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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Interim Education Committee:

I am Greg Gallagher, Director of Standards and Achievement, within the

Department of Public Instruction.

Pursuant to NDCC 15.1-21-10, I 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 Stat~ 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 NOAA1), and 24 assessments for students with persistent learning

difficulties (the North Dakota Alternate Assessment based on modified achievement

standards, or NDAA2). The NDSA, NOAA1, 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 NOAA1 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, NOAA1, 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 NOAA1 technical manual can

be accessed at the following website:

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

NDAA2 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://www.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

NOAA1 achievement standards remained stable during 2009-10; it is anticipated that

there will be a new standard setting for NOAA1 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 NOAA1 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 NDAA2 are provided in Appendix A and are also

reported at the following website:

http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/dpilreports/Profile/091 0/SpeciaIEd/99999.pdf. Overall,

approximately 98.5% of all eligible students participated in the NDSA, NDAA1, and

NDAA2.

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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II. 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 NDAA2), 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 8 provides a variety of selective graphs that present summative

statewide student achievement. I will provide extemporaneous comments regarding

critical findings and trends presented in the following reports:

(1) Disaggregated graduation rates for the past three years (82);

(2) Summative historical achievement data from the North Dakota State

Assessments in reading, mathematics, and science (83-84; 88);

(3) Disaggregated historical achievement data from the North Dakota State

Assessments in reading, mathematics, and science (85-87);

(4) Grade-level achievement data from the 2010 North Dakota State

Assessments in reading, mathematics, and science (84, 88);

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

comparisons (89-811); and

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

reading and mathematics on the National Assessment of Educational

Progress (NAEP), (812-819).

Among these various measures, the North Dakota State Assessments (NDSA,

NDAA1, and NDAA2) 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.

III. School and school district institutional performance

Student academic achievement results form the basis for measuring the overall

performance of schools and school districts, specifically 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/proposaI200910.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/accounUguide 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.

100%

100!~.J
NA

1100% 1

73.8%

57.2%
NA

71.1%

45.7% 59.3%:72:9% 86.4% 100%
33.3% 50.0% 'd3.6/l0/0·, 83.3% 100%

~~'i:7'-:7-'-?-+--'N:":A="':-=----- 43.1% ~:62::1%/ 81.0% I 100% I
~~~~~:~~:~~- --L.!::!N~A~_-=-73=-.709=-:OA:-:-o7":**_J;·~N~A~·"':::"-"::..::::...:'~:.iS:~~89~O~}'o:P**~* N~A~ ~N~A--.01

;:;'AHe' . 93.0% -----------1
1

':D~~i~g020o'1-04 the state assessments were administered at the 12ln grade, Since 2004-05 the state assessments
have been administered at the 11 th grade, to replace the 1i h 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 Public Schools' Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)
Identification Status

MetAYP

Did not meet
AYP

444

42

436

41

437

41

301

169

350

115

338

122

*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)*

Graduation Rate
*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 periormance 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

181

21

176

21

169

26

114

73

141

42

131

50

*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:

Graduation Rate
*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 be accessed at the following website address:

http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/title1/progress/schoolpressrelease.pdf. A summary of all
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matters related to Title I school improvement may be accessed at the following website:

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

IV. 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

·September2010; 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/contentlELNELA draft.docx) and

(2) North Dakota Mathematics Common Core Standards

(http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/standard/contentlmath/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: http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/R2S8YZT.

Following the public 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. I 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

2. Participated in the NOSA

a. Participated with an accommodation

b. Participated without an accommodation

3. Participated in either the NOAA Linked
(1 %) or NOAA Aligned (2%)

a. Participated in the NOAA Linked (1 %) for
students with significant disabilities

b. Participated in the NOAA Aligned (2%) for
students with persistent disabilities

r 11il~ ~~ .~ ..... ~:> ~ I(~:"",' .fr•.•;~ t< "';~. ~I;~~ .~ ~t· ,,",~..W:i;~1M\j

4,680 9.54% 70.83%

3,871 7.89% 58.59%

809 1.65% 12.24%

;"K .~. ,~."" ,,:;'~~~~.,,:~J

1,927 3.93% 29.17%

644 1.31% 9.75%

1,283 2.61% 19.42%

• Based on a total 49,081 (100.00%) students who took either the NOSA or NOAA.

Table 2(State): READING

2. Participated in the NOSA

a. Participated with an accommodation

b. Participated without an accommodation

[ ~~"'~, ' '~" -.1.i!L' _

3. Participated in either the NOAA Linked
(1 %) or NOAA Aligned (2%)

4,370

3,565

805

2,204

8.92%

7.27%

1.64%

4.50%

66.47%

54,23%

12.25%

33.53%

a. Participated in the NOAA Linked (1 %) for
students with significant disabilities

b. Participated in the NOAA Aligned (2%) for
students with persistent disabilities

631

1,573

1.29%

3.21%

9.60%

23.93%

• Based on a total 49,007 (100.00%) students who took either the NOSA or NOAA.

*. NOSA refers to the North Dakota State Assessment and NOAA 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

~~;t,~§*..¥if,4-.,: ' :;'.' ill

2. Participated in the NDSA 2,040 9.69% 75.58%

a. Participated with an accommodation 1,719 8.16% 63.69%

b. Participated without an accommodation 321 1.52% 11.89%

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%
students with persistent disabilities

• 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,

• Graduation Rates

• North Dakota State Assessment

• ACT

• National Assessment of Educational Progress
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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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Percent Scoring in Each Achievement Category
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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 ProficienUAdvanced

All

Male

Female

White

American Indian

Black

Hispanic

Asian

LEP

Non-lEP

Low Income

Non-Low Income

IEP

Non-IEP
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Non-Migrant
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8-5
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North Dakota State Testing: Reading Results Over Time (Across Grades)
Results for 2008, 2009, and 2010

Percent Proficient/Advanced

• n%
All ~~?2l.il,. '"' ~·lt~~};l~~~\ "i~~*}~~~~~t~'\~~;St~~~~~\fi~~~·w~{'~~:n~~,:.~~ 77%
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North Dakota State Testing: Reading Results in 2010
Percent Scoring in Each Achievement Category

By Grade
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North Dakota State Testing: Math Results in 2010
Percent Scoring in Each Achievement Category

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 21.4 20.8 21.6 21.4 21.5 20.9 21.4 21.1
2007 20.8 20.7 21.5 20.0 21.9 21.5 21.6 21.0 21.6 21.2
2008 20.7 20.6 21.6 20.0 21.8 21.4 21.5 20.8 21.6 21.1
2009 20.7 20.6 21.5 20.0 21.8 21.4 21.6 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

80 ._--------

70

60

QI 50
ll.O
111...
c: 40QI
u...
QI

Q. 30

20

10

0

• State

!'J National

ACT English ACT Math ACT Reading ACT Science

ACT Subject Area Test

All

-------_._--_.._------_.__.-----------_.._-_.__.--_..-.._..----_.._----_ - __ _ - -

Percent and Average Composite Score by Race/Ethnicity

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
N % AVQ N % AVQ N % AVQ N % AVQ N % Avo

All Students 6335 100 21.4 6326 100 21.6 6113 100 21.6 5791 100 21.5 5882 100 21.5
Afr Amer/Black 33 1 19.6 32 1 18.4 51 1 18.0 54 1 18.8 52 1 17.1
Amerlnd/Alask 224 4 17.4 242 4 17.1 220 4 17.0 230 4 17.8 276 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 20.2 47 1 20.5 45 1 19.2 47 1 20.3 58 1 20.3
AsianAm/Pacisl 55 1 22.8 43 1 21.5 40 1 24.0 43 1 21.2 57 1 22.1
Other/No Resp 494 7 21.3 582 9 21.7 338 6 21.3 236 4 21.3 225 4 20.8
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93 18.9
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Alaska

Percentage Average Average Average Average Average
of graduates Composite English Math Reading Science

State . tested'" SCDre score score score score

Measuring College and Career Readiness: The Class of2009

I Resources: 2009 ACT State Averages and
~~======d~ercentagesof Graduates TestecL _
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., Totals for graduating seniors were obtained from Knocking at !he College Door. Projections ofHigh
School Graduates by State ond RacelEthnidty, -/992 to 2022. 7th edition. Boulder. CO: Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education, March 2008.

!.:f." :-.: ':'.:: ~ .::.: '" P~i1:ellbg~':' ~. ~., Avirag~ .-·~..·tA\icr.iM:·(. '.:J\vc~ge \~.';:- Av~rage: .' ,:;;'Av~rng~;.;··
;.~';··!i;. ":', ofmadu~t~::·:-(Qmp!i~it~···· Engli~fi -.'> ....M.;l~tt.,,>:" R~ding,/<~:.Sl:ienc~:>:~
~'.~tat~ ":" .,: : :tes:~e~~::.."· .:.....;~CO~~: '....:.,' .score : ;;':'.' 5cC?r~.,,,/-·~-:<: ..sc.or~. :.>: ;'sco_t:e;;~.~.
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Measuring College and Career Readiness: The Class of2009
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It_--.. ACC>:MY1locfations war9 nct j)!lI'miited
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NOTE: OEiallmay oot 6001 IX> tOOlo~({roun~"9.
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:z
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• In 2000. tema'iestud£iniis n N«1h Oaloila had an ave.ragE'
·score that·was higher than.fuat of male students.

;":'='=:':"::::-11. Data aJ'e not,reporbeod foe Black 5lIJdent5 in 200~, be::oause
reportingstandards:wefe' not met

., nata are n04.ll!p<)rted for Hispanic students in 2009,

be<:au5e reponing standards· werenot mEL
• In 2000, students who were eligible'fu( freelreduced-pricl?

scboollunc:h.. an indieator of low income. had an averag.e

secr! ttla.! was 15points lower than that ttf studeflts 'I'itlo
\¥(ft not eligible for free/red.uc~-pricesChool Nnch. This
periormance gap was not slgJ1iflcan1fy different 'from thai in

2002 (15poms).

I ....

1

18.. ~.Id:.."_ .'. ..• DilO£A. '.

!.oepanmallt orDere-nre E~Acl'.iI:y~ (~Cill'l:f~).

i In 2{)09. ih~ averageSCOf"1! nftM4jllMl5lwas

!-lower !han '~hose in 8staiesljurisd~'ons

•• higher fuan ihosein3'1 slaie'Sljuri.sdiictions

! '$ not sigr@c:antly different from thos~ in 14 .statesljurisdiclions

!

1.56PortJl?lI Qrou.!!..... -:;==~=
! Genoer
! Male .51

IRZ:~l::ltJ . 4_..9

Vlfln" 86
13lacl 2
H~~ 2
A..SaIVP~ Io!alll'l:f 1
Amar...an !lll1t<!nlAJa6!ra N.1l>1e 9

Nof.l;fial ~30lltr1::1\ Pn:9r.arn
EJI9Illle 32

• Not el~lOle 68

• In 2'OQ9. lhe averagE' sooreof fourtbiJJaOe students in North
Dakota was 226. This was higher ihan fheaverages:cor,e of 220
for IDJ!1!.ic ~1.L~ents in..fuem..-~ ... . _

• The aver.3ge score fo( stud.ent!. in North ~ota in 100[1 (226) was
nO( signiikanlly different from their aVl?rage S'COf"e in .2007 (2.26)

I
.and was :no{ signifoc:;mtly dif€l?rentfrom their averagE' 5Core n 1002:

(226).

- In 2009, thE' score ~p be.nYeefl students in North Dak.Qta at IJN!
! 7~.m percentAe and students at the 25411 perren tile was 37 points.
I This performance gap ¥IpS nol ·signiiicanil:y different from that of

I 1992 f3~ p~ltsl·
I,. The pero=ntage of :srudents in N-orth Oak.ota 'IIho perfonned at or
I ..boNe the NAEP PrCJliicienf level was 3:5 percent in 2009. Thiis
1I percent~e was oot signiJicandy different from that in 2007 {35

, percent) ;:lIld w3S nol'significanlly different from that in 19Q2 (35I percent).

1- The percen~e of students ill N·orfh Oak.ala who pe.rf.ormed aJl or

iab<we the NAEP Basic level vias iii p;eroent n 2D09. This! percentage was oot signffiamtJ-y'tlifferent from thaj in 2007 (75

I .percent) and was noi significanily diffE!'fent from that. in 1002 (74

percent).

I i;~gstannaror; PllHnei .

/ NOTE: 05il1llm)' no! QnI to 1otlJ6 becalR or rooodlr.g, anaD~e Ile-I 'llltOlTll3llO!! not a.'<allallle"cat~ IOI1tleNaIl:lnal S>::l:loa loom Pm:lram. WIlICII
! pro'o~ltee"'fec!lilce~ 1UnellE'l;•.arnl tJr"lJ~C<ltegcry ltIr
jra<:e!ett:nldlly are. not d\6plil'fEd..
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Average scale scores In NAEP readi
each achleverrientleltei. ilnd North D
nation and oiher participating statesfjuriseHetions: 2009

chool students, percentage within
above Proficient compared with the

NORTIi DAf,OTA
C'eh.w&,e
DoDEA'
Florida
IdeM
IIHnc,is
Indiam.
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North Carollr'o
Ohio
F'ennsyl"eanill
RhOOel~16I'ld
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W'eS:hh.)\on
\1'kc.onsin
\'\IyClllling

COlorEldo
C.on,.,edicu
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
New Jersey
Vermont.

5

AJeobarna
....Iasl<a
Arixonl!o
h·k,.ros",s
C(>1ilorr'a
D·,s1rid of Coh;l1'll)ie
1)00(018
Havltfaif
Loufsiane.
Michi~n

Mls.s,'s s~")pl

NATlON (P,;t)iiC J
N~v'!lda

Neww1exicQ
C*J~hi:'fTJa
O,·e.gocl
South C"rolin"
1enness>:./;
lex1.>s

e--r-..-~~~~!!~~~~~~~~~~~~-~-~~r--r-J \I'*s1 Virgin;'"

elaWtlrE
DoDEA'

Florida
Jdf<ho
lUinoi~;

Indiana
Iowa

l<an~.t1s

herducky
Maine

Maryland
Minnesota

MissO',)/i
Monhl1,a

Nebraska
New Vorl<

Nort.>' Carolin6
01";0

I'enn~~

Rhode Islllf)(!
SOulh D&kcta

LIlah
Virglnis

VVashinQion
·""'sconsin

iNyoming

Alabama
.~laskll

Atil~

ft... kan$6S
C""liforr,;a

DistrirJ of CoJumt:Jia
Gearg'fi
H~wtli1

LOu1-s-i'sna
Mir.:higfln

MisS1ssipp'i
N.4.! tON (F'vt.Hcl

Nevad,;
/'.lew Mex";I)

Okl(o;llOtTitl
Oregon

SolAh Caroli'la
TetY~-ee

Te)(as
V\lesl Ylrglnill·

100 QO 80 70 SO 50 4030 20 10 0 1020 30 40 50 SO 70 80

, Department of Defense Education Adlliily schools (domestic and overseas).
NOTE; The bars abovll' contain percentages of students in each NAEP reading achievement JeveL Achievemenl levels
oorrespondingto each population of students afe aligned at the point where the Proficient cat.egory begins. so that they
may be compared at Proficienl and above. Detail may not sum to 101als because of rounding, The ·shaded bars are
graphed using unrounded numbers. Significanoo tests used a multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions
that participated.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education. Institute of Education Sciences. National Center for EducaUon Statistics.
National Assessment 01 Educational Progress (NAEP), :t009 Reading Assessment.
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• In 2009. male swdents in North Dakota had an ave-ra,ge

score tila.! was higher th31l :thai of temalesiu,oents. This

performance gal> wa:s not 'significantly diife<Tent 'from that in

Hl92 {3 poinis}_ '

• Data are not reported for 8lsd students illl ZOOt:!. because.

rep<>rtin1l standan:ts We1'1i! not met'
• Data are no1. reported for Hispank students in2{)OQ.

b-ecause l'E'p<>rt111(l standards w·.ere n.ot meL

• In 2GOO. students who we're eligible fO'! freeJreduced-price
school lunch. an iil'ldicalorof poverty_ r.ad an a....erage 5Core
that was 14 points lower than that of :students who were

not ·eligibl.e fOf free/reduced-price schoO'l lunch. This

performance gap was not significantly diffl!'T'entfrom thaI in

1Q96 (11 points).

2
7

7

1
Q

6

3
67

National SchOol Lunch Program
EJigille3
Note. "bje

~.

M31e51
F~

RilCe'Elhnicity
Vitlili€-.8
Black 2
~2

Asi~c Islander
Amel'ia3n Indi<n'Plasb Nati~

OveraRResufts -

.f·~~ In 2~O~lhea2;=-~s~._:~~=-~~~.~.~~n~~_~hf'2"" ' _~~~.a<Ot8
(JalfOlii was ..,,_, "IS· 'YiaS "Ig"e-r 'Han LI"e· a1ll!'T'a-ge· score· 0 .,,'"

1003".
for pubkic schoof students inlh·e natiofL 2COJ"

!. The av~e score for students in North Dakota. in .2.U(J9 (246) was 2(0)I not signfficantly different from t.heiraverag.e score in 2007 (241:.) 2003

! and was higber [han their average score .in HIl:l2 (2ZQ). 2C05
I- In 2009. the score gap betweenstode-nis illl North Dakota at the 2C07

~ 7~'lh peTCentile and students SUM 25th pef'Centile was 31 points. 2Clll! This performance gap was narrower tilan that of 19lr.1 (35 points). t<ittion (r-l1:)lc)

f -The peroNliage ofstudents in Nor'J1 Dak-013 who perfurmed at or 2003 _~.IIE'b=~~;:;:_!l~[jj~~5~
I above the NAEoP Proficient level wa's 45 "''''''reenl in:1'Q09. Thjs fe-oeffl belD\) 8.ls'C Perc8'Jl ;n P,U(ICMr ..- a~a 21 B.lge ~na I'Hl';a'lCE"l'

I pe-Jl::en13ge was not significantly diffu.:rentfrom that in 2()07 (4(1 • DdO'.ll Bam 0 8=;' ~ f'rorfa'crtt .Ilo\ro",,<o'
I peTcent) and was grea.toer :than iha! ,in H!92 (22 percent).

!. The peroentage ofstudents in f,l·orth Dakota who perl'onned at or • S'\glificanliy different{p < .05) iTomstat,,'sresultsin 2000. I
.•ACcoovrodaticns nol p;!flllitted

!~==a=bo=\J.=e=lh=>:;;e=N=A='.=E:;;p=B=a=&f='C=I:;;e:;;\,.:;;t!I:;;.':;;'N=s:;;.s:;;Q::;l=.=pe:;;:;;rc:;;e:;;>Il:;:I=,,:;;n:;;2:;;OO:;;':;;9:;;.:;;T:;;h:;;iS=====~ NOTE :Detaii m3y oot 5Wl to ictal:!> 00::3<1&'of rourxling. .1'percentage was not significantly different from that in 2:007 {Q1
peil"cent) and was greater than !hal in 1992 (72 pereent).

!
I
tI. Distrbt of Columbill

Ii. DoC-EA'

i.Depa1mErt of Defense Educ<mn Activily 5d1iools {dome5t;c and overseas).
!

I
I In 2009'. ihe average sc~re in ieJfUl1rJ!k#G!l was

• lower than those in 4 sste-sljlJ'ris.drcliD1lsI- high:r ~an those~in 35 state'5,~'lJri5di~tion5 .. _
• not s~lficaflllydlffe~nt from ·those m 12 state.sJjun5drcnon:s___t_IEB_--_

OOTE: Statis&:l!,~.arE. ca!<:Ual?Ed on tile basis dur:rounde-d scale~ a- pefCeflbges.
SOURCE: U.S.~ of EOucalioo.ll'lSlilute of EdUC3lion Sciences, Nation.aI CentE<' for Education Statisti::s. National Assessment<Jf EdUC3liooa 'Progress
(NAEP). moos years.. 1'.lQ2~2OOQ Ma.themalics Ass8smenls.. .
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: Average scale scores in NAEP T1)6tlJemaUGs~c SChool studenls, perc;enlag~
Within each achieveinentlevel, and NorthDak~or ebove Proficient compared wi1h
the nation and otl;er paiilcij)a1fng states~urisdktions:: 2009
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Pelteri «beklw&sJc and1i3uic Perceri. ProfJCitntand Mvrmced

Connecticut
F!orldil
Idaho

frlclllln&
Iowa

Ksnsoas
).Mine

~)"l;lflQ
~$0Yi

Monillflll
North Coroinll

Ohio
~
SoulhDakda

, llUh
VlranJa

'W8~on
'Nscrosln

Aillb8rTle
AiMkll

Arizo""
Arkenses
~faTll6

O(llew!"e
District QI C.olurnbIil

DoDEA'
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Iitlwllli

linois
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Ll)(Jlsklntl
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Mississippi
Nf.!.TDN (PUblic)

Nebras.ke
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New loIIexico
New VOl'''
0ldM0tTl&

Ore{lon
Rhode lsl5rd

SOUhCeol'OliM
Tennessee

Texas
West Vrginill

Wyoming

I Depanment of Defense Education Activity schools (domesllc and overseas).
NOTE: The baIs above con1ain p&rCenta9~s.of s1ucienls in each NAEP mathematics achievemenllevel. Achieveme'nt
!eYe~ cQrresPQ!1<ling to each populationo! ~tudl!ntsarealigned allhe point where the Proliclent cal890ry begins, so that
they may beoompared at Protlclenland abl>v8, Detail may not sum 10 tOtals, because of rounding. The sha<led bars are
graphed using unrounded numQers. Slgnllicance tests used a mulliple-eomparison procedure based on all juri5'diclion'S
thal participated. ,
SOURCE: U,S. Department of Education, Institute 0/ EducatiOn Sciences, National Center lor Education Statistics.
r-.ialionai Assessment of Edutalfonal Progress (NAEP), 2009 Mathematics Assessment.
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1
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• In 201XI. female students i:n North Dakota had an S'o'eraQe
score that was higher than 'illS! of male sfudents.

• Data are not reportedror Black students in 2000. bec3use
re.por'Jng standan:tswere no\ mel

• Data are not reporled fOr Hi~anic students in 2009.
because reporting standards were not met.

1. In 2000. students who were .ei!igible fur f:f.eeIre<llJ'red.pnoe
tt schoof lunch~ en indicsior of low income. had an ilvemge

t score thatwas '14 points lower than that of students who
1 were not eigille .fur free1red~noe·school lunch. This

pedormance gap was not sigrn6csntly differenl from 1hal in
2002 IQ poi!,ts},

2
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1
1
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•O€partm~t (1((' DE.'2i1~ E<lucatbl'l Adlvlty &C1lI>c*- {<IOO1ie!stic ilO:! O'i!!~J..

In 20011. the averagl!!sOC)f'e }n__ was

• lower than toose in 5 stati'5j~U1fisdictions

• higher lhan thoc--ein 33· stales.'j~rtsdictions

" not signiikanUydiiffere.ntfromthose in 13,staj~s,tjUrisdi~onS==========

:t i':eporlllllg ~dBn:IS I'lJt met.

NOTE: DebJl m3)'1'lOl6llmiD~llel:aJ5l!>~I'OU!l~zUl b!!~e lnie
·lnformallo.llllOt aval.a~ categoly'rDrlbe NiIiton3J SChr.lef t,Ul\d} program. wNcll
p!O~lde6 f1ee.!J:E<l~jlf1::elUnclle&..and 'tIile"'Und~~ categcry fOl:
raiOeletMldt}' are D3t_lil)~.
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Average scale scores in NAEPre,,\<;!ing (~?~Q\tli9r1f.e}#.tlblic school students, percentage within
each aChievement level,and North\~O'akoras pij"'rce'frtage"at or above Proficient compared with the
nation and other participating states/junsdictions: 2009
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SOURCE: U,S. Department of Education, Inslitule of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics;
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·I·-----.-···.---·-~_·- -- --------...-..• In 2009, the average !>core o,f eighlh-grade ·students in North

' , Dakota was .:W3_ This was highe~ than the ava-ag;e· score of 282

for public sclJ.ool stude'flts in Ihe nation.

I. The average score for siudents in North Dakota in 2009 (29'3) was
i not signifj~,"llydifferent from their <ivefilge score it1 2007 (292)

I and was high!!'! lhantheilr aveil'a,gesoore in 1~QO {281}.

I. In 20D9, the scOJ'e gap between students in Nonn Dat,ota ·3t me·

I 75th percentile and students at the 25th pe-rcentile was 3-8 points.
I This performa.n-ce gap was not signifio::anlily differe<li from that of .

! 1990 (38 pooints}.

I,. The percentage of students in. North Oa.kota who performed at or
!
1 aoo\'e the NAEP Pro1i.cienlle·.erwas 43 r..ereent in 2009. This
I p€'TC€ntage was not significantly diffe<rent from that in 2007 (41

I p€:'!cent)a.nd was gre.ate! than that in 1990 (27 pe!cent).

I. The percentag'e of student~. in NOM D.a.kota who performed at or

I above th·e NAEP Basic le'~el was S6 peree-l1t in 200\i. This
l peq-centage was not significantly diffE.!E<nt from thai in 2007 (00

! p€:'Tcent) Bnd was.greatedhan that in 1900 (75 pe>!cent).
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re--oent reiD" B;~ PeI'CmI et I'lOfielErt.

and ;;t&~ ard Ad-anceo'

• 9<10'» &o~io 0 &o¥i< II p..,"",~ .M,,,,,,,,«>,
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NOTE: Oeilai may nol sum to lttlIs bec3'<5'l: -of roune6ng,
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,. lower than that in 1 statefj'urisdic1ion

j ,. nighEr than thost' in 45 smtesl]lUrisdictions .

~~a!1tly~~~~~~i~ 5SlatesfJU~=~ictions __'.....,b========"",_.._.---=========~==

In 20lKl, male students in North Dakota. had an sveT8ije
score tnat was higher than that of~malestudents. This

perlorman.ce. gap was. n.ot significantly dilfNem fro.m that in

1990 (6 points).

• Data: are not reported for Black students ill 200G.because
repo1tin·g sitandard:s we;re not met

• Data;]lre not reported for Hispsnic'siudenls in 200Q,

because reporting standards we're not mel.

• In 200ll. stiJdents woo WHe 'eligible furlreelr&luce-d·pnce
st:hoollunch. arr hndicalor,ofpoverty·. had an average score

\hat was tB points lower lha,n th.a.t of 'students wllo were

note>ligible f-or fTeeJre.dIU~:-PJioe school lunch. This

performance gGp Wia.S not significantly diffe<rent from that in
19~6 (14 points)_
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NOTE: &ali~ oomp<risons ·;re~ed en lbe basis ofurrounOOd scale sccr-es a pelOellla9es.
SOURCE U.S.O~t of 8ltJcation. Institute (If Education Sdeoces, National Oemer for Educalioo Siatistics.N3liooa! Assessmeni of Ed1Je3tion~Progress
(NAEPt variros V@rS. 1000--:'000 Maiherrotics Asses.~.
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Average scale scores In NAEp mathematics fo
within each a~hjtfv·ement levll,I, and North Oak
the nation and other p3rticip'8llng stale~nurisdictrolls: 2009
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graphed using unro'\Joded !'lumbers. Sigoilict'ince tests used a multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdici.lons
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Educatioil., Institute of Educatlon Sciences, Naoonal Cenler for EducaUon Statistics.
NaUonal Asses.smenl of Educational ProgJ'lllSS (NAEP), 2009 Mathematics Assessment
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The bold line in each graph illustrates the performance of a single school district and its placement in the distribution of all districts. "chievement goals
are raised every three years and may vary among categories when insufficient student numbers exist and multiple-year averaging is lequired. All

students are held to the state's challenging achievement standards. (-1 '
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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

students are held to the state's challenging achievement standards. (-6
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Annual Adequate Yearly Progress Report
North Dakota Department of Public Instruction

School Year 2009 - 2010

State of North Dakota

Instructions on the interpretation of the North Dakota Adequate Yearly Progress Report can be accessed at:
http://www.dpLstate.nd.us/testing/accountlguide AYP.pdf

Modified 06/07/2010
Page 1 of 1

Reading 4th Grade -- 82.6% Math 4th Grade -- 72.9%

2010 State Intermediate Goals
8th Grade -- 80.7% 2010 State Intermediate Goals 8th Grade -- 66.7%

11th Grade - 71.5% 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%1, I 98.57%1 Composite Score 66.97% I 77.52%1 I 98.71%1

Subgroups: Subgroups:

Economically I 66.270/01, I 97.750/01
Economically I 67.780/J I 98.03%1disadvantaged 78.05% disadvantaged 66.97%

Ethnicity: Ethnicity:

White 78.02% 79.17%1 I 99.10%1 White 66.97% 81.110/J I 99.13% 1

Native American 78.05% 53.61 0/J, I 96.72% 1 Native American 67.00% 53.490/J- I 96.74%1

Black 78.02% 59.44o/J, I 96.75%1 Black 67.00% 56.010/J. I 98080/01

Asian 78.02% 76.120/J I 93.530/01, Asian 66.97% 73.640/J I98.060/J
Hispanic 78.02% 65.67o/J, I 93.56% 1, Hispanic 66.97% 68.120/J I 9321%1·

Students with Students with

disabilities 78.05% I 59. 18o/J, I 97.73%1 disabilities 66.97% 1 61.920/J . I 98.20%1

Students with limited I 47.24°/J, 94.15% 1.
Students with limited

English proficiency 78.02% I English proficiency 66.97% I 48.36°/J ' I 96.04%1

State Secondary Indicator(s):
Graduation Goal: 89.00% Result: 86.14%

Attendance Goal: 93.00% Result: >=95.0%

Adequate Yearly Progress Category: Did not meet Adequate Yearly Progress

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.




