Report to
INTERIM EDUCATION COMMITTEE
By Greg Gallagher
Department of Public Instruction
October 12, 2010

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Interim Education Committee:

| am Greg Gallagher, Director of Standards and Achievement, within the
Department of Public Instruction.

Pursuant to NDCC 15.1-21-10, | submit the following report regarding the
administration of the 2009-10 North Dakota State Assessment (NDSA) and the various
accountability reports generated from these assessments. This report provides an
overview of the testing procedures employed, the summative data generated, and the
technical documentation provided to confirm the validity and reliability of the 2009-10
NDSA. This report also presents a variety of statewide academic achievement data that
provide insight on the current performance of our students.

In previous testimony before various legislative education committees, the
Department of Public Instruction has placed into testimony an extensive collection of
primary source documents regarding the legal foundations and administrative practices
surrounding the No Child Left Behind Act and the Department’s efforts to comply with
these provisions. This report stipulates to the standing of those documents and all

evidence provided herein should be affixed as supplemental information.

I. Administration of North Dakota State Assessment System

A collection of 72 separate assessments comprises the North Dakota State
Assessment system, including 24 general assessments (the North Dakota State
Assessment, or NDSA), 24 assessments for students with significant cognitive
disabilities (the North Dakota Alternate Assessment based on alternate achievement
standards, or NDAA1), and 24 assessments for students with persistent learning
difficulties (the North Dakota Alternate Assessment based on modified achievement
standards, or NDAA2). The NDSA, NDAA1, and NDAA2 are each comprised of reading,
language arts, and mathematics in grades 3-8 and 11 and science in grades 4, 8, and
11. Each of these grade- and subject-specific assessments must meet certain rigorous

specifications in design and administration in order to be considered valid and reliable
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assessments of their subject matter. The U.S. Department of Education (ED), through its
ongoing peer review process, independently reviews the technical specifications of the
North Dakota State Assessment system to verify all claims for validity and reliability. The
state's assessment system has operated under the operational rules and guidance of
the ED peer review process.

The NDSA is administered in part under a contract with CTB/McGraw-Hill, LLC,
a private, long-standing publishing and assessment company, which specializes in large-
scale student achievement assessments. The NDAA1 and NDAA2 are administered in
part under a grant with Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center, a federally-funded
regional technical assistance center, which specializes in special education-related
services to states. The State is supported by an array of external technical advisors and
providers regarding certain psychometric and accountability system technical issues.
The Department of Public Instruction stipulates that the state’s assessment system
provides valid and reliable information regarding student achievement in terms of the
state’s academic content and achievement standards.

The 2009-10 technical manuals for the NDSA, NDAA1, and NDAA2 provide
extensive documentation regarding the design and performance of all of the various
assessments administered within the state’s assessment system. The NDSA technical
manual can be accessed at the following website:

http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/testing/assess/09final.pdf. The NDAA1 technical manual can

be accessed at the following website:

http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/speced/resource/alternate/NDAA1 technical report.pdf. The

NDAAZ2 technical manual can be accessed at the following website:

http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/speced/resource/alternate/NDAA2 technical manual.pdf.

These technical manuals provide supporting evidence that the state’s various
assessments do perform according to design and that these assessments are valid and
reliable.

The state’s assessment system defines the academic achievement standards
against which a student’s assessment is categorized. The state’s definition of
achievement is articulated in four achievement levels:

1. Advanced. Demonstrates exemplary understanding and exceeds expected level
of performance.
2. Proficient. Demonstrates understanding and meets expected level of

performance.
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3. Partially Proficient. Demonstrates an emerging or developing level of
understanding and performance.

4. Novice. Attempt made; however, lack of understanding and performance is
evident.

The cut scores that define these achievement levels on a given assessment’s
scoring scale are determined by committees of state educators through a reputable
standard-setting process. The NDSA reading and mathematics achievement standards
are specified in the NDSA standard-setting technical manual, which can be accessed at

the following website (http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/testing/assess/standard/secA-E.pdf).

The NDSA science achievement standards cut scores, which followed the same
standard-setting process, can be accessed at the following website

(http:/iIwww.dpi.state.nd.us/testing/assess/cut.pdf). The NDAA2 underwent a new round

of achievement standard-setting in 2009-10, as required by established protocol. The
results of the standard-setting process are provided in the press release which
announced the findings

(http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/news/press%20release/press release 3 22 2010.pdf). The

NDAA1 achievement standards remained stable during 2009-10; it is anticipated that
there will be a new standard setting for NDAA1 science in 2010-11, as is required by
protocol.

Approximately 49,000 students participated in the administration of the state’s
various academic achievement assessments during 2009-10. Approximately 2000
students participated in either the NDAA1 or NDAA2 during 2009-10, based on each
student’s individualized education program. The participation rates of students with
disabilities in the NDSA, NDAA1, and NDAA?2 are provided in Appendix A and are also
reported at the following website: |
http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/dpi/reports/Profile/0910/SpecialEd/99999.pdf. Overall,
approximately 98.5% of all eligible students participated in the NDSA, NDAA1, and
NDAAZ2.

The administration of each of the assessments is standardized according to

established rules to ensure systemic reliability. The Department of Public Instruction
stipulates that, according to established indicators, the 2009-10 administration of the
state’s various assessments successfully met established measures for standardization,

thereby supporting the reliability of all test results.
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Il. Academic Achievement Results
The state's education system uses a variety of measures to assess overall
student academic achievement. These measures include graduation rates, general
proficiency rates and specific standards-level performance on the North Dakota State
Assessments (including the NDSA, NDAA1, and NDAA?2), junior and senior college
readiness on the ACT and SAT, state-level performance on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), various reading and language proficiency assessments,
and district-defined interim and formative assessments. School personnel have various
student achievement data upon which to assess individual student achievement and
growth patterns and overall curricular and school improvement efforts.
Appendix B provides a variety of selective graphs that present summative
statewide student achievement. | will provide extemporaneous comments regarding
critical findings and trends presented in the following reports:
(1) Disaggregated graduation rates for the past three years (B2);
(2) Summative historical achievement data from the North Dakota State
Assessments in reading, mathematics, and science (B3-B4; B8);

(3) Disaggregated historical achievement data from the North Dakota State
Assessments in reading, mathematics, and science (B5-B7);

(4) Grade-level achievement data from the 2010 North Dakota State
Assessments in reading, mathematics, and science (B4, B8);

(5) Senior grade-level performance on the 2009 ACT with national result

comparisons (B9-B11); and

(8) North Dakota fourth-grade and eighth-grade student achievement results in

reading and mathematics on the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), (B12-B19).

Among these various measures, the North Dakota State Assessments (NDSA,
NDAA1, and NDAAZ2) represent the primary measures for assessing overall student
achievement in terms of the state’s challenging content and achievement standards as
specified within state and federal law. It is the state’s expressed instructional goal that all
students progress steadily to achieve a proficient or advanced standing on the North

Dakota State Assessments by the 2013-14 school year.
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Overall student achievement data indicate that North Dakota students have

evidenced generally stable reading results and general improvements in mathematics.

/1. School and school district institutional performance
Student academic achievement results form the basis for measuring the overall
performance of schools and school districts, specificé"y as defined by the operational
rules for generating annual adequate yearly progress reports for every public school,
school district, and the state. For these reports, a school is defined as a public school
plant organized within a designated grade span as determined by a local public school
district.
in May 2010, the Department of Public Instruction released final adequate yearly
progress reports that present the level of relative achievement among our state’s public
schools according to established regulations specified within the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. These adequate yearly progress reports were reviewed for
accuracy by public school districts prior to their final certification and release by the
Department of Public Instruction. These reports identify a school’s overall student
performance related to certain key indicators:
A. Primary Indicators: Student Achievement and Participation
(1) Student achievement rates in mathematics and reading in grades
3-8 and 11 for the overall student population and separately for
eight subgroup populations as measured on the North Dakota
State Assessments, including alternate assessments for certain
students with disabilities; and
(2) Student participation rates in the North Dakota State Assessments
in mathematics and reading for the overall student population and
separately for eight subgroup populations.
B. Secondary Indicators: Attendance or Graduation
(1) Student attendance rates for elementary and middle schools; or
(2) Student graduation rates for high schools.
A possible total of 37 performance items are presented within each school’s
adequate yearly progress report, depending on the population base of each school.
The 2009-10 Annual Adequate Yearly Progress report for every reportable public

school can be accessed at the Department of Public Instruction’s website at the
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following address: http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/dpi/reports/profile/index.shtm. The state’s

summative adequate yearly progress report is provided in Appendix D.
All adequate yearly progress reports follow the rules established within the
federally approved North Dakota Accountability Plan, which can be accessed at the

following website: http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/grants/proposal2009 10.pdf. An

instructional guide that explains the state’s accountability rules can be accessed at the

following website http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/testing/account/quide AYP.pdf.

To make adequate yearly progress, schools must meet or exceed the
achievement goal appropriate for their grade-level organization. The schedule of the
prescribed achievement goals used in determining adequate yearly progress is listed
below.

State Intermediate Achievement Goals, 2002-2014
Goals for Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient and Advanced in Reading/Math,
Graduation and Attendance Rate Goals -

Years®

07-08 ].08-09 [ 0910 | 10-11 [ 1142 [ 12

826% [ 91.3% 100%
807% v 7 s k| 90.4% 100%
715% ] 85.7% 100% |
R rE N
A | 45.7% 59.3% 729% . ... | 86.4% 100%
28 0| 33.3% 50.0% 667% . .. .| 83.3% 100%
| NA 431% 621%: - .| 81.0% 100%
24.1% NA NA NA NA

89.9% 73.00% 89%

“Attendance | 93.0%

* During 2001-04 the state assessments were administered at the 12 grade. Since 2004-05 the state assessments -

have been administered at the 11" grade, 1o replace the 12" grade assessment.

**In 2005-06 the graduation goal was recalculated according to rules set forth within the State’s accountability
Workbook to move from a senior-year to a four-year graduation rate formula.

***Beginning in 2009-10 a new graduation goal was set by the State Superintendent to meet certain rigorous federal
graduation requirements.

To determine a school’'s adequate yearly progress status, the Department of
Public Instruction applies a set of rules to compare a school’s performance rates against
the state’s established performance goals and to do so with statistical reliability. Based
on student performance data, the Department of Public Instruction reports the status of

460 schools for 2009-10 and compares these results to previous school years.
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ND Pubilic Schools’ Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)
ldentification Status

Sy=og i

Met AYP 444 436 437 301 350 338
Did not meet 42 41 41 169 115 122
AYP ‘

*Variances in the number of schools are the result of school reorganizations.

A school is identified as “met adequate yearly progress” for achieving the

following criteria.

(1) Achievement. Any school whose students’ scores on the North Dakota
State Assessments in either reading or mathematics meet or exceed the
State’s annual performance goal for the composite and for each
subgroup, considering statistical reliability.

(2) Participation. Any school whose student participation rate on the North
Dakota State Assessments meets or exceeds 95% for the composite and
for each subgroup, considering statistical reliability.

(3) Attendance. Any elementary school whose students’ attendance rate
meets or exceeds 93%, the state’s identified rate, considering statistical
reliability.

4) Graduation. Any high school whose students’ graduation rate meets or
exceeds 89%, the state’s identified rate, considering statistical reliability.

Individual schools may be identified for not making adequate yearly progress for

more than one reason. Among the 122 schools that did not make adequate yearly
progress, the reasons identified for the determination are distributed among the following

categories:
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Reasons Leading to Identification of Not Making
Adequate Yearly Progress (n=122 schools)*

Asian ) 1 1 0 0

*Schools may be identified for more than one reason.

School District Adequate Yearly Progress Results

Following the completion of the school adequate yearly progress reports, the
Department of Public Instruction proceeded to combine data from all schools within their
respective school districts for the purposes of issuing adequate yearly progress reports
for school districts. Based on student performance data from the 2009-10 school year,
the Department of Public Instruction reported the following identifications among 181
school districts:

ND Public School District Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)
Identification Status

*Variances in the number of school districts are the result of school district reorganizations.
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Individual school districts may be identified for more than one reason. Among the
50 school districts that did not meet adequate yearly progress, the reasons identified for

the determination are distributed among the following categories:

- - - - - ~Reasons Leading to ldentification of Not Making - g s o
Adequate Yearly Progress (n=50 districts)*

hie ement and Parti

*School districts may be identified for more than one reason.

Following the release of the 2009-10 adequate yearly progress reports, the
Department of Public Instruction generated and released the list of schools and districts
that have received a school improvement status. To receive a school improvement
status, a school or district must have been identified for a least two consecutive years for
not making adequate yearly progress or, having been previously identified, had not yet
reported two consecutive years of making adequate yearly progress to be removed from
their school improvement status. A program improvement school or district must prepare
and implement a school improvement plan, dedicate certain levels of resources to
program improvement activities, and conduct certain program interventions based on
their tenure within program improvement.

The press release announcing the publication of the 2009-10 school
improvement status reports for all public schools and public school districts is provided in
and can also bé accessed at the following website address:

http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/title 1/progress/schoolpressrelease.pdf. A summary of all
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matters related to Title | school improvement may be accessed at the following website:

http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/title1/progress/index.shtm.

v. The Next Generation of State Content Standards: The Common Core State

Standards

On June 2, 2010, following a year-long development effort, the National
Governors Association and the Council of Chief State School Officers released the
Common Core State Standards for English language arts and mathematics for the
voluntary review and adoption by the states as the next generation of challenging
content standards. These Common Core State Standards represent a nationwide effort
to define consistent, rigorous, college- and career-ready content standards for students
in grades kindergarten through high school. In April 2009, Governor Hoeven and State
Superintendent Sanstead cosigned a nonbinding agreement to participate in the
development process of the Common Core State Standards and to advance the
eventual adoption of these standards as the state’s official college- and career-ready
academic content standards. Additionally, all Presidents of the state’s public colleges
and universities have cosigned a nonbinding resolution to honor the state’s future K-12
assessment system, based on the Common Core State Standards, as a means to
identify college remediation needs. The foundation and history for the Common Core
State Standards Initiative can be accessed at the following website:

http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/standard/common core.shtm.

In advance of the release of the national Common Core State Standards in June
2010, the North Dakota Department of Public Instruction commissioned a comparative
study that analyzed the differences and similarities between the current North Dakota
State Content Standards and the national Common Core State Standards. This
comparative study, conducted by Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning
(McREL), adopted a study model that analyzed comparability from the North Dakota
state standards perspective to the Common Core State Standards perspective and then
vice versa. Each manner of review produces slightly different and revealing
comparisons. This study produced four distinct documents, which are provided at the

following website: http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/standard/comparison.shtm.

In June and July 2010 the Department of Public Instruction convened committees

of statewide educators, ranging from kindergarten- to university-level instructors, to
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begin an expected ten-month process to draft the next generation of the North Dakota
state content standards. This process of standards writing required the committees to
consider the proper interplay of the Common Core State Standards, the current

generation of the North Dakota state content standards, and the McREL gap analysis. In

- -September 2010, following initial writing-and editing; the-Department-of Public Instruction- - - -

released the first drafts of two state content standards documents written by the
statewide drafting committees. These first-draft documents are now available to the
general public for a period of comment, extending through November 15, 2010. These

two content standards documents are located at the following websites:

(1) North Dakota English Language Arts Common Core Standards
(http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/standard/content/ELA/ELA draft.docx) and

(2) North Dakota Mathematics Common Core Standards
(hitp://www.dpi.state.nd.us/standard/content/math/math draft.docx).

The Department of Public Instruction has developed a survey tool that will allow
the reporting of all public comments. These comments will aid the writing committees to
improve the two content standards documents. Individuals can access the survey tool at

the following link: hitp://www.surveymonkey.com/s/R2S8YZT.

Following the publié reporting period on or about November 15, 2010, the writing
committees will consider and incorporate these public comments as they prepare the
second draft of the proposed content standards for a second round of public comments
in January 2011. The Department of Public Instruction anticipates that a third, and
perhaps final, draft of the proposed content standards will be completed by April 2011.

The State Superintendent will review, consider, and adopt any final English
language arts and mathematics state content standards, as specified in state statute.
The final draft of the state’s content standards in English language arts and mathematics

will become the basis for the development of the state’s assessment system.

V. Race To The Top Assessment Consortium Participation

The Department of Public Instruction has entered into a nonbinding agreement to
participate in two separate multi-state consortia for the purpose of developing the next
generation of performance-based assessments based on the Common Core State
Standards. Any final disposition of the state’s ultimate participation in either of these two

consortia will be based on the eventual adoption of the Common Core State Standards
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as the state’s content standards. This process will be determined in large part by the
committees of statewide educators who are studying this prospect.

If the state were to ultimately adopt the Common Core State Standards and
adopt one of the two consortia, then the state would be in the position to initiate a new
state summative assessment during the 2013-14 school year. These two consortia were
awarded federal grant funding in September 2010 to begin a four-year process of
developing this highly complex and sophisticated multi-state assessment effort. The
Department of Public Instruction will remain engaged in the development process of both
consortia. To access the purpose and history of these two consortia activities, refer to

the following website: http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/news/2010/090210.shtm.

Mr. Chairman, this completes my presentation regarding the current status of the
state’s assessment and accountability systems. | am available to answer any questions

from the Interim Education Committee. Thank you.
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Appendix A:

Participation Rates on the North Dakota State Assessments
Students with Disabilities

2009-10 School Year



Participation Rates on the North Dakota State Assessment
Students with Disabilities
2009-10 School Year
Results for State

Table 1(State): MATH

b

1. Participated in either the NDSA or NDAA™*

R

2. Participated in the NDSA

13.46%

100.00%

9.54% 70.83%
a. Participated with an accommodation 3,871 7.89% 58.59%
b. Participated without an accommodation 809 1.65% 12.24%

i

3. Participated in either the NDAA Linked

students with persistent disabilities

1,927 3.93% 2917%
(1%) or NDAA Aligned (2%)
a. Participated in the NDAA Linked (1%) for 644 1.31% 9.75%
students with significant disabilities
b. Participated in the NDAA Aligned (2%) for 1,283 261% 19.42%

* Based on a total 49,081 (100.00%) students who took either the NDSA or NDAA.

Table 2(State): READING

1. Participated in either the NDSA or NDAA™*

13.41%

100.00%

BEEE i

2. Participated in the NDSA 4,370 8.92% 66.47%
a. Participated with an accommodation 3,565 7.27% 54.23%
b. Participated without an accommodation 805 1.64% 12.25%

students with persistent disabilities

3. Participated in either the NDAA Linked 2,204 4.50% 33.53%
(1%) or NDAA Aligned (2%)

a. Participated in the NDAA Linked (1%) for 631 1.29% 9.60%
students with significant disabilities

b. Participated in the NDAA Aligned (2%) for 1,573 3.21% 23.93%

* Based on a total 49,007 (100.00%) students who took either the NDSA or NDAA.

** NDSA refers to the North Dakota State Assessment and NDAA refers to the North Dakota Alternate

Assessment for certain students with disabilities.
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Participation Rates on the North Dakota State Assessment
Students with Disabilities
2009-10 School Year
Results for State

Table 3(State): SCIENCE

2 Pamcnpated in the NDSA

12.82%

2,040 9.69% 75.58%
a. Participated with an accommodation 1,719 8.16% 63.69%
b. Pammpated without an accommodation 321 1.52% 11.89%

students with persistent disabilities

3. Participated in either the NDAA Linked 659 3.13% 24.42%
(1%) or NDAA Aligned (2%)

a. Participated in the NDAA Linked (1%) for 249 1.18% 9.23%
students with significant disabilities

b. Participated in the NDAA Aligned (2%) for 410 1.95% 15.19%

* Based on a total 21,057 (100.00%) students who took either the NDSA or NDAA.

** NDSA refers to the North Dakota State Assessment and NDAA refers to the North Dakota Alternate

Assessment for certain students with disabilities.
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Appendix B:

North Dakota Student Academic Achievement Results,

e Graduation Rates
o North Dakota State Assessment
o ACT

* National Assessment of Educational Progress

B-1



All

Female

White

Native American

Black

Hispanic

Asian American

Limited English Proficient

Low Income

Students with Disabilities

~ Male

The Data Reveal: Graduation Rates, Historical

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00% 70.00% 80.00% 90.00%100.00%

Students Limited . .
ith low | English Asian Native
.W’ >~ |America |Hispanic{ Black |Americal White | Female | Male All
DF% Income |Proficien|” =% <
/ \
es () (V)
2008-09| 73.00% | 75.60% | 70.50% | 91.30% | 80.00% | 78.60% | 55.00% | 88.80% | 87.00% | 83.90% | 85.40%
2007-08 | 73.10% | 79.10% | 84.90% | 87.30% | 66.00% | 76.90% | 57.10% | 90.10% | 88.60% | 85.20% | 86.90%
2006-07 | 79.60% | 83.50% | 73.80% | 88.60% | 72.30% | 77.90% | 64.90% | 90.10% | 89.60% | 86.00% | 87.70%

= 2008-09
# 2007-08
=’ 2006-07
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North Dakota State Assessments, Historical

) North Dakota State Testing:
_Percent Scoring in Each Achievement Category
Reading Across Grades
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North Dakota State Testing:
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Science Across Grades
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North Dakota State Testing: Science Results Over Time (Across Grades)
Results for 2008, 2009, and 2010
Percent Proficient/Advanced

Male

Female

White

American Indian

Black

Hispanic

Asian

LEP

Non-LEP

Low Income

Non-Low Income

IEP

Non-IEP

Migrant

Non-Migrant

T T T T T 1

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
292010 B2009 92008‘
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North Dakota State Testing: Reading Results Over Time (Across Grades)
Results for 2008, 2009, and 2010
Percent Proficient/Advanced

American Indian

Black

Hispanic

78%
Non-LEP myere ) 78%
- -] 74%
] 67%
Low Income {7 R : 85 ; i 67%

Non-Low Income

IEP

Non-lIEP

Migrant
7%
Non-Migrant 7%
02010 02009 nzooa—l 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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North Dakota State Testing: Math Resuits Over Time {Across Grades)
. Results for 2008, 2009, and 2010
Percent Proficient/Advanced

All

Male

Female

White

American Indian

Black

Hispanic

; Asian

LEP

Non-LEP

Low Income

83%
Non-Low income 1%
80%
{EP
80%
Non-IEP T 79%
] 78%
Migrant
78%
Non-Migrant 778
75%
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B-7




North Dakota State Testing: Reading Results in 2010
Percent Scoring in Each Achievement Category

By Grade
100% 4
T T80% A o i
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20% A
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North Dakota State Testing: Math Results in 2010
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By Grade
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ACT Senior Results, 2010

Average ACT Scores

English Mathematics Reading Science Composite
Year State _ National State _ National State  National _State  National State  National
2006 20.5 20.6 214 20.8 21.6 214 215 20.9 21.4 211
2007 20.8 20.7 21.5 20.0 21.9 21.5 216 21.0 21.6 21.2
2008 20.7 20.6 216 20.0 21.8 21.4 21.5 20.8 216 211
2009 20.7 20.6 21.5 20.0 21.8 21.4 216 20.9 21.5 21.1
2010 20.7 20.5 21.4 20.0 21.7 21.3 21.6 20.9 21.5 21.0
Percent of Students Ready for College-Level Coursework
Q
&
€
o
5 m State
a
# National
ACT English ACT Math  ACT Reading  ACT Science All
ACT Subject Area Test
Percent and Average Composite Score by Race/Ethnicity
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
N % | Avg | N % | Avg N % | Avg N % | Avg N % | Avg
All Students 6335 | 100 | 21.4 6326 | 100 | 216 6113 [ 100 [ 216 5791 | 100 | 21.5 5882 | 100 | 21.5
Afr Amer/Black 33 1 1196 32 1 | 18.4 51 1 [ 18.0 54 1 [ 188 52 117
Amerind/Alask 224 | 4 | 174 242 | 4 [ 171 220 | 4 [17.0 230 | 4 [178 276 | 5 | 17.0
Cauc /White 5544 | 88 | 21.5 5380 | 85 | 21.8 5419 | 89 | 21.8 5181 | 89 | 21.7 5214 | 89 | 21.8
Hispanic 45 1 | 202 47 1 | 205 45 1 (192 47 1 [203 58 1 | 203
AsianAm/Paclsl | ™55~ 141773 23 | 1 | 215 40 | 1 | 24.0 23 | 1 | 21.2 57 | 1 | 221
Other/NoResp | 294 177 [ 21.3 582 | 9 | 217 338 | 6 | 213 236 | 4 | 213 225 | 4 | 208
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Resources: 2009 ACT State Averages and
Percentages of Graduates Tested

Percentage  Average Average - Average Average Average
of graduates Composite English Math Reading Science
tested® score ~ score score

Colorado 100 208 20.1 205 211 208

Georgia 40 20,6 20.1 20.6 209 203

Loulsiana ) 20.1 203 19.6 202 200

Maryland 17 221 219 2] 225 215

Michiga: 100 19.6 18.6 19.6 19.6 20.1

Mississippi 93 189 19.4 183 130 18.7

sty

W1 B Measuring College and Career Readiness: The Class of 2009 August 2009




15 235 233 234 24.] 26

65 200 193 19.6 207 20.0

North

Casoliia 15 216 209 220 219 21.1

Chio 64 217 211 214 222 217

Oregon 33 214 205 215 219 210

10 ns 230 225 234 218

74 20 212 218 223 220

Texas 30

19.9 213 209 206

Yermont 24 234 2259 229 237 225

Washington 18 228 24 ‘ 29 235 2.1
West
Virginia 62 207 208 19.6 214 205

* Totals for graduating seniors were obtained from Knocking at the College Door: Projections of High
School Graduates by State and Race/Ethnicity.- 1992 to 2022, 7th edition. Boulder, CO: Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education, March 2008.

Measuring College and Career Readiness: The Class of 2009 August 2009
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= la 2009, the average score of fourth-grade students in North
Dakota was 226. This was higher than the average score of 220

| for public school students mthenation.

= The average score for shedents in North Dakota in 2000 {228) was
not significantly different from their average score in 2007 (228)
and was not significantly different from their average score in 1802
{228).

= |a 2002, the score gap behveen students in North Dakota at fe
T&th percentie and stedents at the 25 percentile was 37 points. R |
This performance gap whs not significantly different from that of | W"‘
1097 {30 ponts).

= The percentage of students in North Dakota who performed ator BB nanu Rasn Osse B Fmen W Avance
above the NAEP Proficient lewel was 3% percent in 2008. This
percentage veas not significanty diferent from that in 2007 {35 - gmcmggm Ip = £5) irom stabe resutts In 2000
percent) and was not significantly diferent from that in 1092 {35 § * Acoom nict permitied.
percent).

= The percentage of students in North Dakota who performed at or
above the NAEP Basic level was 78 percent in 2009. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2007 (75
percent} and was not significanily different from that in 1982 (74
percen’t)

NOTE: Detall may not suen bo 10tals bacsise of rounding.

SCDFE
s00 }
1 240
a30 §226 2;os.. ... 924 opae -3 35 R0 32N Nceth
sy . Dzkots
220 '"” ks P 2 DN"{OD
o e sy e A2D Z20 (paatdiz)
4 A to Wi BT ek
210 = o
200
" 190
1B Do0EA? #eanl Accnmodations were nat permittad
: ' Dt A conynynoniyhons wore ponmticd
* Deparimant of Defensa Education Azfsily sChools {00MaHe and (versess) o ol 0z 113 NS5 9T e

In 2002, the average score & [{lgguRiEvoge) was s

= lower than those in 8§ siafesfjurisdiclions |~ Significanity aifarent (p < 05) from 2002,
= higher than those in 31 statesfurisdictions :
¥ not signiicantly differsnt from those in 14 siatesfurisdiclions

1= In 2008, female students in North Daéko#a had an average
score that was higher than.that of male students.

223:"5 Soape = Dats are not reporbed for Black stdeats in 2002, because
Male reporting standards were not mel
Female = [Dala are not reporied for Hispanic students in 2008,
Race/Ethnichy because repording standards were not met.
m = [n 2008, students who wesrs eligible for free/reduced-price
Risparsc schoollunch, an indicator of low income, had an average
AslanVPacic Wano score that was 15 points lower than that of shudents wivo
AMENCIN Indanidlaska Natke were not eligible for frep/mduced-price school kench. This
Matenal Schoal Lunch Frogram » performance gap was not significantly different from that in
;’gg;m s | 2082 {15 points).
T Reporing standards not mel 4

NOTE: Desall may 1ot sum 1o 1oi3ls bec3use of rounding, and becuse e
“ifomaton not aadsbie” cats H Nationa Sdioo Lunth F‘fmﬂ'\. which

prostoes freeqedude: fun and e "Unciassited” Lal

raw:\ew\uryﬂnnt layed.
NOTE: Staistica an2 caieuialed on the basts of unroundad SCIle 5COMES OF percantages.
SOURCE: U.S. De| Kd&mnmﬂedmmms&m Nzbonat Center for Egtitaion Statistics, Nmammmmmﬂmalpmgr&s
(NAEF), vanous years, $992-2008 Realtng ASSesemenis.
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.. The Nations Report Card 2093 State Assessment

= _Flgure v Average scale scores in NAEP readméf i
¢ each achlevement level, and North Dakots

-school students, percenlage within
above Proficient compared with the

State jurisdiction
Colerado
Connecticut
Messachusetts:
New Heampshire
MHew Jersey
Yermont
: 7. NORTH DAXOTA
Delaware Delayvaire
DolEsT 2 DoDEA"
Florida Florida
idsdo ldaho
fHlirvois WS
Inddieng Irciara
lowe lowwe
Hansas Kansss
Herducky Hermtucky
hisine Waine
Maryland Maryland
ifirnesola Minnescts
Missouri &, Missouri
Morkena 1225 Mortsna
Pebraska Hetnaska
Hew York § New York
North Cardding rorth Carphng
Cihio Ohio
Pennsyhvenia 224 Pennsylvanis
Fhode Isiand Rhade isiand
South Dskita (2 South Dakota
Uleh 24 Lksh
Sirginia 2 Yirginia
VWashinglon Wisshingion
WasConsIn wisconsin
Wyoming (223 Wyorming
Zlabama | Alabams
Aiaska Llazks
Arizons Arizons
Lykansas Arkensas
Celifornia Celiterria
District of Columbie District of Colurmixe
Georgie Beorois
Hewioli Havved
Louisians Lovisgiansg
Michigan Michigan
Mississipn Missis sippt
BIAT IO FPubicy WA TION {Pubiic |
Nevads Nizeeacts
e Bexion 2N Hevy Mexico
Chlahomg 72 Oplshnms
Cregon :21 Cregon
South Caroling 72 South Carcling
Tennessee (2 Tennessee
Texas Texes
West Virgiria B S 2 West Virginis
100 90 &J 70 SD 50 40 30 "0 10 D 10 ?0 313 40 &6 B0 70 80

Percent & belovw 8zsic and Basic

1 Department of Defense Education Activity schools {domestic and overseas).

Percent & Froficient and Advanced

NOTE: The bars above conlain percentages of students in each NAEP reading achievemnent level. Achievement levels
corresponding to each popuiation of students are aligned at the point where the Proficient category begins, so that they
may be compared at Proficien! and above. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. The shaded bars are
graphsed using unrounded numbers. Significance tests used a multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions
that participated.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationat Center for Educalion Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2009 Reading Assessment.
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Institute of Education Sciences.  Report Card pshot State Report

Overall Resuits
® 1n 2008, the average score of fourth-grade students in North

Lyerane Soore |

" Dakota was 245. This was higher than the average score of 230 | 1992 -+ A R
for public school students in the nation. 1%, : gg;:

® The average score for students in Morth Dakota in 2009 (245) was ;CUJ 230t
not significantly different from their average score in 2007 (245) 2003 238t
and was higher than their average score in 1882 (2208). 2005 2431

® in 2008, the score gap between students in North Dakota st the 2007 245
75th percentile and students st the 25th percentile was 31 points. m 5 245
This performance gap was narrower than that of 1082 (35 peints). Metion [punic)

'8 The percentage of students in North Dakota who performed at or 2003 239

abowe the NAEP Proficient level was 45 percent in 2009, This Pt beé"" B [l
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2007 {48 D T p—
percant) and was greater than that in 1262 (22 percent).

3 The percentage of students in Morth Dakota who performed ator u S’m%;d,mmtesm in 2002.

: abowe the NAEP Basic level was 81 percent in 2008, This NOTE: Detai may not sum to totals becase of rounding.

i percentage was not significantly different from that in 2007 {81

i pemem) md was greater than that in 1862 (? 2 percent).

M 0ctow Bazio [} Beo

| Compare the Average Score to Nation tpublic} 2|

Soors
5004
250 f- - S ey pee 28245 North
2403 225t _speedd===02 Datola
2 - 931F 93 o W Haticn
230 ?,,...-»gm-”- M_yﬁ);v;eap £33 238 (paic)
P ,b-"’n'm-f i
220 ';1.9- ““2,‘,. “yty
210 57 8
R Dictrizt of Colurnbia o _ L
. 3 4 # <x.uid Accommodations were not permited
8 DoCEA! : & t——= Accommodations were permilted
' Departmen: of Defense Educaion Activity sthiocls {domestic and owerseas). ] o .
a2 'OE o RECHEN | LA F N R

in 2009, the average score in flgoyREEEIt= was

= lower than those in 4 statesfjurisdictions

% higher than those in 35 statesfurisdictions

* not smﬁcmﬁy dd‘er\ent fmm ﬂmse in 12 stata.@unsdncbons

NeE

* Significantiy difierent {p < .05) from 2000,

: Sm Gaps for S&dent (imups
L] ln 2D09. male students in North Dako’ts had an sven-ge
. . score that was higher than thst of female students. This
Rém’ ng P performance gap was not significantly different from that in
Mals &1 1992 {3 poinis}). '
Fernale 8 Data are not reporied for Biack students in 2008, because
Race/Ethnicity reporting standards wesre not met. '
g’;gfg 3 Dasta are not reported for Hispanic students in 2009,
Sepanic 2 because reporting standards wrere not met.
Asian/Pacific Istander = In 2009, students who were eligible for free/reduced-price
American IndiardAlaska Mative schiool lunch. an indicater of poverty, had an average score
HNatoaal School Lunch Program that was 14 points lower than that of students who were
Ect’g?:gfble not eligible for freefreduced-price school lunch. This
performance gap was not significantly different from that in
¥ Reporting standards not met. 1998 (11 points).
NGCTE: Detail mymtstmzomwksbecauseofmnd . -and because the
p"kﬁ;ﬂfuggmmk i dpnce Iumh:s and the "Uxi‘ngassgila? W wich
race!e&nnty are not B

mﬂaebastse?umnm&d scale scores of pemntages - T — ' i '
SCURCEUS ng‘sambm Institste of Education Sciences Nabonal Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educationa Progress
(NAEP}. various years, 1902-2000 Mathemalics Assessments.
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B The Nation's Report Card 200% Sfata Assessment =

|gure Average scale scores in NAEP mathematics foigiat
within sach echievement level, and North Dakota's per: 3
3 the nation and other parficipating states/jurisdictions: 2009

Anzom

Arksnsas :
Cafifornia
Delaware &

District of Columbia
DoDEA

Georgia :
Hawel ;
fiinois ;238
Kerducky -
Louislana
Mictigan
Mississiopi

i)
NATION (PUbi) gﬁa%

Jic schoot students. percentage
' or above FProficient compared with

NORTH DAKOTA
Colorado
Conpacticid

1 Florida
1deho
1 Indiana

lowa

Kansas

Maine
Meryland
Mis:sourk
Mortana
North Caroline
Ohio

Pennsylvania
South Dekcta
Uteh

Yirginia
YWashington

Visconsin

Alsbama
Alaska
Arizons
Arkansas
Calitornia
Delaware
District of Columblea
DoDEA!*
Georgla
Hawvinlt

Hinois
Kergucky
Lodisiana
Michigan
Mississippl
MATION (Putalic)
Nebr aske
Newods

New Mexico
Mew York
Oklshoma
Oresgon

Rhode Island
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Wast Virginia
Wyoming

masoao?oeoso-tosommo(nabs’oiosbsbv’oeo

Percert st below Basic snd Basic Parcent st Proficient and Advenced

1 Department of Defense Education Activity schools (dcmsﬂc and overseas).

NOTE: The bars above contain percentages of students in each NAEP mathematics achievement level. Achievement
levels corresponding to each population of studems are aligned at the point where the Proficient category begins; so that
they may be compared at Proficient and above. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, The shaded bars are
graphed using unrounded numbers. Significance tests used a multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions

that participated.

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, institute of Education Sciances, National Center for Education Slatistics,

Mational Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2009 Mathemalics Assessment.



ﬁ: North Dakola
22 : Grade §
EEHIT’;&&X \la zmn 5 3¢ 2009 Public Schools

Q’Mém’*""’ ReportCard State Smapshot Report
Achievement Level Percentages and Average Score Results
= |n 2008, the average score of eighth-grde students in North Morth C-nl:ctt A _ Avercge -{ e
_|_ Dakotawas 288. This was. higher than the average score of 262 || 2002 o7 _x8 |
for pubfic sc¢hoa! students in the nation. gggg 270
® The average score for students in North Dakota in 2000 (20€) was 200';, iég
naot significantly diffzrent from their average score in 2007 [288) 2003 ::Eg
énd was not significsntly different from their average score in 2002 Hstian Lpubi:.}
(268). 2009 x2

5 In 20DQ, the score gap behwesn students in Nocth Dakota at the
7E5th percentile snd studenis at the 25th percentile was 33 points.
This performance gap was namower than that of 2002 (38 points).

®» The percentage of students in Norih Dakota who performed at or
above the NAEP Froficient level was 34 percent in 2000, This
percentage was not significantly different from that im 2007 (32
percent) ard was not significantly differeat from that in 2002 (35 NOTE: Detal may nut sum to itals because of rounding.
percent).

® The percentage of students in North Dakots who performed at or
above the NAEF Bagic level was 88 percent in 2008. This

percentage was not significantly different from that in 2007 (84
percent] ard was greater than that in 2002 (82 percant).

Percem belon 3 Perc nmw»m
ard st Esme wazod

B Bobow Rasic Oaase Frodcicat W 2wencon

“ SigniMcantly dFersnt (p < 05) from slate’s resulis in 2005,

.. mg_! Eﬁ‘m nmm ——

R

2,5:" 21 57 6 260 North

2ra —W;{F::{r( Oskota
ﬁﬁa.._g,_...-;-——-t:) Nation

0 oz a5 280 251+ 262 (puidic)

230
240 e L -
8 veoix® {
a =TT T T J
* Department of Defense Education Aciivity schoois {domestic 3nd DVErseas). Uz '03 ‘05 Ur 09

. p=]

in 2008, the asverage score in [[HEpirg e
® ower than those in 5 statesfjurisdictions
# ‘higher than those in 33 statesfurisdictions

* ot significantly different from thnse in ‘13 sﬁabws.’;unedlchms

was

* Signincantly Wierent {p < 05y fom 2008.

| Results for Student Groups i 2008 i Scom Gaps for Student Groups :
for A P £al B in 2000, female students in North Dakota had an sverage
Parcen vg wrcont af & < G . :
Reporting Groups sdudents soore hara score that was higher than that of male sjtudent?.
cendor . = Data are not reporbzd for Black students in 2009, because
Male i reporiing standsrds were not met
. Femaie 2 |l ® Data are not reported for Hispanic students in 2008,
RacesTihnichy 1 because repording standards wene not met.
Bii @ m:: = in 2008, students who were eligible for freefreduced-price
}-E:; anic schoo] lunch. an indicalor of iow income, had an average
ASIIRPITING Isander score that was 14 points lower than that of students who
Amercan Indlan/Alasia Native were not eligible for freefreducad-price school lunch. This
Nationat Schoat Lunch Frogram performance gap was not significantly different from that in
Eligibie 20062 18 poi
Not sitgle (B peist):
T Reparting standards pt met.

MNOTE: Detsll may not suen i toéaie becausa of rounding, 3nd bac3use ihe
“Information not 3vakisbéz™ category for the Naltonal Schack Lunch ngram which
proviges freefeduced-| wunches, and the “Unclassified” category 1r

raceienicty are not usplayed.
NGTE: Stalisficat cOmDansons are catculated on e basls of INARde? SCake SCOTES OF DSFCEMBOES.
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Average scale scores in NAEP 'ead:ng fo A j»g P
% each achlevement level, and North Dakofz" Centage al or above Proficient compared with the
& nation and other participating statesﬁunsdicﬂons 2009

szae.fjuris';cﬁcmn Avg YT al Bciow Jasic ARoed Statedurisdiction

Connecticut
DoDEA"
Massachusetts
Mew Hampshire
New Jersey
Penngylvania
7 Yermont
% Percenlage o or ebove Froficient is not sngmﬁcantly diﬂerert frcm North Dskots :
| 14 Creswes i S C RO 1 NORTH DARGTA
m RN 2 Ceicredn
:2 Florica
S a2 ldaho
i 30 i Hiriois
o e Indiars
ol > lowe
EEmECRmNES 7 Ksns&s
RESERI R 3 Kergucky
o 32 B Maine
= g B Michigan
3k Minnesota
wissouri
Mortara
Nebrasks Nebragka
b York Nevy York
Chio B! Ohic
Oregon 265 Oregon
South Dekate 52 South Dakote
Utah 12 Utah
“irginia 12 Virginia
Washington (267 washington
VWisconsin & WASCOnEIn
Wyarming VNG
Elabsima Alshama
Alaska Alaske
Agizong 258 Arizona
Arkarsas Q.gﬁ Srkansas
Califorria 1253 | Californis
Delaweare = Delavware
Drstrict of Cohurnbis District of Columina
Genrgin & Georgts
Haw gl Havvai
L ouisiars Louisiana
Mississipp Mizsiseippi
NATION (Pubbe) 12 HATION (Pubhc}
Mevada 4 Mevania
MNew Mexico & Haw Mexico
North Caroling 721 North Carcling
Ciiahioma 1259} Dklahome
Rhode ieland Risode lsland
South Carchna 2 32 R CHE 2 Sauth Carcling
Tenressee (261 [ 57 e : e B Tennessee
Texas ; i : i Texne
West Virginie West Virtirds
70 B0

Percert at betow Pasic and Basic Percert gt Proficient and Advsnced

1 Department of Defense Education Activity schools (domeslic and overseas).

NOTE: The bars above contain percentages of students in each NAEP reading achievement Jevel. Achievement levels
corresponding o each population of students are afigned at the point where the Proficient category begins, 50 that they
may be compared at Proficient and above. Detail may not sum {o totals because of rounding. The shaded bars are
graphed using unrounded numbers. Significance tests used a multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions
that participated.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Instilute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 2009 Reading Assessment.
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lesg,ra"nams Nation's* Mat -5 2000

lnstllutenﬁEducamnSmenc% ReportCard Snapshot State Report

a in 2008, the average score of elghmmde students in North vt Diavo ) Sieraye St
Dakotz was 293. This was higher than the sverage score of 282 PR 3 Z ] 284

i e t3
for public school students in the nation. 283

® The sverage score for students in: North Dakota in 2008 (283) wss gg;:
not significantly different from their average score in 2007 (202) 289"
and was higher than their average score in 1980 {281}, 287*

8 in 2008, the score gap bebween students in North Dakota at the 287
75th percentile and students at the 26th percentile was 38 points. 292
This performance gap was not significanly different from that of 233
1690 (38 points).

m The percentage of students in North Dakcta who performed at or 282

above the NAEP Froficient level was 43 percent in 2008, This Fecen b,,’.’joﬁ ya :f('f L5 ”’3”"’9""
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2007 (41 W tdow Basio [ JBesic [ Pofoent  [lAdverecd
percent} and was greater than thatin 1690 (27 percent}.

® The percentage of students in Morth Daketa who performed at or . St agﬁ?&{m] Foryst o Ein SN,

abowe the NAEFP Basic level was 86 percent in 200¢. This NOTE: Daaimynasmmmsbemsed rounding.
percantage was not significantly different from that in 2007 (88

pescant) and was greater than that in 18890 (75 percent).

come the Average Score to Nation {pubilic} =

Compare the Average Score in 2008 to Other States! urisdictions

2
280 5377280 Py L. 253..,..‘,5,,7(
28[1 .,__‘,..----.--u---
210 | ot
260 > e 3 Ty
T [52°
M Distrizt of Colurmbia ' A0
" . ®-~v-.a Accominodations were not permited
M DoDEA" 4 =3 Accommodutions yere permitted
* Department of Defense Education Activity sdwools {domestic and overseas). £
[0 IR e '!'I'j KIS REA
irs 2008, the averags score in i{agufdEias) wes e

B lower than that in 1 statefjurisdiction
i@ higher than those in 45 ststesfurisdictions
i= ot significanty different from those in5 statesl’wnsd ictions

i
Rsul!s for Stunient Groups in 2003

* Gignificantty different {p < .06) fom 2000

Score Gaps for Student Groups
3 In 2000, male stuwdents in North Dakots had an average
scon2 that was higher than that of female students. This

Gelndz-rng Seoups performance gap was not significantly different from that in
Mae 51 1880 {© points).
Female _ = Data are not reported for Black students in 2008, because
RaceThnicty reporting standards were not mef.
’g‘ﬁ: = Datas are not reporied for Hispanic siudents in 2000,
% 02 because reporting standards were not met.

AsianiPacific Islander
American IndiavAlaska Native

s In 2008, students who were eligible for freefreduced-price
school lunch, an indicator of poverty, had an average score

National School Lunch Program that was 18 points lower than that of students who were
gﬁe 'lee not eligible for freefreduc=d-price school lunch. This
— ? performance gap was not significantly different from that in
1 Reporting standards not met.

1996 {14 points).
MOTE: Detail may nat sum 1o bofals because of rounding, and becau:

“formation not avaiatie” category for the Mational Schoot Lunch stg:am. which
provides ireefreduced-price lunches, and the "Undassified” category for
racefethnicity are not displayed.

NOTE: Statistcal comparsons are cacutsied oa the basis of unroundad scale scenes o peroentages.

SQURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institste of Education Sciences, Natonal Center for Education Statistics, Nationaf Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEPY, various years, 1800-2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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the nation and other pamcrpaﬁng states/fjuricdictions: 2009

ic school students, percentage
it of above Proficiént compared with

Statepurisdetion Avg. Srhdvenced Stede furisdiction
SCH'e
i
Massad’ruseﬁs ??9@ Massachusells
Minnesota
NORTH DAKCTA
Colorsdo
Connecticut
Kansas -
Miar ylard
1 Mortars
Newy Hampshire 32 Neyy Hampshire
New Jersey MEw Jersey
Pennsylvanie :28 Pennsytvania
South Dekots & South Dsketa
Vermord & Yermont
Algbama Alabama
Alaska 1283 Alasks
Arlzons Arizons
Arkansss Arkansas
California gg??*} Califorria
Delawsre i 148 Delawsare
District of Colarbia 1254 District of Columbla
DoDEA?* 12 DoDEA"
Floride 273 Florida
Georgia 37 Georgla
Havisi I Hawali
et deho
Wirois Rincis
Indians incliena
boven loswra
Hertucky Hentucky
L ovisiare Louisians
Maine Maine
Iichigan Wichigan
Misstesippt Mississippi
Wlissouri Missouri
NATION (Puldic) 2 MATHON (Puilic)
MNebrasks | MNebraska
Hevads T Nevada
New Mexico © WNeww Mexico
New: York Mevy York
Morth Carofine 22 North Caroling
~ Ohio zfzéﬁ Ohio
; Cidehoma
Oregon
Rhaide Island
South Carolina
Tennessen
Texas
Lah
Virginia
Washinglon
Wesl Virginia
Wisconsin
v Wyoming
mm 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 O 10 20 30 40 30 HO 70 80

Percert & below Basic and Besic

i Department of Defense Education Activity schools (domestic and overseas).

Percent st Proficient and Advenced

NOTE: The bars above contain percentages of students in ‘each NAEP mathemaltics achievement level. Achievement
levels corresponding lo each population of students are aligned at the poinl where the Proficient category begins, so that
they may be compared at Proficient and above. Defall may not sum to totals because of rounding. The shaded bars are
graphed using unrounded nurmbers. Significance tests used a muttiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions

that panticipated.

SOURCE: 4.8, Depantmant of Education, Institule of Education Sciences, National Genter for Education Statistics,

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Appendix C: Comparative Dis .ct Report of Districts Statewide

!
|
|

hawl fed " Comparative District Achievement: Reading, All Students Al Red | Comparative District Achievement: Reading, White
ool biue 0al; Olue
2008-09 AYP Results 2008-09 AYP Results
100% 100%
83.1%
2 o
g Z 0%
§
2 2 0%
§ :
0% i
| i
i | Hil % | i R HEHRE
TR EE R EE R RS R R R R E-EEE EE R T E-E R AR TR EE R R S R R R R E EE EE E R R TR
Reportable School Districts: 178 Reportable School Districts: 170
|
v . . . —— . . . . . !
Acﬂ;al;lked ‘”“ Comparative District Achievement: -2‘“;!’;/‘"‘ % Comparative District Achievement: Reading, Black
Goal; Blue 5 . . oal: Blue N
Reading, Native American 2008-09 AYP Results
2008-09 AYP Results 100% ‘
o |
30% * 703% l |
o 743% e 66.0%
M 64.4% 2 6%
¢ oo% §
; ; -
g g 40% ‘
- 2 |
ﬁ i
20% 20% — |
t
% % - i
« ® g4 9 g 8 A& % T ¢ & ¥ @ memr e 0 68 2 204

Reportable School Districts: 62

T 49 4% o
.

Reportable School Districts: 17 T
)

Note: The bold line in each graph illustrates the performance of a single school district and its placement in the distribution of all districts. Achievement goals

are raised every three years and may vary among categories when insufficient student numbers exist and multiple-year averaging is required. All
i
students are held to the state's challenging achievement standards.
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Appendix C: Comparative District Report of Districts Statewide
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Annual Adequate Yearly Progress Report

North Dakota Department of Public Instruction
School Year 2009 - 2010

State of North Dakota Modified 06/07/2010
Page 1 of 1

Instructions on the interpretation of the North Dakota Adequate Yearly Progress Report can be accessed at:
http://iwww.dpi.state.nd.us/testing/account/quide AYP.pdf

Reading 4th Grade — 82.6% | Math 4th Grade - 72.9%
. 8th Grade -- 80.7% . 8th Grade -- 66.7%
tate Int diate Goals 2010 State Int diate Goal
2010 State Intermediate 11th Grade — 71.5% ermediate Hoals 11th Grade - 62.1%
Listed below are state's scores Listed below are state's scores
. Achievement Achievement Participation Achievement Achievement Participation
Reading Goal Result  95%Rule | Math Goal Result  95% Rule
Composite Score 78.05% I 76.34%]| * l 98.57ﬂ Composite Score 66.97% I 77.52% I 98.71%]
Subgroups: Subgroups:
Economically l l ] Economically o]
dlsadvanisgad 78.05% 66.27%|" | 97.75%| | disadvantaged 66.97% | 67.78% 1 98,03‘%]
Ethnicity: Ethnicity:
White 78.02% l 79.1 7%l I 99.10"/J White 66.97% | 81.11 ‘;-! I 99.1 B‘ZI
Native American 78.05% L 53.6@' | 96.72%] Native American 67.00% l 53.49"/1’ l 96.74%]
Black 78.02% l 59.44%]" I 96.75@ Black 67.00% | 56.01‘74" | 9808%]
Asian 78.02% | 76.12%] | 93.53*’/3" Asian 66.97% I 73.64°/J | 98.06%]
Hispanic 78.02% I 65.67%" I 93.56%|* Hispanic 66.97% l 68.12%] I 93.21"/11*
Students with Students with
disabilities 78.05% I 59.18%l * I 97.73ﬂ disabilities 66.97% [ 61.92%| * I 98.20%|
Students with limited Students with limited
English proficiency 78.02% l 47.24"/:] * I 94.15‘Vgl’ English proficiency 66.97% I 4&36‘%] * I 9604"/;]
: Graduation Goal:  89.00% Result: 86.14%
State Secondary Indicator(s): ° -
Attendance Goal: 93.00% Result: | >=95.0%
Adequate Yearly Progress Category: Did not meet Adequate Yearly Progress
l q y 9

Note: An asterisk (*) marks the indicator(s) where the state did not meet adequate yearly progress. If an indicator’s value is below the achievement
goal but no (*) is marked, then the indicator's value is within statistical reliability. Statistics are not shown for fewer than ten students. An (i) indicates
insufficient data to determine adequate yearly progress; the value results from the combining of up to three years' data.

Achievement goals are raised every three years and may vary among categories when insufficient student numbers exist and multiple-year
averaging is required. All students are held to the state's challenging achievement standards.





