for communicating and clarifying regulations and
expectations as well as providing various forms of data and technical support. The school is
responsible for participating in a data analysis, developing a school improvement plan, and
implementing the plan.

Comprehensive Needs Assessment
A variety of needs assessments are completed on an ongoing basis. These include:

e Vertical and horizontal alignments in curricular departments have and will continue to
happen to determine coverage of standards. Departments continue to meet in order to
discuss alignment of standards and align curriculum at each grade level. Horizontal
alignments are done more frequently within the 6-8th grade departments. Department
meetings occur at least once a week.

e Parent surveys have been done in the past. Both paper and computer versions of
surveys have been used. Examples of these include safety surveys, climate surveys,
and academic surveys. These are done paper-pencil at parent-teacher conference
times or by technology (email and surveymonkey link on facebook page). Results of
surveys have indicated that parents express support for the teachers and the quality of
instruction our building offers. Documentation of these surveys is kept on file at the
building level. Both the Building Leadership Team and Team Leaders have discussed
the results and determined items or areas that need to be addressed.

e Assessment of staff needs - A Building Leadership Team has been instrumental in
gaining information from all staff members. Notes taken during Early Release times or
inservice opportunities have provided feedback on our school’s strengths and
weaknesses. Our BLT has also surveyed our staff during faculty meetings. Strengths



include team time for communication (parents/students), positive student climate,
professional development, and program organization.

Examining student assessment data.

Weekly D/F lists are sent out to staff. Teachers work with these identified students
during homeroom, grade level study hall periods, or before/after school, assist with work
completion, and develop interventions to help students be successful.

The process of student referrals and addressing students at-risk has been aided by our
yearly attendance at STAT (Student Teacher Assistance Team) trainings. The STAT
meets twice per month. The use of our STAT process also creates an atmosphere of
accommodations and efforts on the part of the teaching staff. Staff modify work for
individual students, if necessary, to help all students be successful. The mount of
support is monitored throughout the three years at the middle school and determination
is made in 8" grade what accommodations are absolutely necessary for a particular
student. Our STAT process is led by a teacher and is continually reviewed, updated, and
monitored. Students are referred by teams of teachers and then case managed to best
meet student needs. The team members represent the different grade levels and subject
areas at GMMS.

Our school has been involved in annual data retreats since the Fall of 2002. Data driven
decision making has been imperative to our building as well as our district since our first
data retreat. Recognizing the importance of using various forms of data has helped our
building become better focused on areas that need to be improved. Our goals and
emphasis on improvement have been data driven. Being able to create small groups of
students and build relationships have been found to be effective with middle school
students.

Our office reviews discipline data each year. We have implemented approaches to build
proactive relationships. A school resource officer is housed at GMMS and his presence
has also been a proactive, preventative approach to student behavior. The school also
firmly believes in working with the parents in order to help students be successful.

Our current BLT process has been determining the needs of the staff and developing
professional development since 2008. This Professional Learning Community discusses
data, needs assessments, and what the building needs to do in order to meet the needs
of our students. Additional BLT members attended the PLC training during summer
2016, 2021, and 2024.

During the building level data retreat, department meetings, and common assessment
meetings (Appendix C), staff analyze student data, trends, and strengths and
weaknesses determined from the data (Appendix D and E). Teams document strategies



that can address the weaknesses within their classrooms and departments. Teachers
also share interventions and strategies that may be implemented in our programming
and their classrooms to improve data results.

Goals, Objectives, and Strategies

Smarter Balance is the measurement tool for statewide testing. This summative test will
measure the content standards (Common Core) as a criterion-referenced and a standards
based test. Student progress will also be monitored by these formative assessments such as
common assessments and NWEA

The BLT helps develop these goals based upon Smarter Balance and NWEA data. New goals
are written for each upcoming school year and approved by the BLT. The BLT met May 2023
and considered both the projection of SB scores for AMO school year, took into
considerations COVID and any COVID learning loss, and decided upon SIP goals
correlating to the year before COVID impacted school as we know it.

2024-2025 Reading Goals:




2024-2025 Math Goals:

2024-202 ien Is:




Action that will be used to achieve the targeted goals Responsible participants

Action 1: Professional development for staff and SPED All Teachers
paraprofessionals directed towards best practices for
teaching students on IEPs. School Administration

Building Leadership Team

Action 2: Purposeful implementation of strategies for (1)  All Teachers
relationships, (2) conflict resolution, and (3) establishing
norms. School Administration

Building Leadership Team

Historical Data:

Prioritized N : Historically, Georgia Morse Middle School has struggled in meeting
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in Math and Reading with three subgroups. Small
improvements have been made with one group for a year or two, but these are the subgroups
that typically do not show adequate growth or achievement:

1. Native American Students

2. Students with Disabilities

3. Economically Disadvantaged

Focus on activities and time to increase exposure in math and language arts needs to be a
priority, especially for the noted subgroups.


https://docs.google.com/document/d/11oUnMDdrSW7Y2mV6idG5yEwbHpzJCG5hrIlwb-K7z0Y/edit?usp=sharing

SD’s DOE determined GMMS to be a targeted school in 2022-2023 for a period of at least two
years based on the significant gap in achievement and growth (math and LA) and attendance
between our students on IEPs and our “whole” student group. It is a requirement to submit an
action plan to address this gap with the state. Below is the Action Plan submitted to the state
April 2024.

Revised June 2020

Schog]_Su;Eess Action Plan

School: GMMS/Pierre  Date: April 2024

Theory of Action (If, Then, And Statement) Expresses the focus/direction:
1. IF all staff were provided training and support for accommodations, higher level/ critical thinking skills. and having high expectations for our

special education students. THEN staff will be confident and capable of providing effective instruetion and support to our Special Education
students, AND our special education scores will reflect an increase in growth and achievement.

2. IF all staff members honored the beliefs and different values of their colleagues, THEN we would have a higher level of effective and positive

collaboration along with staff feeling more valued, AND students would benefit from a higher level of consistency amongst the staff members.

Action Plan Timeline When will the actions/ Participation Indicate
What actions/ tasks will be used to achieve this milestone? tasks occur? and completion of
What resources are required to implement the plan? s By, actions/tasks
Who is involved and
what role do they play?

1.

Action 1:

Professional development for staff and SPED Paraprofessionals directed towards
best practices for teaching students on 1EPs.

Reading in content areas
Higher order thinking skills/critical thinking skills

Resources Required:
GMMS instructional strategies (8 instructional strategies that Hattie and
Marzano agree upon/carry over from action plan 2020) revisited with SPED

approaches incorporated in

Team meetings with SPED teachers to discuss specific accommadations
Fresentation by SPED staff on what accommodations are available (and

purpose)

Qutcome of growth mindset, high standards, and belief that ALL students can

succeed

Research based curriculum for Special Education students {math and LA}

uly 2023-August 2023:

1.Agree upon research-based strategies that
jwill become the driving force for PD and
therefore, staff

|August 2023- May 2024:

2. Implement 8 instructional strategies with
fidelity, but now with an understanding of
faddressing needs of SPED students. PD,
{data collected through observations and
Planbook.edu

3.Closer collaboration between SPED
{department, general education teachers, and
SPED paraprofessional staff

#.Continuous PD throughout the year
involving best practices that yield best
iresults for SPED students, including but not
limited to: reading in the content area and
higher order thinking/ critical thinking
skills. Applying PD strategies to daily
instuction,

1. BLT/current critical
needs assessment research
team

2.BLT/ Admin
mplementation- all staff

B.BLT/SPED
dept/scheduling
Implementation -all staff

H.BLT/Admin- possible
lputside trainer/facilitator
Implementation- all staff

August all staff in-
lservice with Heather
Frizelle.(Solution
[Tree)

Frequent faculty
meetings used for
modification and
laccommodation
training.

PD Monster training
[for
Paraprofessionals.

IGMMS Instructional
ktrategy use in the
kclassroom reviewed
in April staff
meeting among
colleagues from
Planbook.edu report.

IEP goal practice
il communication
at monthly before
school staff
meetings.

]
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|Assigning
[paraprofessional and|
SPED teacher to a
team for closer
collaboration.

[SPED teachers and
paraprofessionals
attending weekly
team meetings with
their respective
teams,

*Specific data can
be found on our
School
Improvement Plan

Action 2:

Purposeful implementation of strategies for (1) Relationships, (2) Conflict
Resolution and (3) Establishing Norms

2023-2024 focus (1) weekly department partner, and (2) teams/departments
meetings

Resources Required:

1. Paraprofessional assigned to a team

2. PD specific to SPED paraprofessionals

3. Common “why"- something that unifies us as a team (team building
activities- Natl guard activities, "Happy” video, etc.}

4. BLT/Dept heads before August to be trained and to discuss how to deal with
conflicts (Beka will continue to look into)

May 2023:

Conduct follow up survey to SDCNA staff
survey to determine clarification to three
survey questions regarding safety and
henoring differences and collaberation.

Huly 2023- August 2023:
PD direction decided upon for school year
implementation.

lAugust 2023:

[Training and discussion for BLT/Dept
heads on how to lead successfully and how
to manage conflicts/strong personalities

[Determination of SPED paraprofessional
ssignments for scheduling purposes

Wugust 2023- May 2024:
Continuous support in the areas of team

building, relationship building, conflict

resolution throughout school year.

Purposeful staff activities and tasks to
increase collaboration and team building.

Current Critical Needs
Assessment work group:
lculture

BLT/Admin

BLT/Admin

IAdmin

BLT/Admin
Involvement: all staff

BLT/Admin
[nvolvement: all staff

[Training for team
leaders on crucial
conversations held
IAugust 2023,

Culture survey
conducted.

[School culture audit
performed by Dr.
Muhammad with
Solution Tree in
December 2023.

Data for culture
survey and school
culture audit
reviewed by the
Building Leadership
Team.

PD Monster
Training for
paraprofessionals.

Paraprofessionals
pssigned to a team.

Multiple

paraprofessional
meetings regarding
students and
[practices.

10ctober meeting,
featuring team
[building activities
ithin core teams.
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Expected Milestone/Outcome
What do you anticipate accomplishing by the end of the year?

General education teacher’s level of understanding and confidence in providing for the needs of SPED students will increase.

The knowledge base for SPED paraprofessionals will increase.

Growth mindset, high standards, and the belief that ALL students can succeed will be evident (staff based).

Department partners and departments will function within a set of norms that results in productive, respectful, and effective partnerships/teamwork.
Staff will develop an understanding of professional collaboration, including differing opinions, respect, compromise, and conflict resolution.

LS

Evidence of Progress
‘What data will be collected and analyzed to inform you of your progress?

1. Surveys (informal and/or third party) used to determine growth from SCCNA baseline data- staff (certified and non-certified)
| 2. Supervisor observations (informal and formal) and instructional strategy documentation in planbook.edu to determine frequency of purposeful use of instructional
I strategies being used in classrooms.
3. Increased scores- achievement and growth- of our SPED students in our NWEA assessments along with the end of the year SB/SDSA. The school’s improvement plan
‘ includes a specific goal for the SPED subgroup to meet or outscore the states average in Math and Reading.

End of the Year Milestone Attainment Progress:
Were the actions/tasks completed? How was the milestone accomplished (provide evidence)?

Our August inservice began our year long focus on how to better support our students on IEPs. We partnered with Heather Frizielle with Solution Tree (SPED “expert”) and the
followed up in all of our staff meetings throughout the year with the same conversation. We continued to document the effective instructional strategies that Marzano and
Hattie agree upon. This data will be analyzed this May and shared with the BLT to determine the best approach for the 24-25 school year. The most successful implementation
of our first action plan was assigning one paraprofessional to a core team. The collegiality that was observed was a component for this staff that was missing. Those
paraprofessionals on core teams shared a sense of ownership for the success of all students, just not those on IEPs, on the core team. Because we also approached our
homeroom time different for our SPED teachers, the curriculum purchased to help assist with developing each student’s IEP goals also was significantly noticed, and we hope
translates into an increase in growth and achievement for our students on IEPs. The training and PD support for both our general education teachers and paraprofessionals
was appreciated. We had a binder of resources that we worked from for each faculty meeting. Our paraprofessionals either attended these meetings or had inservice time
throughout the year to work through a module purchased from Monster PD.

L

Princ'\pal Signature 4

Superin%yﬁt Signature

Overall Data Trends:

Longitudinal data will be considered by following current middle school students to 7th and 8th grade.
NWEA and SB scores for the grade level as a whole will be used to determine strengths in curriculum
and instruction. Discussions will also result in need areas that are identified by subject and group.

Individual student results are shared at least quarterly with parents by a quarter grade report as
well as parent-teacher conferences in the Fall and the Spring. Parent Portal and Student Portal,
an online communication tool that shows a student’s gradebook, is available at all times. Failing
or near failing grade reports “deficiencies” are sent out to parents at mid-quarter times. Students
also have access to their grade reports through the Student Portal accessed through our
website. The following is Georgia Morse Middle School’s website:

http://www.pierre.k12.sd.us/subpages/gmms.html
GMMS’s facebook page is:

https://www.facebook.com/groups/GeorgiaMorseMS/


http://www.pierre.k12.sd.us/subpages/gmms.html
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Timeline and Chart of Responsibilities:

Reading and Math:

Strategy Implementation Timeline Responsible Staff/Group
Increase effectiveness in lesson 2020-current Teachers
planning and research based Administration
instructional strategies for Tier 1
and Tier 2
PLC/Essential Standards 2020 - current Teachers

Counselors

Administration

Use technology to increase Fall 2014 - current All staff
interest, motivation, and

engagement

Use of student data to progress Fall 2015-current Math
monitor students achievement and LA
needs Science

Professional Development

Opportunities for collaboration, continuing education, and professional development are
provided on-site, through district professional development options, and local and national
conferences and workshops. Staff development at Georgia Morse Middle School has been
guided by district initiatives and the goals and plans of the Building Leadership Team.

Georgia Morse Middle School functions as a Professional Learning Community, where the
environment/ school culture cultivates mutual cooperation, support, and professional growth.
This is fostered through continuous professional dialogue and training.

Discussion of effective strategies, such as interdisciplinary units, lessons designed around
identified weaknesses, viewing of effective teaching videos, and completing observations of
other classrooms, are all part of the PLC process.

A greater emphasis on interventions has occurred to meet the needs of at-risk students and/or
those that struggle with basic skills. This has been linked to our STAT process and Tier Two
interventions.
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By implementing Professional Learning Communities, our district demonstrates new initiatives
that involve shared decision making. The Building Leadership Team created a system of staff
involvement in working towards continual improvement. The Professional Learning Community
meets the requirements of continued school reflection and school improvement.

Parent Involvement and Education

Parent involvement is recognized as an important part of student development. Georgia Morse
Middle School staff invites parents into team meetings, has high turnout rates for parent teacher
conferences, and has a high number of parents visiting the Parent Portal in which they can keep
track of their individual child’s success. Team weekly emails share weekly lesson plans and
activities. With this access to information, parents can be more knowledgeable and know what
to ask their child concerning schoolwork. Any student struggling academically (failing grades)
will be sent a mid-quarter grade report.

Transition

Georgia Morse Middle School takes great effort and time to transition the students from the four
elementary buildings. Coming to the middle school is a big change for 5th graders and
communication has been important in aiding a smooth transition.

Each spring the middle school counselors and administration meet with elementary personnel to
discuss students and needs. An Ambassador program includes 6" grade Ambassadors
(student leaders) that return to their home elementary building to speak to the 5" grade classes.
The 5th grade classes are then invited for a tour of GMMS in the Spring. Where Everybody
Belongs (WEB) is a program used by the middle school to promote a healthy, welcoming
environment. This program includes each incoming 6" grade student being called during the
summer by an Ambassador and invited to a fun assembly led by the older students. WEB takes
place during the week of registration. Games are played, while routines and procedures are
taught. A parent meeting for all parents of 5th grade students is hosted each school year and
not only includes information on how the middle school works, but also a tour of the 6th grade
area.

Students in 8" grade moving to the high school meet with the high school counselors several
times their 8th grade year. High school counselors come to the middle school and discuss
required courses and elective opportunities. The high school counselors interact with the 8th
graders several times during the 8th grade year to finalize schedules online. A panel of high
school students come and speak to the 8™ graders in the Fall. A tour of the high school is also
conducted in the Spring of the year. High school counseling and administration staff meet with
middle school counselors and administration and discuss individual student needs and concerns
each Spring. Another meeting involving Special Education staff from the middle school and high
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school to discuss the specific needs of students also occurs. An informational parent night is
also held for parents of incoming 9" graders moving to the high school.

Monitoring/Evaluation (Additional Support)

Students experiencing difficulty receive effective and timely assistance by a referral to a Student
Teacher Assistance Team (STAT). After the referral, an educator is assigned to be the case
manager for that student and data is gathered. The team suggests interventions to assist with a
child’s success. The team may recommend a meeting with the pre-referral team to determine if
formal testing is needed.

Parents are invited and encouraged to participate in all decisions for their child. Special
Education students may be in regular classes for Science, Social Studies, and Encore classes
but may receive direct instruction for Math and Language Arts from the Special Education
teacher. A Coteaching model has been adopted and practiced at two grade levels (7, 8) in the
classes of Math and Language Arts. This allows for greater inclusion with peers and more
academic attention with two certified teachers in the classroom. This practice also helps those
students that may struggle yet do not qualify for an IEP. Special services teachers also
supervise tutored study halls that include students from their caseload for more specific,
effective assistance. A Lifeskills class was created in 2014 that allows select IEP students to
develop work-type skills.

Fiscal Requirement

Funds are used to support the school improvement plan (SIP) in regards to staff compensation
and benefits, professional development, supplies, and equipment. The district has committed to
meeting state and Federal mandates. It is the intent that the implementation of this school
improvement plan (SIP) will result in Georgia Morse Middle School meeting proficiency or AYP
in all subgroups. Georgia Morse Middle School site-based management with regard to funding,
time, personnel, and materials will continued based upon past successes. The school has
benefited from the state’s 1003 grant money for the last three academic years.

Ongoing Program Development

This school improvement plan (SIP) will be evaluated each year when assessment data is
available. The plan will be revised based on current data. Data retreats will be held with the
staff (Appendix F, G, and H) and the SIP will be implemented. Monitoring and implementation
will be the responsibility of the administration and GMMS staff. Major components of the plan
will be communicated with parents via the district's website and other communication tools.
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Appendix A
Pierre Public School District

Mission:
To cooperatively inspire all students to achieve their potential

Vision:
All Pierre School District Students will acquire the necessary knowledge, skills, and
attitudes to become life-long learners and productive members of society.

Beliefs of Pierre Public Schools:

e We believe that schools should teach....Young people how to love learning and value
knowledge, emphasizing the basic classes, responsibility, and character and providing a
constant rigorous level of expectation.

e We believe that a good school is one that... Educates students for a successful life in
both the academic arena and real life situations by communicating effectively, respecting
individual differences, and setting high standards for students, staff, and administrators.

o We believe that a successful student is able to... challenge himself in and out of
school thus becoming a life long learner, effective problem solver, and a productive
member of society.

e We believe that an effective classroom is one in which.... students enjoy working
both individually and cooperatively and are actively engaged in a safe, rigorous, open,
honest and respectful environment using a variety of learning styles.

o We believe that a good faculty member is one who... enjoys what s/he does, has the
students’ best interests in mind, models respect, values team work, is caring, courteous,
and supportive of students, parents, and fellow teachers.



PIERRE PUBLIC SCHOOL BOARD GOALS:

Pierre School Board Goals
2023-2024

Teaching & Learning: Incorporate a “growth mindset” culture that
promotes continuous improvement by engaging all students and
enhancing opportunities for their success.

Student Persistence: Pursue and support innovative pathways to
success for all students. Promote and reinforce that the potential for
academic and extra-curricular success is due to their efforts and
persistence.

School Attendance: Incorporate strategies to improve attendance and
reinforce the importance of consistent school attendance as it relates to
student success.

School Safety: Provide a safe environment for students, staff and visitors
with effective emergency response protocols. Establish a climate that
holds high expectations for student conduct and their behavior towards
others.

Parent and Community Engagement: Encourage and strengthen
opportunities for parent and community partnerships and enhance
relationships that support efforts to address our district mission.

Recruitment & Retention: Expand efforts to attract, secure and engage
high quality, dedicated educators. Create feasible methods to retain and
support effective and productive members of our educational team.

MISSION STATEMENT:

“To Cooperatively Inspire All Students to Achieve Their Potential”

16



Appendix B

MOST CURRENT STATE ASSESSMENT DATA:

6th Grade Math- Summative

sLaaernt

Ci leti
Count ompletion
State 10272
District 222
School 222
7th Grade Math- Summative
_— e
State 10329
District 219
School 219
8th Grade Math- Summative
State 10438
District 229
School 229

AVETdye

Performance Distribution
Scale Score

252121 o Percent 28% 30% 2% 19%
Count 29K 31K 23K 2K

2532+7 o Percent  23% 29% 7% 2%
Count 50 65 59 42

25327 0 Percent  23% 29% 7% 2%

Count 50 65 59 42

FSHUNIGHILE DIsu suaun
Scale Score

25361 o Percemt  31%  28%  22% 19%
Count 32K 29K 23K 2K

sisfjeuy eyeq g bulspopy pue Buin

25657 o Percent 19% 27% 28% 26%
Count 22 59 62 56

2565+7 @ | porcem 19% 27%  28%  26%
Court 42 58 82 56

ACAn o Cr M

2552 %1 o Percent 33% 26% 21% 20%
Coum 35K 27K 2K 2K

sisfjeuy eleq g Buiapop pL

2502+ 8 @ |pocem 22% 20% 205 3a%
Coum S0 S 48 9

2502+ 8 @ | porcens 22%  20% 209 34%

Coumt 50 54 46 79

5

rercem
Proficient

42%

48%

48%

Proficient

A%

54%

54%

40%

55%

55%
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6th Grade ELA- Summative

State 10222
District 222
School 222

7th Grade ELA- Summative

State 10265
District 218
School 218

8th Grade ELA- Summative

State 10386
District 228
School 228

8th Grade Science- Summative

L LY MMM UL i | et R S 1 ST ey |

48%

2520 £1 o Percent  25% 27% 33% 15%
Count  2.5K 2.8K 34K 15K

25186 o Percent 25%  29%  30% 15% 45%
Count 56 65 67 34

251846 @ |pocem 25% 29%  30% 5% 45%
Court 56 65 67 a4

25471 @ | parcem 24%  26%  zen  sm 50%
Coumt 24K 27K 37K 15K

256327 @ | pecem 19t 20w 3% 2 61%
Coumt 42 44 a5 a7

256357 @ | parcem 13% 20w 3% 2 61%
Coum 42 44 a5 a

253821 0 Percent  24%  26% 36%  14% 49%
Count 25K 28K 37K 14K

257947 @  pecem 2% 2% aer 8w 54%
Couwrt 48 57 B4z

257947 @ | pecem 2% 25%  asx  18% 4%
Count 48 57 81 az

[ I I

oo o [ o o
3 g =
g = ©
B = | w
@ £,
d 3
Student Average T Percent w3
=
Count Scale Score e Proficient =
[4+]
w
(=]
el
=
[#]
1]
State 10454 799 @ Pereent 23%  238%  25% 14% 39%%
Count 24K 4K 2.6 1.5K
District 229 807+2 @ | percem 18w a1 26%  24% 50%
Count 42 72 &0 55
Georgia Marse Middle School ... 229 8072 o Percent -:m, 3% 26%  24% 30%

Count 42 72 60 35
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Aggregate by School

Term:

District:

Grouping:

Small Group Display:

Spring 2022-2023

Pierre School District 32-2

Mone
Mo

Language Arts: Reading

Georgia Morse Middle School

Growth: Reading 6+ SD 2018
SD Content Standards Language Arts: 2018

Instructional Area Performance

Student Mean Std Literature Informational Text Vocabulary: Acquisition and Use

Term Grade Count  RIT Dev  Median Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev.
Spring 2022-2023 6 218 2156 14.0 217 2153 146 2152 159 2163 146
Winter 2022-2023 6 218 2152 1486 217 2149 156 2152 154 2157 154
Fall 2022-2023 6 Pl | 2127 145 215 2124 153 2119 15.0 2137 161
Spring 2021-2022 [ 234 2176 14.7 218 217.3 16.2 216.8 152 2187 14.9
Winter 2021-2022 6 234 2169 138 218 2173 146 216.6 155 2166 144
Fall 2021-2022 [ 238 2139 143 215 213.9 15.1 2134 15.8 2145 14.6
Spring 2020-2021 [ 218 2174 13.6 218 217.0 15.3 216.9 15.0 2182 13.8
Winter 2020-2021 [ 203 2173 135 218 2174 14.3 2171 14.7 2175 147
Fall 2020-2021 B 207 2121 143 213 2119 150 2116 156 2129 152
Winter 2019-2020 B 234 2164 140 218 2157 153 2161 154 2173 141
Fall 2019-2020 B 235 2143 133 215 2147 153 2135 146 2146 133
Spring 2022-2023 T 228 2208 143 222 2198 153 2203 158 2223 141
Winter 2022-2023 T Pl | 2202 137 220 2197 150 219.8 152 2211 14.0
Fall 2022-2023 T 23 2184 132 218 216.9 143 2186 14.7 2187 14.0
Spring 2021-2022 T 210 2202 145 Pl | 218.8 153 2189 158 2227 145
Winter 2021-2022 T 209 218.7 14.2 220 2178 15.3 2184 155 2189 147
Fall 2021-2022 T 223 2176 138 218 2170 146 2175 15.0 2184 146
Spring 2020-2021 T 204 2202 143 223 219.6 15.6 2200 154 2208 14.5
Winter 2020-2021 T 202 2202 135 222 2198 1389 2195 151 2214 143
Fall 2020-2021 T 199 2175 13.7 218 217.3 14.5 216.9 155 2182 13.8
Winter 2019-2020 T 240 2209 141 222 2202 154 2207 152 2218 152
Fall 2019-2020 T 240 2155 16.0 217 214.0 17.4 2148 16.7 218.0 16.6
Spring 2022-2023 8 214 2198 158 21 2182 177 2186 167 2225 157
Winter 2022-2023 ] 208 2181 156 Pl | 2183 172 218.0 17.0 2212 154
Fall 2022-2023 8 209 2169 155 218 2155 168 2159 166 2185 158
Spring 2021-2022 ] 1" 221 16.0 224 2204 175 2220 16.9 2241 162
Winter 2021-2022 ] 218 226 138 225 pealvy 158 2223 151 2237 139
Fall 2021-2022 a8 225 2200 14.6 21 218.3 16.1 219.9 16.2 T 14.9
Spring 2020-2021 8 213 226 16.4 224 2212 167 2221 184 2245 166

Explanatory Notes
Due to statistical unreliability, summary data for groups of less than 10 are not shown.
A goal mean shown with bold italic represents performance that might be an area of concem. A goal mean shown with bold underline represents an area of relatively strong performance.
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map

R Term: Spring 2022-2023
GROWTH Aggregate by School District: Premg School District 32-2
Grouping: Mone
Small Group Display: Mo
Math: Math K-12

Georgia Morse Middle School

Growth: Math 6+ SD 2018

SD Content Standards Mathematics: 2018 Instructional Area Performance

Operations and Algebraic The Real and Complex Number Geometry Statistics and Probability
Student Mean  Std Thinking Systems

Term Grade  Count RIT Dev  Median Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev
Spring 2022-2023 6 216 2221 152 224 2216 156 2239 16.9 217 16.3 2211 16.4
Winter 2022-2023 6 218 2195 14.4 pral 2181 156 217 153 2192 15.4 218.2 158
Fall 2022-2023 6 n 2152 143 217 2130 154 178 159 21741 16.2 2129 151
Spring 2021-2022 6 235 2244 16.5 226 2244 16.6 226.5 18.1 2234 17.0 2234 179
Winter 2021-2022 6 231 2211 140 224 2219 150 2236 16.4 2204 145 2186 147
Fall 2021-2022 6 23 216.1 14.1 218 2145 142 218.9 165 2176 14.3 2134 156
Spring 2020-2021 6 218 2.8 14.7 222 2225 15.8 2245 151 2207 16.0 219.7 15.8
Winter 2020-2021 6 203 212 132 224 2223 141 2252 16.0 2188 139 2186 137
Fall 2020-2021 6 205 2148 134 217 2143 140 2171 15.1 2147 149 2131 144
Winter 2019-2020 6 234 2210 138 222 2182 142 2243 154 2213 14.3 2195 152
Fall 20119-2020 6 234 2155 138 217 2140 144 218.2 154 2163 14.8 2137 152
Spring 2022-2023 T 224 231.8 16.3 234 2316 16.6 2342 18.4 2299 16.5 2314 181
Winter 2022-2023 T 233 2289 165 231 2281 163 2311 182 2270 165 2290 190
Fall 2022-2023 7 228 2248 16.7 227 2245 180 226.7 179 2239 17.4 2244 178
Spring 2021-2022 T 215 2311 15.9 233 2323 16.0 235.0 18.1 279 17.1 2295 7.7
Winter 2021-2022 T 215 226.2 14.8 226 2262 154 2290 16.2 2246 15.2 2252 16.6
Fall 2021-2022 T 220 220 14.7 223 ey B 153 2240 16.0 216 15.8 2211 16.8
Spring 2020-2021 T 209 277 149 228 2271 158 2305 172 2264 148 2268 162
Winter 2020-2021 T 20 2257 14.0 226 2252 14.9 2309 16.5 223.2 13.4 2245 15.7
Fall 2020-2021 T 206 2216 14.4 223 2223 153 2243 15.8 219.7 14.4 2201 16.5
Winter 2019-2020 T 241 2273 151 228 2257 152 2290 16.0 275 16.6 2270 173
Fall 2019-2020 T 242 2241 14.4 226 2213 148 2253 159 2246 157 2251 159
Spring 2022-2023 8 21 2324 174 233 2340 19.0 2320 193 2326 173 2305 188
Winter 2022-2023 8 216 2204 171 230 2308 184 230.2 183 2280 17.9 2286 182
Fall 2022-2023 8 215 2271 167 227 2278 178 2295 179 2745 170 2266 1862
Spring 2021-2022 8 207 2347 178 236 2363 192 2352 183 2343 180 2331 193
Winter 2021-2022 8 1" 2314 16.4 232 2332 182 2324 179 2289 16.3 2307 173
Fall 2021-2022 8 225 2272 15.8 227 2279 17.6 229.6 16.5 2252 16.6 226.1 164

Explanatory Notes

Due fo statistical unreliability, summary dats for groups of less than 10 are not shown.
A goal mean shown with bold italie represents performance that might be an area of coneern. A goal mean shown with bold underline represents an area of relatively strong performance.
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Aggregate by School

Term:
District:
Grouping:

Small Group Display:

Spring 2022-2023

Pierre School District 32-2
Mone

Mo

Science: Science K-12

Georgia Morse Middle School
Growth: Science 6-8 SD 2015

SD Content Standards Science: 2015

Instructional Area Performance

Student Mean Std Life Science Physical Science Earth and Space Science

Term Grade Count RIT Dev Median Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev
Spring 2022-2023 B 217 2115 121 213 130 2104 125 2131 137
Winter 2022-2023 B 216 2109 19 212 135 2093 12.4 2125 129
Fall 2022-2023 [ 215 207.7 11.6 209 127 206.6 127 208.6 12.5
Spring 2021-2022 B8 234 2140 10.9 215 1.7 2128 11.4 216.3 12.8
Winter 2021-2022 [ pry | 2128 10.2 214 11.4 2120 1.2 2144 11.6
Fall 2021-2022 [ 232 209.0 " 210 12.2 208.3 1.8 2103 13.0
Spring 2020-2021 6 210 2123 1.9 213 13.0 2113 121 2142 13.7
Winter 2020-2021 6 191 2119 10.8 213 1.3 2115 19 2135 12.8
Fall 2020-2021 6 205 2078 "7 209 125 207.7 123 208.2 13.4
Spring 2022-2023 T 222 2187 126 219 151 2165 121 2191 135
Winter 2022-2023 7 228 2160 123 217 145 2145 121 2170 136
Fall 2022-2023 T 229 2134 11.6 214 13.2 2122 12.0 2144 12.9
Spring 2021-2022 T 210 2154 14.0 217 16.8 2131 133 2158 145
Winter 2021-2022 T 209 2154 130 216 155 2139 126 2167 14.1
Fall 2021-2022 T 212 2125 1.4 212 124 2119 125 2138 125
Spring 2020-2021 T 206 2164 1.4 217 13.2 2155 1.8 216.7 126
Winter 2020-2021 T 202 2160 1.9 218 134 2142 121 2175 13.5
Fall 2020-2021 T 189 2126 10.8 213 12.3 212.2 123 2138 T
Spring 2022-2023 a8 215 2179 14.6 219 15.0 217.5 16.6 2181 14.6
Winter 2022-2023 8 210 2178 138 218 15.0 2182 154 2172 131
Fall 2022-2023 ] 209 2146 135 216 151 2130 14.3 2158 14.1
Spring 2021-2022 8 203 2184 135 219 143 2197 146 2183 139
Winter 2021-2022 8 208 2179 128 218 132 2181 145 2185 131
Fall 2021-2022 8 225 2154 123 217 135 2142 131 2158 13.0
Spring 2020-2021 8 207 2196 12.8 o 136 2208 14.7 219.3 13.1
Winter 2020-2021 8 196 2193 12.7 eyl 13.5 219.9 14.5 2194 129
[Fall 2020-2021 8 214 2161 1.2 217 121 2146 12.8 2171 12.1

Explanatory Notes
Due to statistical unreliability, summary data for groups of less than 10 are not shown.
A goal mean shown with bold italic represents performance that might be an area of concemn. A goal mean shown with bold underline represents an area of relatively strong performance.

Generated by: Kyley CONFIDENTI/ Page 17 of

Cumbow

TA0/23, 103211 AM

MATH (find cohort data)

© NWEA 2023. MAP is a registe:
© Copyright 2010. National Govemnors Asso

trademark. N

“¥ NOTICE: This infarmation may be confidential and legally protected from disciosure.
f N in

EA, MAP Growth and MAP Skills are
on Center for Best Practices and Counc

s of
Al

in other countries.
rights reserved

nwea

Grade

14-15

15-16

16-17

17-18

18-19

5

42

43

46

51

41

40

41

54

55

51

43

44

54

65

57

6
7
8

46

38

49

55

64

MATH

Grade

14-15

15-16

16-17

17-18

18-19

5

42

43

46

51

41

6

40

41

54

55

51

State average

33

39

41

42

40

GMMS NA vs.
State NA

13vs. 6

13vs.9

17 vs. 10

14

vs. 8

14vs.9
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7 43 44 54 65 57
State Average | 38 41 41 45 44
GMMSNAvs. | 11vs.9 14 vs. 10 17 vs. 10 26 vs. 12 22 vs. 10
State NA

8 46 38 49 55 64
State 37 41 41 45 42
GMMS NA vs. 5vs.9 19vs. 10 14 vs. 8 23vs. 11 29vs. 9
state NA

LA (find the cohort data)

Grade 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19

5 52 52 55 63 61

6 40 47 57 51 60

7 53 48 52 66 62

8 47 54 43 48 61

LA

Grade 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19

5 52 52 55 63 61

6 40 47 57 51 60
State 44 49 48 49 50
GMMS NA vs 13vs 13 17 vs 18 26 vs 15 18 vs 13 30vs 17
State

7 53 48 52 66 62
State 48 50 52 53 53
GMMS NA vs 43 vs 17 23 vs 18 32vs 19 39vs 20 15vs 19
State

8 47 54 43 48 61
State 47 51 48 53 51
GMMS NA vs 24 vs 18 38 vs 20 11vs 16 18 vs 21 29vs 19
State

Report card scores broken down for various

schools.

| Overall Score

LA

| Math

| Science
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Huron 64 54 46 44

subgroups

NA/ED/SPED NA/43/15 NA/33/13 NA/33/8
Mitchell 62 54 52 £

subgroups

NA/ED/SPED 26/38/12 22/36/13 10/17/2011
Harrisburg South 70 64 60 45

subgroups

NA/ED/SPED NA/50/16 NA/40/18 NA/33/27
Watertown 66 67 51 49

subgroups

NA/ED/SPED 50/52/29 NA/32/16 NA/35/20
Yankton 72 65 56 49

subgroups

NA/ED/SPED 39/51/20 35/42/20 NA/32/NA
Brookings 64 61 48 46

subgroups

NA/ED/SPED 36/45/15 29/28/NA NA/27/14
Spearfish 56 50 43 41

subgroups

NA/ED/SPED 20/33/10 13/26/8 NA/28/17
Harrisburg North 69 65 54 60

subgroups

NA/ED/SPED NA/44[7 NA/26/7 NA/25/11

Sisseton 58 28 25 36
subgroups
NA/ED/SPED 17/15/10 14/16/10 22/16/20
Aberdeen Holgate 71 65 62 43
subgroups
NA/ED/SPED 43/53/26 30/48/27 NA/32/25
Aberdeen
Simmons 66 56 55 40
subgroups
NA/ED/SPED 21/42/9 21/40/13 NA/26/NA
Brandon 70 70 63 53
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subgroups
NA/ED/SPED NA/56/32 NA/48/23 NA/35/33
RC South 50 37 21 27
RC North 48 30 19 21
RC East 57 42 38 38
Rc West 65 55 53 44
subgroups
NA/ED/SPED 41/42/13 24/41/10 NA/34/9
RC Dakota 67 61 54 51
subgroups
NA/ED/SPED NA/44/28 NA/31/21 NA/67/NA
NA denotes
less than 10 in
Native American that subgroup
Economically
Disadvantaged
Special Education
MATH (find cohort data)
Grade 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19
5 42 43 46 51 41
6 40 41 54 55 51
7 43 44 54 65 57
8 46 38 49 55 64
LA (find the cohort data)
Grade 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19
5 52 52 55 63 61
6 40 47 57 51 60
7 53 48 52 66 62
8 47 54 43 48 61
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Appendix C

SMARTER BALANCED DATA (data according to the state report card)

Smarter Balanced Data 20-21 (post covid and when online learning was an option for

GMMS students):

State [ GMMS | Haleakala | Voyageur Online All Year
8" ELA Percent Proficient | 52% 60% 62% 60% 44%
8" Math Percent 40% 52% 62% 48% 9%
Proficient
Sequoia | Yellowstone | Online All Year
7t ELA Percent 55% 53% 53% 54% 55%
Proficient
7t Math Percent 41% 46% 46% 48% 18%
Proficient
Denali Shenandoah | Online All Year
6" ELA Percent 48% 46% 41% 51% 63%
Proficient
6" Math Percent 38% 39% 31% 48% 13%
Proficient
B SB SB SB SB
2014-2 2015-201 | 2016-20 17-18 18-19
015 17
LA 6 40/44 47/49 58/48 51/49 60/60
7| 54/48 48/50 52/52 65/53 62/53
8| 47/47 54/51 43/48 48/53 61/51
MATH 6 40/33 41/39 54/41 55/42 51/40
7| 43/38 44/41 50/44 65/45 57/44
8| 46/37 38/41 49/41 55/44 64/42

**State average
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6" LA-
South Dakota 11414 2522 +1 50 m
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 236 2546 6 60 m
Georgia Morse Middle
school - 02 236 2546 +5 60
(32002_32002-02)
7t LA-
South Dakota 11037 2550 -1 53 m
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 204 2567 =7 62 m
Georgia Morse Middle
School - 02 204 2567 +7 62 m
(32002_32002-02)
8 LA-
South Dakota 10806 2663 +1 51 m
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 207 2594 +7 61 m
Georgia Morse Middle
school - 02 207 2594 +7 61
(32002_32002-02)
6" Math-
South Dakota 11480 2518 1 40 u
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 236 2546 :5 51 m
Georgia Morse Middle
school - 02 236 2546 :5 51
(32002_32002-02)
7" Math-
South Dakota 11058 2542 11 44 2 13
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 204 2585 +7 57 m
Georgia Morse Middle
Scheol - 02 204 2585 +7 57 5

(32002_32002-02)

8" Math-



South Dakota

Pierre 32-2 (32002)

Georgia Morse Middle
School - 02
(32002_32002-02)

T e s

Students

10832 2557 +1 42
207 2620 5 64
207 2620 5 64
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Overdadll Performance on the Smarter Balanced Summative test, by St
Middle School - 02, 2018-2019

English Language Arts

Number of
Siade Students Tested
Grade 8 307

Mathematics
- = Number of = i
Percent Proficient Grade Students Tested Percent Proficient
60% Grade 6 236 51%
62% Grade 7 204 57%
61% Grade 8 207 64%

6" graders 2015-2016

LA growth from 6" to 7*" to 8"
grade
47-52-48

Math growth from 6" to 7*" to
8" grade
41-50-56

7" graders 2015-2016

LA growth from 6" to 7*" to 8"
grade 40% to 48% proficient
(level 3 or 4) to 43

Math growth 6™ to 7" grade to
8™ grade 40% to 44% proficient
(level 3 or 4) to 49

8" graders 2015-2016

LA growth from 7" to 8" grade
53% to 54% proficient
(level 3 or 4)

Math growth 7% to 8" grade
43% to 38% proficient
(level 3 or 4)
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7" graders 2016-2017

LA growth from 6" to 7*" grade
47% to 52% proficient

Math growth 6™ to 7" grade
41% to 50% proficient

8" graders 2016-2017

LA growth from 6" to 7" to 8™
grade
40% to 48% to 43%

Math growth 6" to 7" to 8"
40% to 44% to 49%

7th graders 2017-2018

LA growth from 6" to 7" grade
57% to 66% proficient

Math growth from 6" to 7" grade
54% to 65% proficient

8" graders 2017-2018

LA growth from 6" to 7% to 8"
grade
47% to 52% to 48%

Math growth 6" to 7" to 8"
41% to 50% to 56%

7th graders 2018-2019

LA growth from 6" to 7*" grade
51% to 62% proficient

Math growth from 6" to 7*" grade
55% to 57% proficient

8" graders 2018-2019

LA growth from 6" to 7" to 8"
grade
58% to 65% to 61%

Math growth 6™ to 7" to 8"
54% to 65% to 64%

2015-2019 Smarter Balanced scores (three years of data)

Math LA
6 41-54-55-51 47-57-53-60
7 44-50-65-57 48-52-66-62
8 38-49-56-64 50-43-48-61

SMARTER BALANCE Growth from grade to grade (same students) 16-17 to 17-18:

Math LA
6" Denali 46 to 45 53 to 48
6" Shenandoah 51 to 65 63 to 57
7" Yellowstone 64 to 66 58 to 67
7" Sequoia 56 to 61 57 to 69
8" Haleakala 52 to 62 60 to 51
8™ Voyageurs 54 to 50 51 to 46
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SB
16-17
LA-GM

SB
16-1

SB
17-18
LA-GM

SB
17-1
8 LA

SB
18-19
LA

SB
18-19
State

SB
16-17
Math

SB
16-1

SB
17-18
Math

SB
18-19
Math-

SB
18-19
Math-

MS LA-st | MS state | GMMS -GMM | Math | -GMM | -State | GMMS | State
ate S state | S
Male (6" |53 |42 (42 |43 |55 |44 |59 |[39 |51 (41 |48 |40
GRADE)
Female |61 |54 |62 |55 [64 |55 |50 (43 |59 (42 (54 |40
White 64 |56 |58 |59 |65 59 (60 50 |61 (51 |62 49
TwoRace |60 |47 |64 |45 [65 [47 |60 |39 |64 |37 |30 |31
Zative 26 15 (18 13 |30 17 (17 10 (14 (8 14 9
m.
SPED 10 11 (14 11 |0 12 |5 9 10 |9 0 9
(x13) (x13)
Male (7 63 |46 |56 |46 |50 |47 |54 44 (62 |45 |57 44
GRADE)
Female |43 |58 |75 |60 [74 [60 |45 |43 [68 |45 |58 [44
White 56 |61 |70 |62 |70 [62 |57 53 |73 |55 |63 54
TwoRace (54 |46 [80 |52 |64 |50 |42 |39 (73 |42 |71 |38
Zative 32 19 (39 [20 [15 19 (16 12 |26 12 |22 10
m.
SPED 15 12 (11 13 |7 12 (11 10 |11 11 |7 9
(x15) (x15)
Male (8" (38 (40 |39 |46 |55 |43 |44 38 (56 (42 |65 40
GRADE)
Female |49 55 [59 61 |67 [59 |55 43 |56 46 |63 45
White |54 |56 [53 |61 [66 [59 [60 |49 [62 [53 |70 |51
TwoRace | 10 |40 |41 43 | 65 50 |30 37 |59 [37 |71 41
Zative 11 |16 |18 |21 (29 |19 |14 |8 |23 [11 [29 |9
m.
SPED 0 9 9 11 (O 10 |0 7 9 9 0 8

(x21)

(x21)




2017-2018 RIT Fall-Winter-Spring scores by grade
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AT

LA

SC

Fall
201
6-2
017

6 217

222
2
g | 232
3
210
5
7 215

.0
g | 219
9
208

212
3
8 216
9

National Average:

FAL
L
201
7-2
018

214

225

232

211

219

217

208

215

213

Fall
201
8-2
019

217

226

237

213

217

223

208

214

218

NA
201
6-20

17

205.

207.

220.

202.

202.

212.

198.

202.

208.

NA
201
7-2
018

202

212

216

199

208

204

200

205

205

NA
201
8-2
019

205

21

224

201

204

209

200

204

207

Wint
er
201

6-20
17

226.

229.

237.

219.

219.

221.

213.

Math- Spring 6'"- 230, 7" 228, 8" 225
Reading- Spring 6"- 215, 7" 218, 8" 220

Science- Spring 6"- 208, 7" 210, 8" 213

Wi
NT
ER
201
7-2
018

224

231

238

216

221

223

213

217

218

Wi
nte

201
8-2
019

224

231

242

217

220

227

213

217

221

Spr
ing
201
6-2
017

230

232
24.16
221
2é1
2é6
21-5
210

223

SP
RIN
G
201
7-2
018

230

236

244

218

222

226

215

218

221

Spr
ing
201
8-2
019

228

237
248
217
223
228

216

219

224

NA
201
6-2
017

215

217
22;2
.210
209
2'i8
265
210

213

NA
201
7-2
018

219

221

230

206

210

217

206

205

212

NA
201

019

215

222

231

203

213

217

206

209

212
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NWEA 2016-2019 Students meeting National
Norm RIT

2016-2017 Spring- 2017-2018 Spring- 2018-2019 Spring
students at or above at/above RIT Norm students at/above RIT
Norm Grade Level RIT Norm
MATH 8 140/171 (81%) 149/210 (70%) 83%
7 133/199 (66%) 146/207 (70%) 71%
6 138/202 (68%) 167/200 (83%) 61%
LA 8 120/171 (70%) 136/208 (65%) 72%
7 127/198 (64%) 143/209 (68%) 64%
6 150/201 (74%) 145/201 (72%) 57%
SCIENC 8 138/172 (80%) 167/208 (80%) 81%
E
7 156/198 (78%) 167/206 (81%) 7%
149/201 (74%) 159/201 (79%) 7%
6

SLO: Met Projected Growth 2016-2019

%met | NA | %Met | NA | %Met | NA [ %Met | NA
Projecte | 201 Projecte | 2017 | Projecte | 2018 | Projecte | 2019
dGrowth | 6 |dGrowth d Growth d Growth
2016 2017 2018 2019
MATH 6 63 31 79 63 88% 80% 71 59
7 40 46 75 65 84% 78% 81 60
8 60 79 91 76 87% 84% 91 88
LA |6 58 60 84 79 65% | 62% 48 45
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7 51 40 61 63 62% 53% 63 59

8 61 75 73 58 78% 52% 69 75

SCIENC 6 71 50 76 68 74% 60% 75 53
E

7 63% 42% 67 57

8 78% 63% 77 82

NWEA 2017-2018 Tracking same set of students (spring RIT scores):

MATH

16-17 White students 17-18White students 18-19 White students
6" grade "h grade 8h grade

230 236 248

16-17 NA students 17-18 NA students 18-19 NA students

6" grade " grade 8 grade

215 222 231

15-16 White Students 16-17 White Students 17-18 White Students
6™ grade 7" grade 8" grade

228 234 246

15-16 NA Students 16-17 NA Students 17-18 NA Students
6" grade 7" grade 8" grad

213 217 230

16-17 White Students 17-18 White Students

6" grade 7" grade

233 238

16-17 NA Students 17-18 NA Students

6™ grade 7" grade

214 221

LA

16-17 White students 17-18White students 18-19 White students
6" grade 7t grade 8th grade

221 222 228

16-17 NA students 17-18 NA students 18-19 NA students
6™ grade 7th grade 8th grade

210 210 217

15-16 White Students

16-17 White Students

17-18 White Students
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6™ grade 7" grade 8" grade

219 223 227

15-16 NA Students 16-17 NA Students 17-18 NA Students
6" grade 7" grade 8" grad

208 208 217

16-17 White Students 17-18 White Students

6™ grade 7" grade

224 224

16-17 NA Students 17-18 NA Students

6™ grade 7" grade

208 210

SCIENCE

16-17 White students 17-18White students 18-19 White students
6™ grade 7th grade 8th grade

215 218 224

16-17 NA students 17-18 NA students 18-19 NA students
6" grade "h grade 8h grade

205 205 212

15-16 White Students 16-17 White Students 17-18 White Students
6" grade 7" grade 8" grade

215 219 223

15-16 NA Students 16-17 NA Students 17-18 NA Students
6" grade 7" grade 8" grad

204 211 212

16-17 White Students 17-18 White Students

6" grade 7" grade

217 220

16-17 NA Students 17-18 NA Students

6" grade 7" grade

204 205
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SMARTER BALANCED scores 2017-2018

[ =G OTT o g o SUDeeT U0 vIeey TTTOTe MITOTIT I oTT.
Overdll Peformance on the Smarter Balanced Summative test, by Subj
Middle School - 02, 2017-2018
English Language Arts Mathematics
Grade Sturé:wtge{eos.fted Percent Proficient Grade Siu’.:j:wtbse{eosrted Percent Proficient
Grade 6 210 51% Grade & 210 5RUG
Grade 7 207 RR% Grade 7 207 F5%
Grade 8 201 43% Grade 8 202 56%
State Average (as of June 10, 2018)
6" LA 49 6" Math 42
79LA 53 7" Math 45
8"LA 53 8" Math 44

Smarter Balance Scores 2016-2017

Number of Students Tested and Percent of Students Proficient for Students in Geord
School - 02, 2016-2017

English Language Ars

Mathematics

Number of e Number of e
Grade Students Tested Percent Proficient Grade Students Tested Percent Proficient
Grade 6 206 58% Grade 6 206 54%
Grade 7 201 52% Grade 7 201 50%
Grade 8 183 43% Grade 8 183 49%




State Average (as of May 10, 2017)
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6™ LA

48%

6" Math  41%

7hLA 52%

7" Math  44%

8" LA 48%

8" Math 41%

Number of Students Tested and Percent of Students Proficient for Students in Georgia Morse
Middle School - 02, 2015-2014

English Language Arts Mathematics
Grade Stulzgﬁltg%rre%tted Percent Proficient Grade Stuggﬂltggl're%fted Percent Proficient|
Grade 6 202 47% Grade 6 202 41%
Grade 7 181 48% Grade 7 181 44%,
Grade 8 206 54%, Grade 8 206 38%

Number of Students Tested and Percent of Students Proficient for Students in Georgia Morse
Middle School - 02, 2014-2015

English Language Arts Mathematics
Grade Stu’égg}gﬁe%ftedpercem Proficient Grade Stugggltg%l're%fted Percent Proficient
Grade 6 182 40% Grade 6 182 40%
Grade 7 217 53% Grade 7 217 43%
Grade 8 156 47% Grade 8 156 46%

In comparison to school year 2014-2015, 2015-2016

7" graders 2015-2016

LA growth from 6" to 7" grade
40% to 48% proficient
(level 3 or 4)

Math growth 6™ to 7" grade
40% to 44% proficient
(level 3 or 4)

8" graders 2015-2016

LA growth from 7" to 8" grade
53% to 54% proficient
(level 3 or 4)

Math growth 7% to 8" grade
43% to 38% proficient
(level 3 or 4)

7" graders 2016-2017

LA growth from 6" to 7" grade
47% to 52% proficient

Math growth 6" to 7" grade
41% to 50% proficient

8" graders 2016-2017

LA growth from 6" to 7" to 8"
grade
40% to 48% to 43%

Math growth 6" to 7" to 8"
40% to 44% to 49%
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7th graders 2017-2018

LA growth from 6 to 7" grade

58% to 66% proficient

Math growth from 6" to 7" grade
54% to 65% proficient

8" graders 2017-2018

LA growth from 6" to 7% to 8"

Math growth 6™ to 7" to 8"

grade 41% to 50% to 56%
47% to 52% to 48%
SB SB SB SB STATE . STATE . STATE STATE
2014 2015 | 2016 | 171 *profladv prof/adv prof/adv 17-18
5 6 7
LA 6 40 47 58 51 44 49 48 49
7| 54 48 52 65 48 50 52 53
8 47 54 43 48 47 51 48 53
MATH 6 40 41 54 55 33 39 41 42
7 43 44 50 65 38 41 44 45
8 46 38 49 55 37 41 41 44
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S.BALANCED 16-17 LA/GMMS LA/STATE Math/GMMS Math/STATE
Male (6" GRADE) | 53 42 42 43 59 51 |39 41
Female 61 62 54 55 50 59 |43 42
White 64 58 56 59 60 61 |50 51
Two Race 60 64 47 45 60 64 [39 37
Native Am. 26 18 15 13 17 14 110 8
SPED 10 14 11 11 5 10 |9 9
Male (7" GRADE) |63 56 46 46 54 62 |44 45
Female 43 75 58 60 45 68 |43 45
White 56 70 61 62 57 73 |53 55
Two Race 54 80 46 52 42 73 |39 42
Native Am. 32 39 19 20 16 26 |12 12
SPED 15 11 12 13 11 11 |10 11
Male (8" GRADE) |38 39 40 46 44 56 |38 42
Female 49 59 55 61 55 56 |43 46
White 54 53 56 61 60 62 |49 53
Two Race 10 41 40 43 30 59 |37 37
Native Am. 11 18 16 21 14 23 |8 11
SPED 0 9 9 11 0 9 7 9

*SMARTER BALANCED 2017-2018 Results



6" grade LA 2018

South Dakota 11019 2520 =1 49 m
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 210 2534 <6 5 m
6" grade Math
South Dakota 11072 2522 =1 42 u
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 210 2551 =7 55 m
7" grade LA
South Dakota 10768 2550 =1 53 m
Pierre 32-2 {32002) 208 2574 <6 65 m
7" grade Math
South Dakota 10842 2545 +1 45 u
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 208 2592 =5 65 m
8" grade LA
South Dakota 10401 2567 =1 53 m
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 203 2560 =6 48 u
8" grade Math
South Dakota 10436 2561 =1 44 u
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 204 2590 =5 55 m
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2016-2017

Average Scale Score, Percent Proficient and Percentage in Each Achievement Level
Smarter Balanced Summative Mathematics Grade 6 Test for Students in Georgia Morse Middle

School - 02
v| [co] | Comparison: ON |

Breakdown By: ALL S Test Event: ALL
Name e Nur;lher Average Percent Percentage in Each Achievement
Students Scale Score Proficient Level

South Dakota 10916 2522 =1 4 u
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 206 2548 =6 54 m

Georgia Morse Middle
School -02 206 2548 +6 54

(32002_32002-02)

Average Scale Score, Percent Proficient and Percentage in Each Achievement Level
Smarter Balanced Summative Mathematics Grade 7 Test for Students in Georgia Morse Middle

School - 02

Breakdown By: | ALL v Test Event ALL v | GO| | Comparison: ON |
Name - b Average Percent Percentage in Each Achievement
Students Scale Score Proficient Level

South Dakota 10564 2543 =1 44 u
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 201 2563 =7 50 m

Georgia Morse Middle
School-02 201 2563 =7 50

(32002_32002-02)
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Average Scale Score, Percent Proficient and Percentage in Each Achievement Level
Smarter Balanced Summative Mathematics Grade 8 Test for Students in Georgia Morse Middle

School - 02

Breakdown By: | ALL v Test Event: ALL v | GO |Comparison: ON |
Name - Nur;lfher Average Percent Percentage in Each Achievement
Scale Score Proficient Level

Students

South Dakota 10157 2554 =1 M u
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 183 2574 +9 49 m
1

Georgia Morse Middle
School -02 183 2574 +9 49

(32002_32002-02)

2015-2016

Average Scale Score, Percent Proficient and Percentage in Each Achievement Level
Smarter Balanced Summative Mathematics Grade 8 Test for Students in Georgia Morse Middle

School - 02

v| [GO| [Comparison: ON |

Breakdown By: ALL M TestEvent ALL
Name = Nur;llher Average Percent Percentage in Each Achievement
Students Scale Score Proficient
South Dakota 9847 2554 +1 a1
Pierre 32-2 (32002} (), 206 2552 +7 38

Georgia Morse Middle ()
School - 02 206 2552 =7 38

(32002_32002-02)

FEEE

Students with no group .
(Teacher) “3) 206 2552 =7 38
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Average Scale Score, Percent Proficient and Percentage in Each Achievement Level
Smarter Balanced Summative Mathematics Grade 7 Test for Students in Georgia Morse Middle
School - 02

Breakdown By: | ALL v Test Event ALL v |GO| | Comparison: ON |
Name = Nu?her Average Percent Percentage in Each Achievement
Students Scale Score Proficient Level
South Dakota 10139 2537 =1 41
Pierre 32-2 (32002) Q 181 2541 =7 44

Georgia Morse Middle ()
School-02 181 2541 =7 44
(32002_32002-02)

‘1

Students with no group

(Teacher) 181 2541 =7 44

2016-2017

Average Scale Score, Percent Proficient and Percentage in Each Achievement Level
Smarter Balanced Summative English Language Arts Grade 8 Test for Students in Georgia
Morse Middle School - 02

Breakdown By: | ALL v Test Event: ALL v |GO| | Comparison: ON |
Name - Nur;lher Average Percent Percentage in Each Achievement
Students Scale Score Proficient Level

South Dakota 10079 2556 =1 43

o
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 183 2553 =7 43 u

Georgia Morse Middle
School-02 183 2553 =7 43
(32002_32002-02)




Average Scale Score, Percent Proficient and Percentage in Each Achievement Level
Smarter Balanced Summative English Language Arts Grade 7 Test for Students in Georgia
Morse Middle School - 02

Breakdown By: | ALL hd Test Event: ALL v |@| [w]
Name - "“g"’e' Average Percent Percentage in Each Achievement
Students Scale Score Proficient Level
South Dakota 10540 2546 £1 52 m
Pierre 32-2 (32002) 201 2551 <6 52 m
Georgia Morse Middle
School -02 201 2551 +6 52 m
(32002_32002-02)
Average Scale Score, Percent Proficient and Percentage in Each Achievement Level
Smarter Balanced Summative English Language Arts Grade 6 Test for Students in Georgia
Morse Middle School - 02
Breakdown By: | ALL " Test Event: ALL N |@| |:Cgmpan'son: ON :l
Name A Nur;lher Average Percent Percentage in Each Achievement
Students Scale Score Proficient Lewvel

South Dakota 10881 2521 =1 48

Pierre 32-2 (32002) 206 2542 =6 58 m

Georgia Morse Middle
School-02 206 2542 =6 58
(32002_32002-02)




Morse Middle School - 02

2015-2016

Average Scale Score, Percent Proficient and Percentage in Each Achievement Level
Smarter Balanced Summative English Language Arts Grade 8 Test for Students in Georgia

43

Breakdown By: | ALL v TestEvent ALL | [G0] [Comparison: ON |
Name = Nu?her Average Percent Percentage in Each Achievement
Students Scale Score Proficient Level
South Dakota 9842 2564 +1 51 m
Plerre 322 (32002) 206 2564 +5 54 (22 J T
Georgia Morse Middle
School - 02 206 2564 =6 54 m
{32002_32002-02)
Students with no group 206 2564 6 54 m
{Teacher) -
Average Scale Score, Percent Proficient and Percentage in Each Achievement Level
Smarter Balanced Summative English Language Arts Grade 7 Test for Students in Georgia
Morse Middle School - 02
Breakdown By: | ALL v TestEvent ALL v| [G0| [Comparison: ON
Name - Nu?fher Average Percent Percentage in Each Achievement
Students Scale Score Proficient Level
South Dakota 10126 2547 1 50 m
Pierre 322 (32002) (), 181 2538 +7 s m
Georgia Morse Middle (), :
School-02 181 2538 =7 48 u
(32002_32002-02)
Students with no group 181 2538 7 48 m

{Teacher)




Average Scale Score, Percent Proficient and Percentage in Each Achievement Level
Smarter Balanced Summative English Language Arts Grade 6 Test for Students in Georgia
Morse Middle School - 02

GO | | Comparison: ON

Breakdown By: | ALL v Test Event: ALL v
Name - Nur;lber Average Percent Percentage in Each Achievement
Students Scale Score Proficient
South Dakota 10483 2523 =1 49
Pierre 32-2 (32002) (| 202 2524 +5 47

Georgia Morse Middle (1
School -02 202 2524 +5 47
(32002_32002-02)

Students with no group o5
[Teacher) 202 2524 =5 A7

i

Smarter Balanced Data 21-22

LA Math

8 50% (state 51%) 43% (state 38%)
NA 33% (3 students NA SPED 0%) 3 NA SPED students 0%
Two Race (20 students) 60% *Checking with 20 multirace 42% *Checking with state
state SPED (22 students) 0%
SPED (22 students) 0%

7 46% (state 53%) 45% (state 41%)
NA (x24 students) 17% NA ((x24) 13%
SPED (x20) 1 out of 20 SPED (x20) 2 of 20

6 49% (state 47%) 50% (state 40%)
NA (x29) 21% NA (x29) 21%
Sped (X23) 1 out of 23 SPED (x23) 0%
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AMO projections from baseline year of 2014-2015

Baseline | AMO | AMO AMO AMO | COVID [ AMO | AMO
Year Yearl | Year2 | Year3 | Yeard | Year 3 | Year 3 | Year
2014- 2015- | 2016- | 2017- | 2018- | 201%- | 2020- 5]
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 | 2021-
2022
LA 48.2 0.7 52.4 517] 62 X 53.2
LA 52.5 56.8 0l.1 65.4 09.8 09.8 74.1
Projected
LA 4.32
annual %
increase
Math 44.8 42.35 52 60 58 X 53.2
Math 45,42 24 8.0 03.2 7.8 67.8 72.4
Frojected
Math 4.6%
annual %
increase

*KWC calculated unofficial scores for school proficiency for 20-21

SMARTER BALANCED DATA (data according to the state report card)

B SB SB SB SB coviD SB SB
2014.2 | 2015-201 | 20162 | 17-18 1819 | 1920 | 20-21 21-22

015 6 017
A | 6| aojaa | 47/49 | s8/48 | s1/a9 | eo/60 46/48 | 49/47
7| saug | 48/50 | 52/52 | 6553 | 62/53 53/55 46/53
g | azu7 | 5451 | 4348 | as/s3 | eu/s 52/40 50/51
MATH | 6 | a0/33 | 4139 | 54/a1 | 5542 | 51/40 39/38 50/40
7| a3as | 4441 | s0/aa | esas | s7/a4 46/41 45/41
8 | 4g/37 | 38/41 | 49/41 | 55/44 | 64/42 60/52 43/38

**State average *Above state average



2017-2018 RIT Fall-Winter-Spring scores by grade
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| | FALL NA | WINTER | NA SPRING NA

MATH 6 214 202 224 211 230 219
7 225 212 231 216 236 221

8 232 216 238 224 244 230

LA 6 211 199 216 201 218 206

7 219 208 221 213 222 210

8 217 204 223 211 226 217

SCIENCE = 6 208 200 213 205 215 206
7 215 205 217 207 218 205

8 213 205 218 210 221 212

National Average:

Math- Spring 6"- 225, 7t 228, 8" 230
Reading- Spring 6'- 215, 7" 218, 8" 220
Science- Spring 6'"- 208, 7*" 210, 8" 213

NWEA Data 2016-2017

RIT Fall-Winter-Spring scores by grade

| | FALL | NA | WINTER | SPRING | NA
MATH 6 217.2 205.7 226.1 230.3 215.4
7 222.2 207.8 229.1 232.6 217.5
8 2323 220.8 237.7 246.2 232.8
LA 6 210.5 202.2 219.6 221.7 210.0




7 215.0 202.8 219.0 221.4 209.0
8 219.9 212.8 221.6 226.9 218.3
SCIENCE 6 208 198.3 213.0 215.9 205.9
7 212.3 202.7 210.7 210.7
8 216.9 208.4 223.8 213.3

NWEA Data 2015-2016

RIT Fall-Winter-Spring scores by grade

| | FALL | NA | WINTER | NA | SPRING | NA

MATH 6 217 210 223 208 226 213
7 224 213 229 217 229 216

8 232 221 235 220 239 228

LA 6 212 203 215 202 217 208

7 219 212 219 210 221 211

8 221 215 223 216 226 220

SCIENCE 6 206 198 210 201 213 204
7 212 205 216 208 218 212

8 216 213 218 211 220 214

*MAP Science test changed 2016-2017 to Next Generation Standards
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Appendix D
2018-2019
Department
“variables:”

Science: to incorporate a research or experimental project including writing this year

Math: incorporate more 21° century tests part to the curriculum

LA: toinvesting time in each other and collaborating as much as possible and completing
more formal writing assignments

S.S: helping students learn to identify the main idea in an informative text using different
strategies (independent note-taking, research, etc.) based around finding the main idea.

March 2018 Department meeting NWEA data review/discussion:

1. READING: Our current 8" graders have gone from the following 6™ grade scores to 8™
grade scores.

a.
b.
c.

Fall scores at 6™ grade 212, 7™ 215, and 8" grade 217
Winter scores 215, to 219, to 221.
Spring scores at 217 to 221 to (8" grade)

i. Couple quick observations.... Retention from spring score to the following year

is negative. Growth on an average year for LA is 5 to 6.

The target goal for 8" grade this Spring is 225.
Spring scores of 6™ grade (218), 7" grade (222), and 8™ grade (225) have been
shown to have a high predictability of a level 3 on SB.
According to our Winter scores, 51% of 6™ graders have met their projected
growth score, 54% 7™ graders, and 63% of 8" graders. The school improvement
goal school-wide is 75%.

2. MATH: Our current 8" graders have gone from the following 6" grade scores to 8"
grade scores.

a.
b.
c.

Q

Fall scores at 6" grade 217, 7™ grade 222, and 8" grade 232.
Winter scores at 6" grade 210, 7" grade 229, to 8" grade 238.
Spring scores 6" grade 213 to 7" grade 232 to (8™ grade)

i. Couple quick observations.....significant difference between Spring scores and

the following year’s Fall scores. Growth in one school year’s time is very high!

The target goal for 8" grade this Spring is 242.
Spring scores of 6" grade (230), 7" grade (235) and 8" grade (242) have been
shown to have high predictability of a level 3 on SB.
According to our winter scores, 58% of 6" graders met their projected growth
goal, 64% of 7" graders, and 86% in 8" grade. School Improvement goal is for
70% school wide to meet their projected growth.
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3. SCIENCE: A bit more difficult to chart trends since all three grades teach a different
“strand” of science.

a.

b.

Our current 8" graders have gone from a 206 (Fall, 6™ grade) to a 211 (Fall, 7"
grade) to a 213 (Fall, 8" grade)

According to our winter scores, 69% of 7" graders have met their projected
growth goal and 58% of 8" graders. The school-wide goal for our school
improvement plan is 75%.

COMMON ASSESSMENT MEETING NOTES:
1. Social Studies-

a.

b.

C.

What standards in sixth grade, of the ones taught so far, did the students struggle
on?

Joe and Shannon, | hope you have shared your use of PBLs and Hyperdocs with
your department.

8" grade- mentioned reteaching content. How will this be done? Doing the same
thing will not work. What will change?

2. Science-

a.

b.

Department has held each other accountable for completing the task of
incorporating the hands-on activity..... your one variable for this school year.
Notes mention NWEA having three strands and each grade just wanting/needing
data from the one strand. GOOD though to have longitudinal data to see where
gaps are.

Notes mentioned the frustration about students not thriving in the traditional
setting. Except for Eamin and Rachel, everyone else knows that we tried an
alternative setting/school for our population that could be identified as not
appropriate for the traditional setting. UNLESS a parent wants to place their
child, that option is not an option. Getting parents to agree is a lengthy process,
sometimes a semester to a year.

Great insight “we often take for granted that students know what certain terms
mean.”

8" grade does use IOPP days to review/reteach the lower standards, even
outside of their physical science strand.

Identified there are some kids that just do not care. | know all six of you for
having strategies and the “magic” to get some of our toughest kids “hooked.”
Share those ideas.

Identified using a word wall with some of the NWEA vocabulary. GREAT idea.
Also idea to use a checklist approach to material so every student can work at
their own pace.

What has been the most effective (balance between engaged and detailed) lab
so far this year?

8" grade- when comparing lowest NWEA scores, does that align to the standards
taught less frequently?

Interesting NWEA data that the high and low standards on the two teams do not
match up at all.

Yes, it is difficult to make students care about their school performance.... BUT
HOW CAN we impact that?

Interesting idea to use reader’s theater for IOPP..... wouldn’t the lowest group
also benefit from this practice with fluency?
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IOPP- try to provide those lower students with a variety of activities that are
engaging. Doing a test and that is it will NOT impact learning.

We will need to discuss the purchasing of SCOPE for next year.

Yes, we cannot always control attendance, home life, poverty, etc. BUT WHAT
CAN we control?

Applicable reading skills (in life) will be reading text, both short and long, and
needing to know what was read. Thoughts on having students read more
independently in class? What about independently and work on fluency by
reading into their computer and sending that to you? No need to listen to all of
them because they do not need to know that you will not. Great practice for
them.

Are we assigning longer writing assignments or partnering with SS or Science to
complete longer written papers?

Impressive with the amount of 8" graders already at the 238 score.

Khan Academy and Prodigy have been proven effective for differentiated
instruction and reteaching skills. Has anyone used Moby?

Pulling students into DSH to have mini-work sessions. May be possibility in the
future to pull students in to have mini-INSTRUCTION sessions.

Many of you are showing AWESOME movement of students from one level
(NWEA) to the next. As a department, what do you credit the high growth within
a year’s time to? Something that the other three subjects could mimic?



October 2016 Data Retreat Notes
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Appendix E

Math: Science:

e Science- vocab, formulas, measuring, o LA- follow step-by-step procedures
conversions, tables/graphs/charts (written and verbal)

® SS-Scale, unit rates, timelines, graphs, e Math- incorporate metric system and
patterns conversions

e LA-Vocab, interpret, word problems, note e SS- connect current events to earth
taking, identify what is important sci/geog

e Encore- rate, estimation, generate ® Enore- health can connect human body
graphs/scales, conversions, scale with chemistry
drawings/ratio, area/perimeter, fractions

SS: LA:

® Science- be able to write their hypotheses o Math- restate question in their answer,
and defend them in writing with academic explain orally
vocabulary e Sci- proper note taking, vocabulary

e Math- find coordinates on a grid and ®  SS- using conventions, research/cite
reading charts/graphs sources and evident

e LA- organize informative writing from e Encore- follow oral and written
sentences to paragraphs to essays to instruction, presentations
research papers

e Encore- develop 2-3 consistent strategies

that can be sued in all content areas

Overall trends:

Explain your thinking

Problem solving skills

Following directions
Vocabulary/curriculum “talk”

Refocus on grammar/writing

Listening and speaking skills measurement

Overall trends continued.....

Attendance seems to have a larger

effect on math gaps

Writing should include evident, complete
sentences, conventions, and citations.
Writing academically

Justify answers

Chemistry

Metric system knowledge

Data Retreat October 2015

State Report Card: nttp://doe.sd.gov/NCLB/reports/2015/reportcard/2015school32002-02.pdf


http://doe.sd.gov/NCLB/reports/2015/reportcard/2015school32002-02.pdf
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Smarter Balanced Data for Math and ELA- 2014-2015

Compared to the state, we have two “better” than the state in 6th ELA and two “worse” in 6th ELA
and 8th ELA

o+ (6th reading) literary text- relate knowledge of text structures or text features to analyze impact
on meaning, style, or presentation

e- (6th writing) compose full texts- write full arguments about topics or texts, attending to purpose
and audience: establish and support a claim, organize, and cite supporting evidence (text)
evidence from credible sources, and provide a conclusion

e+ (6th Research and Inquiry) evaluate information/sources- use reasoning, planning, and
evidence to gather and select information to support inferences, interpretations, and analyses

e- (8th Writing) write/revise brief texts- apply narrative strategies and appropriate text structures
and transitions when writing or revising one or more paragraphs of narrative text

oFor all three grade levels, writing was the greatest area of need, but in 8th grade, reading is very
close

o6th grade: 41% not proficient, 59% at/near/above proficient

o7th grade: 29% not proficient, 71% at/near/above proficient

o8th grade: 28% not proficient, 73% at/near above proficient

mReading: 26% not proficient, 74% at/near above proficient

eThe percent that is not proficient includes 1’s and low end 2’s

Comparison to the state is similar in performance except one “better” in 8th Math

e(concepts and procedures) Solve real-world and mathematical problems involving volume of
cylinders, cones, and spheres.
According to proficient scores:

oFor all three grade levels, concepts and procedures was the greatest area of need
o6th grade: 35% not proficient, 66% at/near/above proficient
o7th grade: 35% not proficient, 65% at/near/above proficient
o8th grade: 32% not proficient, 68% at/near above proficient

Concepts and Procedures is the only area that provides any “better” or “worse” information on a
report



NWEA Data available October 2015 for Math, Reading. and Science

OVERALL READING PERFORMANCE BY GRADE LEVEL

6th- Wildcats: 73% proficient, Hawkeyes 70%

7th - Huskers: 77% proficient, Gophers 69%

8th- Lions: 83% proficient, Spartans 76%

Need/lowest area

Strength/High area

6th 62-67% proficient in Literature Wildcats: Vocabulary Acquisition and Use (75%)
Hawkeyes: Informational Texts (74%)
7th Huskers: 77% proficient in Information Texts | Huskers: Vocabulary Acquisition and Use (76%) and
Gophers:74% proficient in Literature Literature (74%)
Gophers: Vocabulary Acquisition and Use (73%) and
Informational Texts (73%)
8th 69-70% proficient in Informational Texts Lions: Vocabulary Acquisition and Use (82%)

Spartans: Literature (77%)

OVERALL MATH PERFORMANCE BY GRADE LEVEL

6th- Wildcats: 73% proficient, Hawkeyes 72%

7th - Huskers: 72% proficient, Gophers 71%

8th- Lions: 80% proficient, Spartans 76%
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Need/lowest area Strength/High area

6th 47-54% proficient in Statistics and 73-77% Real and Complex Number Systems
Probability

7th 53-57% proficient in Statistics and 71% Real and Complex Number Systems
Probability

8th Spartans: 61% proficient in Operations and 71-75% Real and Complex Number Systems

Algebraic Thinking
Lions: 64% proficient in Geometry

OVERALL SCIENCE PERFORMANCE BY GRADE LEVEL

6th- Wildcats: 76% proficient, Hawkeyes 65%

7th - Huskers: 81% proficient, Gophers 85%

8th- Lions: 92% proficient, Spartans 73%

N low r

Strength/High area

6th

Hawkeye: 62% proficient in Life Science
Wildcats: 57% proficient in Physical Science

74-75% proficient in Earth and Space




7th Gophers: 76% proficient in Physical Science Gophers: 81% in Life and Earth/Space Science
Huskers: 75% proficient in Earth and Space Huskers: 76% proficient in Physical and Life Science
Science

8th 66-79% proficient in Physical Science Lions: 90% in Earth and Space
Spartans: 70% in Life Science

Science STEP scores- 2014-2015

AS.007.01-A - Assessment Feedback Report - Aggregate Indicators Sub-Report

Academic Year: 2014-2015

District: Pierre 32-2

School: Georgia Morse Middle School - 02
Test: DSTEP

Subject: SCIENCE

Grade: Eighth Grade

--?w.mam - 50% - 74.99% - Below 49.99%
Percentage of Questions Correctly Answered, by Indicator

EARTH 63.13% 61.47%
EARTH 64.81%

NATURE 69.34%

NATURE 69.99% 66.95%
PHYSICAL 65.71%

PHYSICAL 65.63% 60.62%
TECHENWV 69.08% 67.60%
TECHENV 70.15%
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2014 - 2015 2013 - 2014 2012 - 2013
# of % of # of % of # of % of
Students Students Students Students Students Students
SCIENCE Advanced 20 12.82% 26 12.44% 12 574%
Proficient 93 59.62% 116 55.50% 128 61.24%
Basic 38 24.36% 59 28.23% 57 27.27%
Below Basic 5 3.21% 8 3.83% 12 5.74%

COMMON ASSESSMENT DATA for SS and Science- 2015-2016:

eSOCIAL STUDIES:

o6th grade: Lowest standard: Analyze the development and cultural contributions including
large-scale empires and major religions

o7th grade: Lowest standard: Recognize and apply the five themes of geography AND create an
argument for importance the study of geography

o8th grade: No standard identified as the lowest, but reading comprehension is a concern,
especially the ability to interpret primary sources

e7th Science

oLowest standards: (1) sexual vs. asexual, (2) vascular vs. nonvascular

2017-2018 Science Assessment results (limited):

*52% proficient and advanced



Data Retreat October 2017

south dakota
- Student Teacher Accountability
and Reporting System

Pierre 32-2 | Georgia Morse Middle S

School Classification: Progressing

Performance Indicators

Percent attending $4% or more of enrolled days

ELA Levels 3or 4

Math Levels 3 or 4

ELA Participation

Math Participation

0% 20%  40%  60%  B0% 100%

* No bar will display at the school or district level if the subgroup does not meet
i size for reporting purpo:
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APPENDIX F

RE: No team m4

If Adriann and

"~

2014- 2015 Report Card

Title | Designation: Non Title |

School Performance Index

SPI Total Points

50.75 out of possible 100.00

Attendance
67.80%
13.56 out of possible 20.00

Student Achievement

37.19 out of possible 80.00

south dakota
- Student Teacher Accountability
2 and Reporting System

Pierre 32-2 | Georgia Morse Middle Schoo

South Dakota DOE
2015-2016 Report Card

School Classification: Progressing

Performance Indicators

Title | Designation: Non-Title |

School Performance Index

Percent attending 94% or more of enrclled days
ELA Multi Year - Proficiency

Math Multi Year - Proficiency

ELA Current Year - Participation

Math Current Year - Participation

ELA Academic Growth

Math Academic Growth

0% 20% 40%  60%  B0%  100%

* Mo bar will display at the school or district level if the subgroup does not meet
ini size for reporting purpose:

SPI Total Points

48.40%
48.4 out of possible 100
Academic Growth

37.80%
15.12 out of possible 40
Attendance

73.45%
14 69 out of possible 20
Student Achievement

45.48%
18.59 out of possible 40




Pierre 32-2 | Georgia Morse Middle School - 02

St 20162017 RESULTSIN |

Performance Indicators School Performance Index

Title | Designation: Non-Title |

Percent attending 84% or more of enrolled days SPI Total Points

51.80%
ELA Multi Year - Proficiency

51.8 out of possible 100

Math Multi Year - Proficiency

Academic Growth

ELA Current Year - Participation

44

Math Current Year - Participation 17.66 out of possible 40

Attendance
ELA Academic Growth

Math Academic Growih

14.75 out of possible 20

0% 20%  40%

Student Achievement

& 3 ;

* No bar will display at the school or district level if the subgroup does not meet
minimum size for reporting purposes.,

19.39 out of possible 40

SPI Details 2016-2017 School Performance Index: 51.80

@) Indicator 1 — Student Achievement Click to View Details

Points Possible  Performance  Points

ELA Achievement - Non-Gap
Percentage of Non-Gap Students scoring at or above the Proficient Level in ELA 13.24 ' 60.94% 8.07

ELA Achievement - Gap
Percentage of Gap Students scoring at or above the Proficient Level in ELA

Math Achievement - Non-Gap
13.24 58.04% 7.68
Percentage of Non-Gap Students scoring at or above the Proficient Level in Math ‘

Math Achievement - Gap
Percentage of Gap Students scoring at or above the Proficient Level in Math

676 NI 30350 2.04
—

6.76 23.67% 1.60

Student Achievement Total




Indicator 2 — Academic Growth or High School Completion

Academic Growth ELA
Percentage of students reaching growth standard

Academic Growth Math
Percentage of students reaching growth standard

Lowest Quartile ELA

Percentage of students in lowest quartile of school’s last academic year assessment results reaching growth
standard in current academic year

Lowest Quartile Math

Percentage of students in lowest quartile of school's last academic year assessment results reaching growth
standard in current academic year

e o

Points Possible  Performance

10.00 ‘ 55.35%
10.00 ﬁ 58.88%
10.00 36.96%

10.00 ‘ 25.36%

Points

2.54
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Pierre 32-2 | Georgia Morse Middle School - 02

Academic Growth: ELA - All Students

B8 School Current Year School Prier Year District Current Year

100.00%
80.00%

55.25% 54.81% 55.27% 55.69%

=== State Current Year

All Students(552)

Academic Growth - ELA % All Students Meeting Growth Standard

Pierre 32-2 | Georgia Morse Middle School - 02

Academic Growth: Math - All Students

B8 School Current Year School Prior Year District Current Year

100.00%
80.

58.88% 45749, 57-95% 52.81%

=== State Current Year

All Students(552)

Academic Growth - Math % All Students Meeting Growth Standard




@ Indicator 3 — Attendance or College & Career Readiness

Attendance

Percentage of students attending 94% or more of enrolled days

Attendance Total | 14.75

Aberdeen
Brandon Valley
Brookings
Harrisburg
Huron
Mitchell
Pierre
Rapid City
Sioux Falls
Watertown
Yankton

State SPI Scores & Comparison

58.40
68.58 (1)
62.25 (2)
60.78 (3)
45.72
58.49
55.22
50.72
51.16
60.26 (4)
52.88

2015-2016

55.01
62.37 (2)
54.66
62.40 (1)
48.91
54.12
48.40
47.39
59.53
60.70 (3)
49.91

Elementary Middle School High School

70.89 (6)
81.95 (1)
47.89
64.37
52.02
71.52 (4)
75.88 (2)
71.45 (5)
68.33
69.73 (7)
73.79 (3)

Points Possible  Performance  Points

20.00

61.43
70.97 (1)
54.93
62.52
48.88
61.38
59.83
56.52
59.67
63.56 (2)
58.86

73.73%

14.75

60
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Q School SPI Total Points Acaderhic Growth Attendance Achievement |
Brandon Valley 65.05 59.25 | 85.08 60.83
Yankton 62.51 63.70 | 86.82 49.18
Harrisburg (South) 61.29 54.90 | 88.25 54.20
Harrisburg (North) 59.43 43.95 84.11 62.58
Watertown 57.82 43.70 83.61 59.05
Aberdeen (Simmons) 57.76 51.95 | 80.83 52.02
(o} (o]
Aberdeen (Holgate) 56.40 52.70 77.78 49.40
Mitchell | 54.03 4265 [77.81 53.52
Huron | 52.83 | 53.88 [ 72.91 42.00
Pierre | 51.80 | 44.15 | 73.73 48.48
Spearfish | 50.47 | 41.30 | 76.36 46.70
Brookings 49.87 | 35.90 | 74 51.77
Sturgis 48.70 29.48 [71.14 46.70
O O Q
AMO Target: ELA

ELA AMO Details for All Students
s Ariniial heasurable Objective Qbserved Levels 3and 4

TH
0%

6% u
i 82 50715 524

0%
4%

AMOBase  AMOYear1 AMOYear2 AMOYeard AMOYeard AMOYeard  AMO Year6

AMO Target: Math

Math AMQ Details for All Students
=== Anfiual Measurable Objective Observed Levels 3 and 4
5%

T0%

8%
60% 52.09%

55% ME?LM/
Lo 455

0%
AMDBase AMOYesar! AMOYear? AMOYeard AMOYeard AMOYears AMO Year6

R - | I . n omerow = e oa
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Student Achievement - ELA

Subject Area | ELA A Measure Multi Year - Proficiency A

Subgroup american Indian / Alaskan Native M Comparisons  School Current Year, State Multi Ye M

B School CurrentYear School MultiYear M District MultiYear BB State Multi Year

American Indian f Alaskan Mative (213)

T T T T T T T T T 1
0.0% 10.0%  20.0%  30.0%  400%  50.0%  600%  70.0%  B800%  900% 100.0%

Student Achievement: ELA Multi Year - Proficiencv - Data Matrix



Subject Area | Math v Measure Multi Year - Proficiency v

Subgroup American Indian / Alaskan Native M Comparisons | School Current Year, State Multi Ye M
I School Current Year School Multi Year B District Multi Year HEE State Multi Year
American Indian /Alaskan MNative (213)
T T T T T T T T T T 1
0.0% 10.0%  200%  300%  40.0% 50.0% G0.0%  70.0% 50.0% 90.0%  100.0%
Student Achievement: Math Multi Year - Proficiencv - Data Matrix
Academic Growth - ELA
Subject Area | ELA v Measure All Students ¥
Subgroup American Indian / Alaskan Native M Comparisons | School Current Year, School Prior 3 M
B School CurrentYear School PriorYear M District Currentvear HEM State Current Year
American Indian /Alaskan Native (87
u T T T T T T T T T 1
0.00% 10.00%  20.00% 30.00%  40.00%  50.00%  &0.00% T0.00% 30.00%  90.00%  100.00%
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Subject Area | Math r Measure All Students v

Subgroup American Indian / Alaskan Native M Comparisons | School Current Year, School Prior Y M

B School Current Year School Priorear WM District Current vear [l State Current Year

American Indian / Alaskan Mative (57)

T T T T T T T T T T 1
0.00% 10.00%  2000%  3000% 40.00% 5000% 6000%  70.00%  80.00%  S0.00% 100.00%
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APPENDIX F
Data Retreat October 2016

south dakota

- Student Teacher Accountability sm D kﬂtﬂ DOE
T STARS =i 20152016 Report Card

Pierre 32-2 | Georgia Morse Middle School - 02

School Classification: Progressing Title | Designation: Non-Title |

Performance Indicators School Performance Index

Percent attending $4% or more of enrclled days SPI Total Points

8
?

ELA Multi Year - Proficiency
48.4 out of possible 100

Math Multi Year - Proficiency Academic Growth

ELA Current Year - Participation

37.80%

Math Current Year - Participation 15.12 out of possible 40

Attendance
ELA Academic Growth

o
g

Math Academic Growth

14.69 out of possible 20

0%  20% 40% 60%  80%  100% R
Student Achievement

* No bar will display at the school or district level if the subgroup does not meet
ini size for reporting purposes.

46.48%

18.59 out of possible 40

Georgia Morse Middle School - 02 View Calculation Guide
2015-2016 Report Card  AcademicYear 20152016 ¥ District [Pierre 32-2 ~ | school | Georgia Morse... = |

Overview SPI Details Student Achievement Academic Growth Attendance All Assessed Student Roster

SPI Details

5-2016 School Performance Index: 48.4

@ Indicator 1 — Student Achievement Click to View Details

Points Possible  Performance Points

ELA Achievement - Non-Gap
13.31 59.31% 7.89
Percentage of Mon-Gap Students scoring at or above the Proficient Level in ELA N

ELA Achievement - Gap
6.69 30.22% 2.02
Percentage of Gap Students scoring at or above the Proficient Level in ELA N

Math Achievement - Non-Gap
13.31 54.34% 7.23
Percentage of Non-Gap Students scoring at or above the Proficient Level in Math N

Math Achievement - Gap
6.69 21.70% 1.45
Percentage of Gap Students scoring at or above the Proficient Level in Math N

I vy ey



@ Indicator 2 — Academic Growth or High School Completion

Academic Growth ELA

Percentage of students reaching growth standard

Academic Growth Math

Percentage of students reaching growth standard

Lowest Quartile ELA

Percentage of students in lowest quartile of school's last academic year assessment results reaching growth
standard in current academic year

Lowest Quartile Math

Percentage of students in lowest quartile of school's last academic year assessment results reaching growth
standard in current academic year

All Students (551)—

B =School Current Year

District Current Year

Points Possible

10,00

10.00

10,00

10.00

B State Current Year

Performance  Points
54.81% 5.48
45.74% 4.57
30.43% 3.04
20.29% 2.03

T
10.00%

T
20.00%

T
30.00%

T
40.00%

T
50.00%

T
60.00%

T
T0.00%

T
80.00%

T 1
80.00% 100.00%

0.00%
Academic Growth - ELA %o All Students Meeting Growth Standard
School Current Year District Current Year State Current Year
Subgroup| MNumber of Students All Students Lowest Guartile All Students Lowest Quartile All Students Lowest Guartile
All Students 551 54.81 30.43 54.40 34.38 55,93 35.16
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B School Currentear 00 District Currentear HEM State Current Year

All Students (551)

T T T T T T T T T T 1
0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 80.00% 70.00% 80.00% 80.00% 100.00%

Academic Growth - Math 24 All Students Meeting Growth Standard

School Current Year Distriet Current Year State Current Year
Subgroup| MNumber of Students All Students Lowest Guartile All Students Lowest Guartile All Students Lowest Guartile
All Students 551 4574 20.20 47.18 Tz 51.02 3338

[ )Indicator 3 — Attendance or College & Career Readiness

Points Possible  Performance Points

Attendance
Percentage of students attending 94% or more of enrolled days

Attendance Total m

20.00 73.45% 14.69



Attendance: Data Matrix

Sonoal Cunant vaar School Pror Yaar Disiricl Curran fear Siate Cuman vaar
Subgroup|  NumDar of Studanns Parcant atanding 9<% o mana of | Pancam atiending 9% of mare of | Parcant aninding 95% or mare of | Parcant atianding 95% o mar2 of
vl days vl days v days v days
Al Students 529 T3.45 B7.T! T3.67
“Hizpanic / Latna B T6.1% 69.23 76.1%
Amaican Indian | Alaskan Natve 1 43.60 35.58 51.30 51.11
Aslan 3 100.00 50.00 100.00 91.53
iaH | Alrisan Amenican 3 100.00 100.00 100.00 77.49
Natve Sawslan | Pacts lander 1 0.00 100.00 0.00 75.86
iz Causazian 55 78.90 7517 78.95 82.59
Mut-Racls & T4.36 7273 T4.38 70.M
Shudem W Dizaniies b 57.89 61.33 58.75 69.26
EngiEn Languags Laamens 2 100.00 100.00 100.00 80.34
Econamically Disadvamagad 17 2412 43.21 2407 64.83
Femas B 71.43 62.98 72.00 77.04
Maz = 75.22 72,37 73.15 77.68
Migrant 0 s s MiA MiA
;o 238 58.40 51.71 59.51 £7.90
Maon-Gap = 82.61 78.27 82.61 87.25
Student Achievement All Students AMO Target
Subject Area EL& v Show AMO Calulation Details | Yes v
Subgroup to Chart | All Students v
ELA AMO Details for All Students
== Annual Measurable Objective Observed Levels 3and 4
75.00%
70.00% —
65.00%
60.00% —
55.00%
5|
50.00% — §
48.21%
45.00% T T T T T T T
AMO Base AMO Year 1 AMO Year2  AMO Yeard  AMO Yeard  AMO Year5  AMO Year6
Base Year Data Annual Measurable Objectives - Percent Levels 3 and 4
Percent of
Percent
Students | Amount to
Base Percent ) Level 3and Annual
Subgroup Base Year Scoring Reduce by AMO Year 1 | AMO Year 2 | AMO Year 3 | AMO Year4 | AMO Year 5 | AMO Year 6
Level 3& 4 . Level 4 Goal | Increase
Level 1 And | in 6 Years
in 6 Years
Level 2
All Students 2014-2015 48.21% 5179% 2590 % 7411 % 4.32% 52.53% 56.85 % 6147 % 6549 % 69.81% 7411 %




B Level1 Level2 [ Level3 [ Leveld Mot Tested Mot Scoreable
[ SGNoo| "
Al S'““f"s;tg} Sehool Pn%brc‘rtgg[ ————————
I N
Ela"f; I ]
All Assessed: ELA All Grades - Data Matrix
Scheal Cumrent Year
School Prior Year
Numbrer Mot Mot
Students Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 | Mot Tested I ble Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 |Mot Tested 5 ble
All Students|  5g5 22.52 28.24 37.14 11.83 0.17 0.00 22.06 30.38 37.25 10.31 0.36 0.00
Hispanic / Latino| 19 26.32 26.32 36.84 10.53 0.00 0.00 25.00 3750 3333 417 0.00 0.00
American Indian /
Alaskan Native] 89 41.57 32.58 17.98 6.74 112 0.00 4253 2989 26.44 1.15 222 0.00
Asian N - - N N N N N N N - - -
Black / African American N - - N N N N N N N - - -
Native Hawaiian f Pacific - - - - - - - - - - . - -
Islander
White / Caucasian| 442 18.33 26.24 41.86 13.57 0.00 0.00 17.27 30.46 3957 1z7 0.00 0.00
Multi-Raciall 39 2564 | 41.03 | 2564 7.69 0.00 0.00 3158 | 2105 | 4737 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sttt WWith Disatilies] 70 57.14 | 2714 | 12386 2.86 0.00 0.00 56.25 | 2344 | 1563 | 4.69 1.45 0.00
English Language - - - - - - - - - - . . .
Leamers
Economically
Disadvaniaged 143 43.36 30.77 21.68 350 0.70 0.00 4412 2754 25.00 254 1.42 0.00
Female| 275 17.45 24.73 41.09 16.36 0.36 0.00 18.08 26.94 40.96 14.02 0.73 0.00
Male| 320 26.88 3125 3375 813 0.00 0.00 2588 3369 3369 6.74 0.00 0.00
Migrant - - - - - - - - - - . . .
Gap| 209 3828 33m 2297 526 0.48 0.00 40.80 28 86 2687 348 0.87 0.00
Mon-Gap|  3g35 13.95 25.65 44 82 15.54 0.00 0.00 11.36 32 4318 14.20 0.00 0.00
Student Achievement All Students AMO Target
Subject Area Math r Show AMO Calulation Details | yes v
Subgroup to Chart | Al Students v
Math AMO Details for All Students
= Annual Measurable Objective Observed Levels 3and 4
75.00%
70.00%
65.00%
60.00%
55.00%
50.00%
44.82%
45.00% 42.35%
40.00% T T T T T T T
AMO Base AMO Year1  AMO Year2  AMO Yeard  AMO Yeard — AMO Year5 — AMO Year6
Base Year Data Annual Measurable Objectives - Percent Levels 3 and 4
Percent of
Percent
Students | Amount to
Base Percent Level 3and | Annual
Subgroup Base Year Scoring Reduce by AMO Year1 | AMO Year 2 | AMO Year 3 [ AMO Year 4 | AMO Year 5 | AMO Year 6
Level 3 &4 Level 4 Goal | Increase
Level 1 And | in6Years |
in 6 Years
Level 2
All Students. 2014-2015 44.82% 55.18 % 27.59 % T241% 4.60 % 49.42 % 54.02 % 58.62% 63.22% 67.82 % 7241 %
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I Level1 Level2 [ Level3 [P Leveld Not Tested Mot Scoreable
All Stude: . >GNoal N S —
" (srgg} Schoal H”g’&t?g[ 5
olate IS

All Assessed: Math All Grades - Data Matrix

School Current Year
School Prior Year

Numbser Mot Mot
Studenis Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 | Mot Tested 5 ble Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 |Not Tested 5 ble
All Students) 505 28,57 30.25 2387 17.14 017 0.00 2437 32.37 26.40 16.46 0.38 0.00
Hispanic / Latino 19 36.84 47.37 10.53 5.26 0.00 0.00 2083 41.67 2083 16.67 0.00 0.00

American Indian / a9
Alaskan Mative

Agian

56.18 2584 10.11 6.74 112 0.00 52 87 36.78 8.05 230 222 0.00

Black / African American

Mative Hawaiian / Pacific
Islander

White / Caucasian) - 442 22.85 29.86 26.92 20.36 0.00 0.00 19.18 30.46 30.70 19.66 0.00 0.00
Mult-Racial|  3g 30.77 3333 25.64 10.26 0.00 0.00 31.58 36.84 26.32 5.26 0.00 0.00

Student With Disahilities | 7p 71.43 14.25 857 57 0.00 0.00 57.81 25.00 5.38 7.81 1.45 0.00

English Language
BAMErs

Economical
Dt 143 | 5105 | 2657 | 1469 | 699 | o070 | ooo | 4632 | a7s0 | 1103 | 515 142 | 000
Femalz| 275 25.09 27.27 26.18 17.09 0.36 0.00 23.99 32.10 26.20 17.71 073 0.00

Male| 320 2813 328 21.88 17.19 0.00 0.00 25.53 32.62 26.60 15.25 0.00 0.00
Migrant

Gap| 209 48.80 30.14 1292 7.66 048 0.00 42.79 36.82 12.44 7.96 0.57 0.00
Non-Gap| 386 17.62 0.3 28.79 2228 0.00 0.00 14.49 28.83 3438 213 0.00 0.00

OVERALL READING PERFORMANCE BY GRADE LEVEL
*This is where we are starting! The proficiency RIT score
for a Fall assessment for LA is 214 (6" grade), 219 (7"
grade), and 223 (8" grade)

6th- Wildcats: 45 out of 102 are proficient (44%)
Hawkeyes: 32 out of 104 (31%)

7th - Huskers: 42 out of 105 are proficient (40%) Gophers:
53 out of 104 (51%)

8th- Lions: 38 out of 90 are proficient (42%)
Spartans: 42 out of 84 (50%)



Need/lowest area

6t | Informational Texts

7t | Literature (G)
h Informational Texts (H)

8t | Literature and Info
h Texts

71

Strenqgth/High area

Vocabulary Acquisition and
Use

Vocabulary Acquisition and
Use

Vocabulary Acquisition and
Use

OVERALL MATH PERFORMANCE BY GRADE LEVEL
*This is where we are starting! The proficiency RIT score for a Fall assessment for
Math is 222 (6'" grade), 229 (7™ grade), and 238 (8™ grade)

6th- Wildcats: 49 of 102 are proficient (48%)

7th - Huskers: 36 out Of 108 are proficient (33%)

8th- Lions: 29 out of 90 are proficient (32%)

Need/lowest area

6th | Operations and Alg. Thinking (W)
Statistics and Probability (H)

7th | Statistics and Probability (G)
Geometry (H)

8th | Geometery

Hawkeyes: 43 out of 104 (41%)
Gophers: 31 out of 104 (30%)

Spartans: 45 out 85 (53%)

Strength/High area

Real and Complex Number Systems

Real and Complex Number Systems

Real and Complex Number Systems (S)
Statistics and Probability (L)
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OVERALL SCIENCE PERFORMANCE BY GRADE LEVEL

*This is where we are starting! The proficiency RIT score for a Fall assessment for LA is not available a
SB does not test Science. According to percentages at high average or above, a predicted proficiency f
each would be: 208 (6'" grade), 211 (7™ grade), and 214 (8'" grade)

6th- Wildcats: 58 of 102 students are proficient (57%) Hawkeyes: 61 out of 102 (60%)

7th - Huskers: 65 out of 107 students are proficient (61%) Gophers: 59 out of 104 (57%)

8th- Lions: 45 out of 90 students are proficient (50%) Spartans: 60 out of 83 (73%)
Need/lowest area Strength/High area

6th | Physical Science Life Science

7th | Life Science (G) Earth and Space (G)
Physical (H) Life (H)

8th | Physical Science Life Science



Percent of Students by Proficiency Level

100+
B0+
60

40+

204

2015 - 2016 2014 - 2015 2013 - 2014
' SCIENCE !
[0 Advanced B Proficient Basic M Below Basic
2015 - 2016 2014 - 2015 2013 - 2014
# of % of # of % of # of % of
Students Students Students Students Students Students

SCIENCE Advanced 23 11.27% 20 12.74% 26 12.32%

Proficient 131 64 22% 94 59.87% 118 55.92%

Basic 40 19.61% 38 24.20% 59 27.96%

Below Basic 10 4.90% 5 3.18% 8 3.79%
Indicators Student List Proficiency

.- T5% or above - 50% - 74.99% .- Below 49.99%

Percentage of Questions Correctly Answered, by Indicator

2015-2016 2014 -2015 2013 -2014

73

EARTH 63.13%
EARTH 66.89% 64.81%
MATURE 70.58% 69.34%
MATURE 69.99%
PHYSICAL 64.21% 65.71%
FHYSICAL 65.63%
TECHENV 69.08%
TECHENVY 67.40% 70.15%
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APPENDIX G
Waiver from Administrative Rule for HS Algebra

|Feb 2015 1
- APPLICATION for a Waiver from an Administrative Rule |
Courses offered Before Grade Nine for High School Credit
Fierre School District hereby applies for a waiver from certain South
Dakota administrative rules that govern school accreditation, using the procedures outlined in §
24:43:08.
It is the intent of the Pierre School District to implement the

strategies for continued school improvement as outlined herein, and to annually report on the
implementation of the of those strategies as described in § 24:43.08:08

The Fierre Board of Education has held a public hearing and approved this
application. It is understood that the school district must continue to comply with all other
administrative rules, including chapter 24:43:11.

The school district will continue to submit all required accreditation reports, plans, and certifications
to the South Dakota Department of Education on time.

Pierre 32-2 8th Algebra | Credit 2023
Pierre 32-2 8th World History Credit 2020

Pierre 32-2 8th Spanish | Credit 2022



Feb. 2015

| Section | - Application Details

Applying School District; Fierre School District

Participating Attendance Centers: Georgia Morse Middle School

TF Riggs High Schoal

Local Public Hearing Date: May 11, 2020

Local Board Approval Date: May 11, 2020

Date Submitted to the Department of Education:

| Section Il - Waiver Schedule

Intended Date for Waiver Implementation: July 1, 2020

{This date s always July T for fall implementation unless the distric! requests and explaing the easons for an allemale
date.)

Proposed Years of Waiver: 2020-2025
(Maximum of 5 school lerms, which begin July 1 of each year,)

| Section Ill - Administrative Rules to be Waived

List the administrative rule number and title for which this waiver is being requested.
Administrative rules are available enling at http:/legis state sd usfindex. aspx

For @ warver far high school credif before grade rine, the distict will wani fo waive sdministralive rule 24-43:11-01.

24:43:11:01 High School Algebra

| Section IV - Course(s) for Which Exemption is Being Proposed

Algebra

| Section V - Reasons for Waiver Request .

Explain the reasons the district is requesting & waiver from administrative rule. The district must explain why
the plans outlined in this application will better meet local learning goals, enhance educational opportunities,
promote equity, or increase aceountability.

Georgia Morse MS would like to challenge our high achievers that are motivated to
attain more HS credits while still enrolled in middle school. This class may also allow
more students to enroll in more AP type courses while in HS. Criteria will be used to
register 7" grade math students into this “higher” track.

| Section VI - Verification of Administrative Rule Intent
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Explain how the intent of the administrative rule for which the waiver is being reguested will be met if the waiver
is granted.

A high school credit would be earned by those middle school students that demonstrate
mastery on the EOC exam.

Flease note that the teachers of courses for which waivers are approved must be high school certified, in the
content area and the waived courses must remain at high school-level rigor.

List teacher providing instruction for each course included on application:
Mame Course

Guy Hunter Algebra

Michole Bowman Algebra

If &t any time during the timeframe this waiver is valid a teacher listed here is no longer the teacher of record,
the district must notify the Department of Education with the name of the newly assigned educater,

| Section VIl - Assurance of Rigor (Where applicable)

Describe the school district's plan for affering continuing educational opportunities in the waiverad content area,
where applicable.

There are high school Algebra courses offered for those students who do not chose to
take the offered course or pass the EOC.

Section ViIl- Evaluation

DOE Waiver Evaluation Policy:

At the conclusion of the waivered course, all students that wizh to recelve high school credit for the coursewark
completed must pass an end of course exam. The fellewing guidelines should be noted:

1} If the South Dakota Department of Education (DOE) has an exam available in the waivered course
area, the State exam should be used.

2} " If an exam is not available from the State, the district may create an exam, standards-based when
applicable. The exam must be approved by the State before it may be administered.

31 A test security agreement must be signed by all district personnel who have access 1o the exam and
must be returmed to the SD DOE prior to the test dates(s). A security agresment must be filed each
year, and for each exam that is given. The test agreement must be mailed and not faxed or emailed.

4] The student must pass the exam with at least 80% proficiency,

5) The exam may be administered up to twe times, per district policy.

6) The DOE must receive a roster of participants, including the students’ name, arade in schoal, district
attendance center, and percentage on the best attempt of the completed exam before the start of the
proceeding school year

Local exam will be used.
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Prior No Child Left Behind Data
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Fall 2011 Fall 2013 Fall 2014 Fall 2015 0tk Fall 2017

Native 14% 16.5% 16% 15% LERS 12%
American

White 80% 78% 75% 74% 73.5% 75.4%
Asian 9% 8% 17% 5% 5

Black .8% 2% 17% 1% L

Hispanic 2.2% 4.2% 4.4% 3.1% 3.6% =
Two or More 6.6% 11.6% 8.5%
Races

Special 10.10% 11% 14% 11% 9.8% 11.4%
Education

LEP 3% .5% 3% 3% 4%

Poverty - 25% 28% 25% 24% 31% S
Free and

Reduced

Lunch

Mobility Aug. 24,2011-Oct | Aug. 23,2014 Oct. August 20, 2015 - ’2‘(‘)‘13:“ 2016 — October
Rate 10, 2011 17,2014 October 16, 2015

Received 45 new
students and 18
students left.

Received 37 new
students and 30
students left

Received 73 new
students and 37 left

Received 39 new
students and 7 left

The following is a historical overview of Georgia Morse Middle
School’s SAT9/DSTEP Results:

Math Reading
2003 ALERT ALERT
° Native American o Native American
° Students w/Disab. . Students w/Disab.
2004 Math cont, Reading cont,




LEVEL 1
. Students w/Disab.

LEVEL 1
. Students w/Disab.

2005 LEVEL 1 LEVEL 1
° Students w/Disab. All groups — AYP
2006 LEVEL 2 MET AYP
. Econ. Disadv. All groups AYP 2" straight year
2007 Math Cont, Reading Cont.
LEVEL 3 ALERT
° Students w/Disab. . Students w/Disab.
. Econ. Disadv.
2008 LEVEL 4 LEVEL 1
. Econ. Disadv. . Econ. Disadv.
° Native American o Native American
2009 Level 4 Level 2
All groups made AYP . Native Am.
. Students w/ Disabilities
2010 OK Level 3
All groups made AYP Economic Disadvantaged
2011 Math Cont. Reading Cont.
Alert Level 4

(] Native American
° Students w/ Disabilities

. Native American
° Students w/ Disabilities
. Economically Disadvantaged

NCLB status (Spring of 2013)
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AMO School Current School Prior District Current State Current
Year Year Year Year
Subgroup Numberof Proficient and Proficient and Proficient and Proficient and Proficient and
Students Advanced Advanced Advanced Advanced Advanced Percentage
Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage

All Students 553 81.36 78.12 79.67 77.98 73.15

Hispanic / 16 93.46 81.25 92.86 81.25 60.73
Latino

American 67 45.94 38.81 41.03 38.24 44.93
Indian /
Alaskan Native

Asian 6 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 54.63

Black / African 1 63.33 100.00 60.00 100.00 57.62
American
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Native 1 8.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 72.73
Hawaiian /
Pacific Islander

White / 446 86.98 83.63 85.80 83.63 78.77
Caucasian

Multi-Racial 16 80.36 81.25 78.57 81.25 69.65

Student With 56 40.00 37.50 34.55 36.84 35.55
Disabilities

English 0 0.00 0.00 50.00 0.00 22.38
Language
Learners

Economically 135 61.34 58.52 57.82 58.52 60.00
Disadvantaged

Female 276 85.76 80.43 84.46 80.43 76.40

Male 277 77.16 75.81 75.08 75.54 70.12

Migrant 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 18.75

Gap 186 63.69 56.99 60.39 56.68 58.53

Non-Gap 367 90.56 88.83 89.70 88.83 86.73




Previous Smarter Balanced Testing Data:
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SMARTER BALANCED DATA (data according to the state report card)

LA 6

MATH | 6

7

8

SB
2014-20
15
40/44
54/48
47/47
40/33
43/38

46/37

**State average

Prioritized Needs: Historically, Georgia Morse Middle School has struggled in meeting
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in Math and Reading with three subgroups. Small
improvements have been made with one group for a year or two, but these are the subgroups
that typically do not show adequate growth or achievement:

SB
2015-2016

47/49
48/50
54/51
41/39
44/41

38/41

SB
2016-201
7

58/48
52/52
43/48
54/41
50/44

49/41

1. Native American Students
2. Students with Disabilities

3. Economically Disadvantaged

SB
17-18

51/49
65/53
48/53
55/42
65/45

55/44

SB
18-19

60/60
62/53
61/51
51/40
57/44

64/42
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SIP goals from 2014 to 2021:

The BLT helps develop these goals based upon Smarter Balance and NWEA data. New goals
are written for each upcoming school year and approved by the BLT.

Readin Is:

2014-2016

Considering this is a two year improvement plan and after results for the 2015 Spring Smarter Balance
Test is available, Georgia Morse Middle School group of All Students will show strong performance at
each grade level in order to maintain proficient achievement levels.

The subgroups of Native American Students, Economically Disadvantaged Students, and Students with
Disabilities will increase proficiency levels to demonstrate growth.

2016-2017

Smarter Balanced scores will reflect an increase in at least 5 more percent achieving at the proficient

or advanced level in ELA. 2016-1017 SB scores for LA went up 11% in 6 grade, 4% in 7 grade (so
far), and down 11% in 8% grade.

Overall NWEA scores in Reading will remain above the national average for all three grade levels. The
Native American group of students will at least meet the national average in NWEA. The percent of all
student at each grade level in Reading that meet their individual projected growth score will be at
least 70% of students. Overall NWEA scores remain above the national average in 2016-2017. The
NA r id not m h | of matching the national aver n NWEA, therefore indicatin
an area of emphasis in 2017-2018. Both 6"-and 8 grades met an average above 70% meeting their
projected growth, whereas 7* grade did not.

2017-2018

Smarter Balanced scores will reflect an increase in at least 5 more percent achieving at the proficient
or advanced level in ELA. 2017-2018 SB scores for ELA decreased by 7% in 6* grade, up by 13% in 7

th

grade, and up by 5% in 8% grade, therefore only 6% grade did not meet the goal.

Overall NWEA scores in Reading will remain above the national average for all three grade levels. The
district average remained above the national average. In 62 grade, 65% students were above the
national average, 7 grade 68%, and 8% grade 72%. The Native American group of students will at

least meet the national average in NWEA. The NA students did NOT meet the national average at any
grade level. The percent of all student at each grade level in Reading that meet their individual

projected growth score will be at least 75% of students. Only 8% grade LA met the 75% goal with 78%
of students meeting their projected growth score. 6® grade was at 65% and 7" grade at 62%.




2018-2019
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Smarter Balanced scores will reflect at least a 10% increase for those students achieving proficient or
advanced in 6™ grade scores, 5% in 7" grade, and 7% in 8" grade. Our Native American scores will
continue to be above the state’s average. Our SPED students will outscore the state’s average.

(Overall/all students) NWEA scores in Reading will reflect at least 75% of students at each grade level

meeting or exceeding the national average. The percent of students at each grade level to meet their
individual projected growth score will be at least 75% for 6" and 7" grade and 80% for 8" grade. The
Native American student group will meet the national average for all grade levels. 70% of the Native

American student group will meet their projected growth goals at all three grade levels.

2019-2020 2020-2021 (extended due to Covid-19) READING

Math Goals:

2014-2016

Considering this is a two year improvement plan, the All Student group will show strong performance
results at each grade level in order to maintain proficient achievement levels.

The subgroups of Native American Students, Economically Disadvantaged Students, and Students with
Disabilities will increase proficiency levels to demonstrate growth.
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2016-2017

Smarter Balanced scores will reflect an increase in at least 5 more percent achieving at the proficient
or advanced level in Math. 2016-2017 SB scores in math went up by 13% in 6% grade, 6% in 7% grade,
and 11% in 8% grade.

Overall NWEA scores in Math will remain above the national average for all three grade levels. The
Native American group of students will at least meet the national average in NWEA. The percent of all
student at each grade level in Math that meet their individual projected growth score will be at least
70% of students. Overall NWEA scores remain above the national average in 2016-2017. The NA
subgroup did not meet the goal of matching the national average on NWEA in grades 6 and 7%,
however doing so in 8 grade, therefore indicating a continued area of emphasis in 2017-2018. Both
7%-and 8% gr id not m n aver ve 70% meeting their proj rowth, wher th
grade did. This will continue to be a goal for 2017-2018.

2017-2018

Smarter Balanced scores will reflect an increase in at least 5 more percent achieving at the proficient
or advanced level in Math. 2017-2018 Smarter Balanced scores for Math increased in all three grade

levels- 6% grade up by 1%, 7*® grade 15%, and 8% grade by 6%.

Overall NWEA scores in Math will remain above the national average for all three grade levels. The
listri ined al | ional In 6% grade. 70% | | |
national average, 7% grade 70%, and 8% grade 83%. The Native American group of students will at
least meet the national average in NWEA. The NA students did NOT meet the national average
EXCEPT in 8% grade Math. The percent of all student at each grade level in Math that meet their
individual projected growth score will be at least 70% of students. All three grade levels met the goal
for 70% of students to meet their projected growth score with 6% grade at 88%, 7 grade 84%, and

8% grade at 87%.

2018-2019

Smarter Balanced scores will reflect at least a 10% increase for those students achieving proficient or
advanced in both 6™ and 8" grade and by 5% in 7" grade. Our Native American scores will continue to
be above the state’s average. Our SPED students will outscore the state’s average.

(Overall/all students) NWEA scores in Math will reflect at least 75% of students in 6™ and 7" grade
meeting or exceeding the national average and 85% in 8" grade. The percent of students at each
grade level to meet their individual projected growth score will be at least 90% for all three grade
levels. The Native American student group will meet the national average for all grade levels. 85% of
the Native American student group will meet their projected growth goals at all three grade levels.




2019-2020 2020-2021 (extended due to Covid-19)

Science Goals:

2016-2017
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DSTEP scores will reflect an increase in at least 5 more percent achieving at the proficient or advanced
level on the statewide assessment. 2013-2014 scores indicated 67% of 8th grade students were
proficient or advanced, 2014-2015 71%, and 2015-2016 75%.

Overall NWEA scores in Science will remain above the national average for all three grade levels. The
Native American group of students will at least meet the national average in NWEA. The percent of all
student at each grade level in Science that meet their individual projected growth score will be at least
70% of students. Qverall NWEA scores remain above the national average in 2016-2017, The NA

subgroup did meet the goal of matching the national average on NWEA. All grades met an average
ve 70% meeting their project rowth.

2017-2018

DSTEP scores will reflect an increase in at least 5 more percent achieving at the proficient or advanced
level on the statewide assessment. With the change in the assessment, 54% of students performed
at a proficient or advanced level. This will be a new baseline for data.

Overall NWEA scores in Science will remain above the national average for all three grade levels. The

district average remained above the national average. In 6% grade 80% were above the national
average, 7¥ grade 81%, and 8% grade 79%. The Native American group of students will surpass the

national average in NWEA by two (2) RIT points. The Native American student group did NOT surpass
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NOR meet the national average at any grade level. The percent of all student at each grade level in
Science that meet their individual projected growth score will be at least 75% of students. Only 8%
r tudents met th | for 75% meeting their project rowth | with 78% doin .In7®

grade, 63% did and in 6% grade 74%.

2018-2019

8" grade SDSA scores will increase to at least a 70% proficiency rate.
*South Dakota’s Science Assessment Data is not available until Summer 2018. A revision, if
necessary, of this goal will be discussed with the BLT Fall 2018. Science results were made available

October 2018. GMMS’s proficiency level as at 52%. The goal of 70% will remain for 2018-2019.

(Overall/all students) NWEA scores in Science will reflect at least 85% of students meeting the national
average at all three grade levels. The percent of students at each grade level to meet their individual
projected growth score will be at least 80% in 6™ and 8" grade and 7" grade meeting 75%. The Native
American student group will meet the national average for all grade levels. 70% of the Native
American student group will meet their projected growth goals at all three grade levels.

2019-2020 2020-2021 (extended due to Covid-19)




