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Data Sources

STAR Math and Reading
SWIS Discipline
JMC Attendance
MCA Data

Non-Academic Analysis

The SWIS Discipline Data shows the continuation of a very promising trend in the number of
Major Incident Reports earned by students over the past few years. In 2016-2017, nearly 9% of
CRES students had earned two or more Major Reports. That number has been trending
downward, and in the 2021-2022 school year, the percentage of students earning 2 or more of
these reports was down to 3.3%. The number of Major Incident Reports written per day, on
average, was at a 9-year low in 2021-2022.

These positive trends may be attributed, at least in part, to a strong PBIS program that has an
effective pre-report element, called Stop and Think, that was not in place until four years ago.

Attendance data for 2021-2022 is not quite as encouraging. The number of absences per day
averaged 40.3, or about 7.4% of our student population. About 12.5% of those absences were



unexcused. Looking back to 2018-2019, the final full academic year prior to the pandemic, our
average absences per day was about 26, with almost 23% of those being unexcused.

Comprehensive Needs Assessment: Language Arts/Reading

This year, our Comprehensive Needs Assessments took place during our Title 1 Family
Advisory Council Meeting on May 31st, 2022, and our District Data Retreat on June 9th, 2022

These are the findings of these meetings related to Language Arts. We examined student
achievement data in Language arts for spring of 2016, spring of 2017, spring of 2018, spring of
2019, winter of 2020, spring of 2021, and spring of 2022. We were also able to take a deeper
dive into the 2021-2022 fall, winter, and spring data to identify areas of strength and areas of
concern.

Our MCA data is showing that, after holding steadily around 63% proficiency from 2017-2019,
our 2021 data showed a slight decrease to about 59%. Our preliminary 2022 data shows that
the percentage of students proficient on the MCA reading test should increase back near the
63% area.

Our Spring STAR reading data continues to show improvements overall when compared to
2017, 2018, and 2019. The percent of students in the “At/Above Benchmark'' classification is
about 60%, which is the highest percentage on a Spring STAR Reading test that CRES has
seen in a long time; possibly ever. As was the case last year, we continue to see a downward
trend in the percent of students in the “urgent intervention” group, but a slight upward trend in
the “Intervention” group.

Looking at data for specific grade levels from the 2021-2022 school year shows a mixed bag of
growth. All grade levels demonstrated a level of growth during the 2021-2022 school year, but
some showed significantly more than others. For the second year in a row, all grade levels
showed a Student Growth Percentile of over 50 except for grades 1 and 6. (1st – SGP=36.4 6th

SGP=42.4)

When looking at growth vs. proficiency on the Spring STAR Reading assessment, 76% of
students who scored in the “Urgent Intervention” (identical to 2021), and 64.9% of the students
who scored in the “Intervention” levels had a Student Growth Percentile score between 0 and
50, while only 24% of students who scored in the “At or Above Benchmark'' level had SGP
scores in that range. Fifty-seven percent of students scoring in the “At or Above Benchmark”
level had SGP scores between 66 and 99.

The number of students who scored in the “Urgent Intervention” level in the fall increased in all
but one grade level when compared to the spring data. However, the number of students who
scored in the “Urgent Intervention” and the “Intervention” levels combined actually decreased in
all but two grade levels when spring data is compared to fall data.



We continue to employ the Balanced Literacy initiative, which just completed its eighth year in
grades K-3, and its seventh year in grades 4-6. We completed year seven of the Title 1 model,
WIN Time, but due staffing shortages, the amount of actual intervention was less than expected.
This resulted in less time for each student. We also completed our sixth year having a
reading/instructional coach on staff, and this position continues to benefit students by helping
classroom teachers become more effective in their instruction. We completed year one of the
Heggerty Phonemic Awareness program in grades K-2.

Root Causes and Priorities for Language Arts

A large part of our conversation around root causes kept coming back to the fact that, due to
staffing shortages, our students did not receive the amount of intervention time we had hoped
for. We all agreed that, even though our teachers did the best they possibly could, when
intervention groups are unable to meet consistently, growth is hard to come by. This is actually
the second year that our WIN model has been impacted negatively. In the 2020-2021 school
year, due to Covid restrictions, we were not able to meet as regularly as we had in the past. We
also noted that a large percentage of students continue to show social-emotional needs that are
impacting their ability to learn.

As we began to focus more on potential causes that are under our control, our conversation
centered on core instruction, as it has in past years. We know that it is difficult to intervene our
way out of some of the concerns our data is bringing to light. With eight years of Balanced
Literacy/Guided Reading under our belts in grades K-3, we feel very confident that this is a very
effective model. However, we also know that continuous training and fidelity checks need to be
a part of the equation as we strive toward continuous improvement. This has been identified as
a continued priority moving forward.

We also know that, moving forward, implementing the Heggerty program with high fidelity will
have a positive impact. The phonemic awareness piece was identified as a gap in our program,
which is why we turned to Heggerty in the first place. Over the next 1 to 2 years, we should see
additional growth due to this program being implemented.

We also identified our lower growth scores among our students scoring in the “Urgent
Intervention” and “Intervention” levels as a priority that needs to be addressed. We do not have
historical data in this area, but we feel that, since our WIN model could not be implemented the
way it has been in the past, due staffing issues, our struggling students simply were not able to
grow as much as they might otherwise have been able to. Our priority will be to implement the
WIN model, as it looked pre-pandemic, with a higher level of fidelity.

Finally, we discussed the need to increase the level of true family engagement. This year, we
implemented the Academic Family-Teacher Team model to equip families with the tools they
need to help their children develop skills at home. This was our 3rd priority in the area of



increasing student achievement in reading/language arts, and will continue to be our priority in
the 2022-2023 school year.

SMART Goal for Language Arts/Reading:

On the spring, 2023 STAR Reading Assessment, 50% or more of students who score in the
“Intervention” level will have a growth percentile of 50 or higher.

Comprehensive Needs Assessment: Mathematics

During our data review, we looked at trend data from the years for which we do have spring
data, as well as using winter 2020 data when we could. We also closely examined the
2021-2022 school year data to identify trends, successes, and concerns.

As we examined MCA math data over the course of the past few years, we once again identified
the downward trend from 2017-2019 as a cause for concern. It was this trend, which we
discussed to great lengths in 2019, that caused us to bring in a math consultant to work with
classroom teachers to bolster our core classroom math instruction. When we looked at our
Winter 2020 STAR Math data, we felt that our students were going to perform very well on the
Spring 2020 Math MCA, reversing the downward trend. However, our students did not get an
opportunity to take that assessment. However, we now have two years’ worth of MCA Math
data since the pandemic hit, and it appears that our downward trend has been reversed, at least
according to our preliminary 2022 data.

As we examined our STAR Math data from the 2021-2022 school year, we were very impressed
and encouraged by the results. All grade levels finished the year with at least 66% of students
at or above benchmark. All but one grade level also finished the year above the 50th percentile
nationally, in growth, when it comes to STAR Math scores.

All but one grade level saw a decrease in the number of students scoring in the “Urgent
Intervention” and “Intervention” levels when fall, 2021 data was compared to spring, 2022 data.
However, as was the case with the STAR Reading assessment, only about 23% of students who
scored in these two lower levels on the spring STAR Math assessment showed growth above
the 50th percentile when compared to similar students across the nation.

Looking at trend data for the STAR Math assessment, we were very encouraged with the
steady decrease of students scoring in the bottom two levels over the past three years. We
have seen the percent of students scoring at these levels cut in half in that time period.



Root Causes and Priorities for Math

We continue to see a need for continued focus on our core math instruction at all grade levels.
The overall improvement in student proficiency levels over the past three years can be directly
attributed to the work classroom teachers have been doing to improve their instruction. The
team has selected a continued focus on this area as a priority. The work will continue to be led
by the new Math Instructional Coach and the building principal. A new core math resource will
also be implemented starting in the 2022-2023 school year.

When it comes to students in need of additional support, we will prioritize the early identification
of those students and evaluate the type of intervention they are receiving. The lower growth
levels for these students may be due to our Title 1 program having a primary focus on reading.
While reading will remain the primary focus of our Title 1 WIN program, our intervention team
will pay particular attention to students scoring in lower levels in math and work with classroom
teachers to ensure students’ needs are being met.

SMART Goal for Math:

On the spring, 2023 STAR Reading Assessment, 44% or more of students who score in the
“Intervention” level will have a growth percentile of 50 or higher.

Strategies to Achieve Our Goals:

● Academic Family-Teacher Team meetings
○ Timeline:

■ Planning to begin in August
■ AFTT Meetings in October, January, and March during 22-23 school year

○ Who is involved:
■ All classroom, special education, Title 1,and specialist teachers, along

with the building principal
○ Resources Needed:

■ Data aligned to focus-goals
■ Materials for activities for meetings aligned to focus-goals
■ Food for meetings

○ Evaluation:
■ Parent participation
■ Follow-up student achievement data centered on focus-goals

○ Justification to Support This Strategy:
■ Research shows that, when students feel support from both school and

home, they achieve at higher levels. This model will allow families of all



students to develop strategies to help their child at home, regardless of
their current achievement level, as activities can be individualized to fall
within students’ Zone of Proximal Development.

● Monthly Professional Learning Community (PLC) Meetings
○ Timeline:

■ Beginning in September and running through May of the 2022-2023
school year

○ Who is involved:
■ All classroom teachers, Title 1 teachers, Instructional Coach, and many

Special Education teachers.
○ Resources Needed:

■ This will vary from PLC to PLC. Teachers are to develop their own plan
for their PLCs, depending on the needs they identify in the areas of
Curriculum, Assessment, Instruction, and/or Data Analysis.

■ “Floating”, Title 1-funded substitute teachers to provide classroom
coverage, allowing classroom teachers to attend PLC meetings.

○ Evaluation:
■ The effectiveness of this PLC model will be evaluated through, first and

foremost, analysis of student achievement data and growth. The principal
and/or Instructional Coach will also do fidelity checks on instruction,
curriculum, and assessments to ensure that all teachers are meeting the
expectations in these areas. Additional help will be provided for teachers
for whom a need is identified.

■ Student achievement data will be collected and analyzed to determine if
there is achievement growth that can be attributed to this strategy.

○ Justification for This Strategy:
■ Ongoing professional development is a key for improved student learning.

The PLC model allows teachers to work in collaboration with each other
to strengthen individual and team performance in the classroom. This
model also eliminates the “silo” effect of teachers teaching in isolation,
which stunts individual growth. By focusing on all teachers in the building,
all students benefit from this professional development, as it strengthens
both the core instruction, affecting all students, as well as interventions,
affecting our at-risk students.

● Instructional Coach Teaming
○ Timeline:

■ Throughout the school year, starting in September of 2021
○ Who is Involved:



■ All classroom teachers, along with both the Math Instructional
Coach(ESSER-funded) and Reading Instructional Coach (Title 1-funded)

○ Resources Needed:
■ Time for the Instructional Coaches and the building principal to observe

classroom teachers
■ Rubrics to evaluate fidelity
■ Time for Instructional Coaches to meet with, and/or model for, classroom

teachers for whom growth needs are identified
○ Evaluation:

■ Follow-up observations will be performed by the Instructional Coach
and/or the building principal to determine if teachers are growthing in the
area(s) of concern. Additional professional development will be provided
as needed.

■ Student achievement data will be collected and analyzed to determine if
students are growing as a result of this strategy.

○ Justification for This Strategy
■ Evidence shows that professional development efforts are more effective

when they include intensive, job-embedded supports. Instructional
coaching has shown to have a positive impact on both teacher
performance and student achievement. This model will allow us to
ensure that teachers have the necessary tools to implement instructional
practices and curriculum resources with a high level of fidelity. All
students will benefit, as the main focus is on both whole-group instruction,
as well as small group instruction. All students are involved in both of
these instructional strategies.

Additional Action Items to Help Increase Student Achievement

Data Meetings during PLCs -  Beginning in October - Title 1 staff and classroom teachers

Data Retreats - January and June  - District Leadership Team and Family Advisory Council

Family Reading Night – Winter – Title 1 Staff and Building Principal

WIN & Math Intervention Services – Daily starting in late September or early October – Title 1
staff (Up to 4.77 Title 1-funded FTE’s   primary grade level)



Annual Evaluation

Data will be analyzed at data meetings, PLC meetings, during the winter and early-summer data
retreats, and the early-summer Family Advisory Council meetings. Data to be studied will
include:

· STAR assessment (Including STAR Early Literacy, STAR CBM, and STAR online
assessments)

o This data will be scored against national normed data to determine
benchmarks

· Classroom assessment

o This data will be scored against grade-level averages to determine
benchmarks

· SWIS disciplinary data

o Benchmarks are

§ 80%  or more of students with 0-1 disciplinary referral

§ 14% or less of students with 2-5 disciplinary referrals

§ 6% or less of students with 6 or more disciplinary referrals

· Attendance data

Communication

This plan will be posted on the district’s/school’s website and also will be available in the
Cuyuna Range Elementary Office upon request. It will also be shared with teachers in the
“CRES Staff Handbook”. If families request the plan be provided in their first language, other
than English, the plan will be provided in that language.


