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Monitoring Report 

 

Policy Type: Ends  

Policy Title: (1.1) Global Ends (National Measures) 

 

 

As requested by the Board during the 2016/2017 school year, the Monitoring Report on Ends Policy 1.1 

continues to be divided into smaller segments so that adequate time can be spent presenting and 

discussing this key Ends Statement. 

 

We continue to divide the report into three segments and report on them as follows: 

 

 National Measures  – October 

 State Measures  –  November 

 Local Measures  –  December 

 

In upcoming year, due to changes in the middle school assessments, we will divide the report up into 

three new segments: High Schools, Middle Schools, and Elementary Schools. 

 

Monitoring information will be presented during the “Reports” portion of the Board meeting.  There will 

be time to discuss and ask questions during and after the presentation. 

 

After all three reports have been presented the Board will be asked to accept Monitoring Report 1.1. 

 

Certification 

I hereby present my Monitoring Report on Ends Policy 1.1 (National Measures) in accordance with the 

monitoring schedule established by the Board.  I certify that the information provided in this report is 

true as of January 10, 2020. 

 

 

 

______________________________________  January 10, 2020 

  Signature      Date 
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Elements in Monitoring Report 1.1- National, State and Local 

 

Policy Language 1.1 

Interpretation 

Report 

National Measures:  The SAT and PSAT assessments 

Overview of trends on National Measures 

State Measures: M-STEP 

Trends on State Measures 

Local Measures: DIBELS 

Trends on Local Measures 

Summary Dashboards 

Further Analysis 

Response 
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1.1 POLICY LANGUAGE 

 

Students demonstrate a mastery level of core curriculum standards greater than in prior years, with 

the long-term goal of approaching or exceeding the highest performing comparable 

communities. 
 

This ends statement was revised by the Board on 10/22/18. 

 

Interpretation 
 

I provide definitions below to interpret the following terms in the ends policy: 

Core Curriculum is interpreted to mean the K-12 curriculum utilized by Portage Public Schools.  It is 

aligned with the Michigan Department of Education learning standards.   

Core Curriculum Standards is interpreted to mean the standards and learning targets in the publicly 

available results from student assessments; Michigan Test of Educational Progress (M-STEP grades 3-8, 

11), and the SAT (grade 11).  I also include two essential, but private interim progress assessments; 

Acadience (formerly DIBELS) (K-5), and PSAT 8/9 and PSAT 10 (9, 10).   

Comparable Communities is interpreted to mean a select group of seven school communities 

throughout the state that have similar demographic and resource characteristics.  The comparable 

communities were determined in 2016.  To identify the seven districts, four data sources were used. 

MiSchoolData was utilized to filter for similar districts using the criteria of enrollment, socioeconomic 

indicators, special education services, and race distribution.  Bulletin 1014 was used to identify district 

revenue and expenditure data.  The Michigan Senate Fiscal Agency provided the foundation allowance 

data.  Finally, US Census information was referenced to provide a measure of median household income 

and community population.  From this list of approximately 20 districts, selected districts were removed 

when a single factor or multiple factors set them apart from Portage Public Schools in an essential 

fashion.  For example, a district that received $12000 per student on the foundation allowance was 

removed from the list.   

Greater than in Prior years is interpreted to indicate our percentage of students proficient compared to 

the prior three year average.  “Met Expectations” means that our current year results are greater than 

+2% above the prior three-year average for non-cohort data.  “Partially Met Expectations” means that 

we are within the range of +2% to -2% compared to the prior three-year average. “Did Not Meet 

Expectations” means that our current year results are less than -2% below the prior three-year average 

for non-cohort data. 

Approaching…the highest performing comparable communities is interpreted to indicate our change 

in percentage of students proficient compared to our three-year average relative to comparator 

communities change compared to their three-year average.  “Met Expectations” means that we are 

ranked first or second relative to our comparator communities.  “Partially Met Expectations” means that  
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we are ranked third or fourth. “Did Not Meet Expectations” means that we are ranked below fourth 

relative to our comparator communities. 

Exceeding the highest performing comparable communities is interpreted to indicate our ranking of 

percentage of students proficient relative to our comparable communities. “Met Expectations” means 

that we are the top school when ranked with comparable communities.  “Did Not Meet Expectations” 

means that we are ranked second or lower relative to our comparable communities. 

 

Report  
 

Monitoring Report 1.1 continues to be divided up into three separate reports, National, State, and Local.  

Each report section will focus on the assessments being administered at that level. 

 

Our curriculum alignment with State Standards is an on-going process. Curriculum Committees, 

whether grade-level based or subject area-based, meet throughout the year to address a wide variety of 

curricular issues, including alignment. 

 

We use local, state and national level assessments to track student mastery for reporting purposes.  

During the 2018-2019 school year, the State of Michigan continued to make adjustments to the delivery 

and testing expectations regarding the M-STEP.  These changes were minimal and allow us to continue 

use the 2016 year as our baseline year.  M-STEP science assessments at grades 5, 8, and 11 continues to 

be developed into a full assessment in 2020. 

 

Alternative High Schools data are not included for Portage nor for our comparator communities. 

 

 

National Measures:  The SAT and PSAT assessments 
 

Michigan shifted its high school benchmark assessment to the SAT in 2016.  The SAT tests students’ 

knowledge of reading, writing and math — subjects that are taught every day in high school classrooms 

in Michigan.1   

 

The SAT and the PSAT were redesigned in the 2015-2016 school year.  This includes a vertically 

aligned longitudinal assessment system similar in nature to the ACT Aspire series. The College Board 

has partnered with the Khan Academy to connect PSAT results to individualized learning plans for all 

students.   

In 2016, the SAT replaced the 11th grade Mathematics and English Language Arts components of the M-

STEP.  This reduced testing time for high school juniors.  The 2016 testing year established our baseline 

data on the SAT. 

                                                           
1 College Board website and MDE website and publications. 
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In 2018-2019, the redesigned SAT continues to be used for MME Mathematics and ELA components at 

the 11th grade. 

ACT continues to provide its WorkKeys assessment for all 11th grade students, and this assessment is 

still a part of the Michigan Merit Exam.2 

We are using the spring 2019 SAT data to inform and evaluate our instructional practices.  The spring 

2016 assessments established our baseline and allow us to target and evaluate student performance in 

subsequent years.   

This year we are including trend data, as we have four years of student performance information on 

SAT.  This chart is replacing the Two-Year Comparison Table for the SAT. 

PSAT 

In the spring 2017, all 9th and 10th graders took the PSAT 8/9 and PSAT 10, respectively.  2016 was the 

first year of testing at 9th and 10th grades; the high school PSAT data is now being used for school 

accountability for participation only. We had over 95% of our 9th and 10th students take the spring 2019 

PSAT.   

In the spring of 2019, Michigan began using the PSAT 8/9 as a part of the 8th grade MSTEP assessment, 

replacing the mathematics and ELA components.  Our 8th grade students completed the PSAT 8/9 

assessment in the spring of 2018 in preparation for the potential use of the PSAT as a benchmark 

assessment at 8th grade.  These results will be shown on the state level content report with our Middle 

schools information. 

Our 8th grade students tested on the PSAT this fall to provide them with exposure to the test and to see 

what areas of growth they need in preparation for the PSAT 8 in the spring of 2020. 

 

 

                                                           
2 MDE website and publications. 
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Overview of trends on National Measures 

 

For All Student SAT measures: 

 Looking at our previous year’s performance, our average combined score remained close with a 

slight increase  (1090 last year and 1095 this year) and our percent college ready moved upward 

by 1% in EBRW and by 8% in Mathematics. 

 

For our Economically Disadvantaged students on SAT measures: 

 Our overall SAT score for Economically Disadvantaged students declined to by 31 points 954 

points.  Our percentage college ready in EBRW for these students declined 4% and the 

mathematics score declined 1%.    

 

For our African-American/Black students on SAT measures: 

 Our African-American/Black overall average combined score declined from 940 to 909 with a 

cohort of 28 students (last year 25 students).  At the same time, our percentage college ready in 

EBRW increased by 2% to 50%, and our percent college ready in mathematics increased 1% to 

21%.  

 

For our Trending on SAT measures: 

 Our trends in both EBRW and mathematics are upward, with an increase of 1% in the EBRW 

score for all students.  The mathematics increase is measurable, with an 8% increase in the 

performance over last year’s students.  The economically disadvantaged numbers had a 1% 

decline in mathematics and a 4% decline in EBRW. The Black/African American numbers 

improved by small percentages in both Math (+1%) and EBRW (+2%). 

 For this year, we have only one comparator district for Black/African-American data. 

 Compared to the State trends:  

o PPS is improving against the state trend in EBRW and Mathematics for all students.  The 

state declined 2% in EBRW and 1% in Mathematics, while we increased. 

o For ED students, the state held steady in mathematics and declined 3% in EBRW.  We 

did not improve against the State in ED EBRW, declining 4%. In mathematics, PPS also 

declined. 

o For Black/ African-American students, we increased in EBRW over the State average by 

2% and the State held steady in mathematics while we had a small 1% increase.   
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State Measures: The M-STEP and PSAT 8/9 

The Michigan Department of Education (MDE) launched the Michigan Student Test of Educational 

Progress (M-STEP) in the spring of 2015. The M-STEP meets all of the requirements put into law by the 

legislature. 

 

We are continuing to use our spring 2016 M-STEP results as our baseline. We use grades 5, 8, and 11 as 

our key measures of student progress; and we use the data within our MTSS teams, department teams, 

and grade teams to adjust curriculum and instruction. 

 

In 2018-19, the 8th grade M-STEP Math and ELA assessments were replaced by the PSAT 8/9 

assessments. The SAT serves as the state assessment for Math and ELA at 11th grade. 

 

Our 5th, 8th, and 11th grade students have been piloting the M-STEP science assessment in preparation 

for full implementation and school accountability in 2020. The new science assessments are fully 

aligned to Michigan’s current science content standards. 

 

To identify our growth, we continue using the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) for our student groups 

and subgroups. Student Growth Percentiles look at the change in student achievement over two different 

assessments. Student Growth Percentiles are defined by the growth that comparable scoring students 

achieved after the first assessment was completed.3 We consider 50th percentile as median growth for a 

year of instruction. We use the percentage of students scoring 40th percentile or higher as demonstrating 

adequate growth as referenced by the MDE in the Michigan School Scorecard Guide.4 

                                                           
3 https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Student_Growth_Percentiles_475671_7.pdf 
4 http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/2016_Michigan_School_Scorecard_Guide_538413_7.pdf 
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Trends on State Measures 

M-STEP: 5th Grade English Language Arts 

All Students: 

 Our Percent Proficient increased from 62% in 2018 to 67% in 2019. 

 The 5% increase was the largest among our comparable communities, with only one other 

community showing an increase. (State declined 1%.) 

 We rank 3rd out of 8 comparable communities. In 2018 we ranked 5th.  

Economically Disadvantaged: 

 Our Percent Proficient remained unchanged at 38%. 

 Only one comparable community increased. (State remained unchanged.) 

 We rank 6th out of 8 comparable communities. In 2018 we ranked 7th. 

Black/African American: 

 For state accountability purposes, a subgroup must have at least 30 students. Our Black/African 

American subgroup has 23 students, and is not an accountable subgroup. Only one of the seven 

other comparable communities (Grand Blanc) has enough Black/African American students to 

be considered an accountable subgroup. Therefore, it is not appropriate to make comparisons 

between communities as they can be misleading. 

 

M-STEP: 5th Grade Mathematics 

All Students: 

 Our Percent Proficient increased from 48% in 2018 to 53% in 2019. 

 The 5% increase was the largest among our comparable communities, with three other 

communities also showing an increase. (State increased 1%.) 

 We rank 4th out of 8 comparable communities, but we are within 1% of 2nd. In 2018 we ranked 

4th. 

Economically Disadvantaged: 

 Our Percent Proficient increased from 24% in 2018 to 26% in 2019. 

 We were one of only three comparable communities who showed an increase. (State remained 

unchanged.) 

 We rank 5th out of 8 comparable communities. In 2018 we ranked 7th.  

Black/African American: 

 For state accountability purposes, a subgroup must have at least 30 students. Our Black/African 

American subgroup has 23 students, and is not an accountable subgroup. Only one of the seven 

other comparable communities (Grand Blanc) has enough Black/African American students to 

be considered an accountable subgroup. Therefore, it is not appropriate to make comparisons 

between communities as they can be misleading
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PSAT 8/9: 8th Grade Evidence Based Reading and Writing 
Because the assessment changed from M-STEP English Language Arts (ELA) to PSAT 8/9 Evidence Based 

Reading and Writing (EBRW), caution should be used in interpreting any changes in percent proficient from 

2018 to 2019. However, we can still make relative comparisons across comparable communities and the state. 

 

All Students: 

 Our Percent Proficient increased from 56% in 2018 (M-STEP) to 84% in 2019 (PSAT 8/9). 

 The 28% increase was the 2nd largest among our comparable communities, with all other communities 

also showing an increase. (State increased 19%.) Again, the increase across the board is likely due to the 

change in assessments. 

 We rank 2nd out of 8 comparable communities, but we are within 1% of 1st. In 2018 we ranked 5th. 

Economically Disadvantaged: 

 Our Percent Proficient increased from 30% in 2018 (M-STEP) to 68% in 2019 (PSAT 8/9). 

 The 38% increase was the largest among our comparable communities, with all other communities also 

showing an increase. (State increased 19%.) 

 We rank 2nd out of 8 comparable communities. In 2018 we ranked 7th.  

Black/African American: 

 For state accountability purposes, a subgroup must have at least 30 students. Our Black/African 

American subgroup has 29 students, and is not an accountable subgroup. Only one of the seven other 

comparable communities (Grand Blanc) has enough Black/African American students to be considered 

an accountable subgroup. Therefore, it is not appropriate to make comparisons between communities as 

they can be misleading. 

PSAT 8/9: 8th Grade Mathematics 

Because the assessment changed from M-STEP Mathematics to PSAT 8/9 Mathematics, caution should be used 

in interpreting any changes in percent proficient from 2018 to 2019. However, we can still make relative 

comparisons across comparable communities and the state. 

All Students: 

 Our Percent Proficient increased from 49% in 2018 (M-STEP) to 63% in 2019 (PSAT 8/9). 

 The 14% increase was the 2nd largest among our comparable communities, with all other communities 

also showing an increase. (State increased 8%.) 

 We rank 3rd out of 8 comparable communities. In 2018 we ranked 4th. 

Economically Disadvantaged: 

 Our Percent Proficient increased from 24% in 2018 (M-STEP) to 45% in 2019 (PSAT 8/9). 

 The 21% increase was the largest among our comparable communities, with five other communities also 

showing an increase. (State increased 8%.) 

 We rank 2nd out of 8 comparable communities. In 2018 we ranked 6th  

Black/African American: 

 For state accountability purposes, a subgroup must have at least 30 students. Our Black/African 

American subgroup has 29 students, and is not an accountable subgroup. Only one of the seven other 

comparable communities (Grand Blanc) has enough Black/African American students to be considered 

an accountable subgroup. Therefore, it is not appropriate to make comparisons between communities as 

they can be misleading. 
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Student Growth Comparisons 

English Language Arts: 

 5th grade overall growth remains unchanged at 65%; while 8th grade overall growth increased 

12% to 75%. 

 Economically Disadvantaged growth increased for both 5th grade (up 6% to 59%) and 8th 

grade (up 11% to 70%). 

 For state accountability purposes, a subgroup must have at least 30 students. Our 

Black/African American subgroups have less than that, and are therefore not accountable 

subgroups. 

Mathematics: 

 5th grade overall growth decreased 2% to 58%; while 8th grade overall growth remained 

unchanged at 71% 

 Economically Disadvantaged growth basically remained unchanged for both 5th grade (51%) 

and 8th grade (63%). 

 For state accountability purposes, a subgroup must have at least 30 students. Our Black/African 

American subgroups have less than that, and are therefore not accountable subgroups. 
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LOCAL MEASURES: ACADIENCE  

Acadience (the new name for DIBELS, Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills) was 

developed to be an economical and efficient indicator of a student's progress toward achieving a general 

outcome in literacy. 

 

Acadience Reading K-6 assesses the 5 Basic Early Literacy Skills of Phonemic Awareness, Alphabetic 

Principle and Phonics, Vocabulary, Oral Reading Fluency, and Comprehension that students need in 

order to become successful readers.5 These skills are predictive of reading acquisition and later reading 

achievement.  The early identification and intervention can prevent reading difficulties for many 

students. We can teach these skills and they improve outcomes for students when they are taught. 

Acadience Reading K-6 provides benchmark goals that are empirically derived, criterion referenced-

target scores.  The benchmark goals are derived based on longitudinal research examining how a score 

on a measure at a point in time predicts later reading outcomes.  

 

Acadience Reading K-6 continues to serve as our required kindergarten through second grade literacy 

screener, as allowed by MDE.  This allows us to not use the MDE K-2 early literacy and numeracy 

screener. When the Third Grade Reading Law was established the Michigan Department of Education 

was required to define what the appropriate tools to conduct literacy screening are. ACADIENCE is one 

of the approved tools. 6  We are also required to have a second tool for more extensive assessment of 

students well below benchmark.  We use the approved tool, Acadience Reading Diagnostic PA & WRD 

(Formerly DIBELS Deep) to gain further insight on those students and their literacy needs.7   

 

Our screening protocol with Acadience Reading K-6 continues elementary students being screened three 

times a year.  We screen 6th grade students using a portion of the Acadience Reading.  For 7th-8th grade 

students we use Acadience as indicated in student support plans and IEPs.  We use progress monitoring 

tools students who require it on a more frequent basis. 

  

Acadience continues to be used as our primary analysis tool for literacy intervention throughout our 

elementary buildings.  Like other internal screeners, Acadience data isn’t publicly available for analysis, 

so comparator schools are not included. 

 

As our students are also assessed using NWEA MAP Growth in Mathematics and Reading, we are 

continuing to evaluate the use of NWEA for measuring internal performance.  NWEA MAP Growth 

results are used to evaluate local student growth for our teams.  

 

We have included 5 years of overall Acadience Reading K-6 data and three years of cohort Acadience 

Reading K-6 data for the classes of 2024 through 2026. 

 

                                                           
5 https://acadiencelearning.net/ 
6 http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/17-18_Initial_Assessment_List_560866_7.pdf 
7 http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/17-18_Extensive_Assessment_List_560867_7.pdf 
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Trends Local Measures 

Our overall Acadience Reading K-6 measures reflect 74% of students being identified as “At 

Benchmark” at the end of 3rd grade in 2019. This is a 3% decline over last year.  We continue to use our 

district data review (DDR) process and strong MTSS processes to meet our students’ needs. 

 

The data for third grade reading looks at three cohorts of students, the classes of 2025, 2026, and 2027 

(current 7th, 6th, and 5th graders, respectively).  We continue to have evidence that supports when 

students are consistently with us, we have around 5-10 (1-2%) more that are at benchmark than for 

students who are not part of our cohort.  

 

The cohort data from 2025-2027 indicates that continuing to focus on core components of curriculum 

and instruction in literacy is important.  We want to ensure that students don’t “lose their proficiency” as 

they go from 2nd grade through 4th grade.   
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Summary Dashboards 
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Further Analysis 

In reviewing the data, the Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment Office along with the Special 

Education Office take seriously both positive and negative moves relative to prior years and to our 

comparator communities.  These key measures of our overall performance are critical to our mission and 

vision.  We also know that these three don’t comprise every educational assessment that is at the heart of 

Ends Policy 1.1 – but they are an important snapshot of our work.  We don’t take these performance 

indicators lightly, and we consider them carefully as we respond to the data – regardless of the 

performance being positive or negative.  

 

Reviewing our performance in the “Prior Years Summary”, the comparison is to our previous three-year 

average to minimize the impact of a particular cohort of students.  We have five metrics that are +2%, 

three that are flat, and five that are declining.  Overall, our 11th grade SAT scores are the most positive, 

with two indicators improving. Fifth grade changes were concerning for our teams, with declines in our 

ED and African American / Black groups. 

 

With the shift in testing to the PSAT 8/9 for our 8th grade students, we have removed that data from the 

chart.  The PSAT 8/9 showed major gains in percent of students that are college and career ready 

throughout the district and the state when compared to the M-STEP assessment.  This adjustment is due 

to differences in the tests. 

 

We have interpreted “approaching” and “exceeding” in a new way for this summary report.  

Approaching provides a snapshot on our ranking on change relative to the prior three year average.  The 

three-year average reduces the impact that a particular cohort of students has on the overall data. All the 

schools in our comparator group are ranked according to their relative change.  This indicates if we are 

trending towards the top or not, regardless of change in performance or test conditions.   

 

“Exceeding” has been interpreted to mean that we are the first school when ranked relative to 

comparable communities.  We now include our overall ranking relative to comparable communities in 

the table to provide the detail of our ranking.  In future years we will establish an average ranking to 

minimize the impact of particular cohorts of students. We also include rankings when there are limited 

numbers of comparable communities, and we indicate this on the table. 

 

 

Response 

The 2018-2019 assessment performance snapshot gives us reason to continue our work on our Multi-

Tier System of Support (MTSS).  It is the model that has been recently adopted by the state of Michigan 

as a part of the Michigan Integrated Continuous Improvement Process (MICIP).  It continues to align 

instructional support using evidenced based student learning centered methods.  This approach has 

connected well with our Professional Learning Communities and our district data review process.   

 

District Data Review is a core component of MTSS related to the data contained in MR 1.1.   District 

Data Review occurs three times a year and includes building leaders, teachers, support staff, and district 
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staff.  At this data review we engage in professional dialogue to identify improvement goals, root cause 

analysis, and actions to engage and improve our systems.  In 2018-2019, alignment to our school and 

district improvement processes included a new look at the District Improvement Plan and the 

relationship to our School Improvement Plans. We began to align the elements in our Studer processes, 

District MTSS, Data Review, and professional development funds.   

 

After the results of each M-STEP, SAT, and Acadience cycle, our teams review and analyze the data to 

identify school improvement goals and respond to each testing cycle. 

 

This testing cycle’s performance has caused us to focus on three main areas throughout the district:  

early literacy factors, PSAT and SAT results analysis, and building level data dialogue protocols. 

 

Our early literacy components continue to be a focus in our systems.  We are responding to the third 

grade reading law, and the small decline in our Acadience data.  As we prepare for the third grade 

reading law, our goal remains to not retain any students.  Retention has a negative effect size on learning 

(-0.16).8  At the district level we have focused this work in three key areas: 

1. Phonics Routines:  This is a district-wide instructional component designed to improve our 

collective teacher efficacy on instruction in phonics at the second grade.  We have trained all 

first grade teachers last year to ensure a well-delivered phonics instructional program.  

Educational researcher John Hattie indicates that phonics instruction has an effect size almost 

double (0.7) than the average effective program (0.4).8  The second grade phonics routines are 

being developed by district Reading Specialists. 

2. Classroom Literacy Coaching:  Our Reading Specialists and Engagement Specialists have been 

trained in coaching tools from Jill Jackson and are implementing in classroom coaching of 

teachers.  They are being supported by KRESA instructional coach, Debbie Boersma and 

continue to engage with her for extending practices.  Literacy coaching can provide powerful 

job-embedded, ongoing professional development with a primary goal of enhancing classroom 

literacy instruction through improving teacher expertise (Matsumura, Garnier, Correnti, Junker, 

& Bickel, 2010). Effective literacy coaching supports teachers to successfully navigate the daily 

challenges they face in their classrooms.  As a result, instructional capacity and sustainability 

within the schools increases (Joyce & Showers, 2002).  In addition, through improving teacher 

expertise and the quality of core instruction, student achievement increases (Blachowicz, 

Obrochta, & Fogelberg, 2005). 

3. Literacy Action Network:  Reading Specialists participate in the county-wide KRESA network 

of literacy specialists to collaboratively interpret the Greater Educational Learning Network 

(GELN) essential practices for schools. 

PSAT and SAT results analysis is a focus area this fall for the middle school and high school teachers, 

especially the ELA and Math teachers.  With the advent of the PSAT for 8th grade and the use of the 

PSAT at 9th and 10th grades, we wanted to ensure that our teachers can analyze, interpret, and use PSAT 

and SAT results to improve instruction.  We hosted our second PSAT/SAT data evaluation in August of 

this year with our high school English and Math departments.  They continued this work on our first 

                                                           
8 https://visible-learning.org/hattie-ranking-influences-effect-sizes-learning-achievement/ 
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half-day professional development day in October.  Middle School also math teachers also received 

training in analyzing PSAT results during a district department meeting day. 

 

At the middle school level we are replicating a Secondary Reading Initiative (SRI) that mimics NMS 

adolescent reading success program that was funded through a federal grant administered by MiBLSI. 

The program includes training in explicit instruction, active engagement and strategies for instruction for 

all middle school staff.  Also, staffing was realigned to create classes in reading success strategies for 

students who are struggling with literacy.  The course uses a number research-based curricula to support 

student literacy interventions at the middle level.  The program is in place at WMS and CMS this year.  

This program is the result of work conducted at last spring’s District Data Review. 

 

Through District Data Review, we have trained all our building MTSS leaders in the use of a data-driven 

dialogue protocol9 designed to help teams focus conversations to move from data analysis into dialogue 

around root causes and then into decisions.  The State of Michigan is following other states in expecting 

the school improvement process to include a data-driven dialogue approach within a continuous 

improvement process.  This is part of the State’s “Top 10 in 10” plan.  Our protocol was designed 

around Wellman and Lipton’s text.10  After three cycles of practice use at district data review over the 

past year, we are now publishing the documents for the teams to use within their building.  This year we 

are continuing to integrate our District Improvement Process and our Studer to align these elements  

 

Our expectations are for systemic changes in these key areas.  These intentional changes, we believe, 

will improve our performance over time.  We believe that these research-based changes to our methods 

and processes will support improvement to the results indicated in MR 1.1.  We have adjusted our 

reporting in MR 1.1 to offer more clarity to “improvement over time” language.  We continue to explore 

better measures that more accurately reflect our performance relative to prior years and to approaching 

and exceeding our comparator communities.   

 

We consider ourselves to be a highly reflective organization, focusing on our performance and 

continuously seeking to improve student learning.  We continue to pursue our district vision in support 

of our mission. 

   

 

                                                           
9 https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.wasda.org/resource/resmgr/Data_Summit_2016/Wellman-DataDrivenDialogue.pdf 
10 http://www.miravia.com/mm5/merchant.mvc?Screen=PROD&Product_Code=DD 


