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Background:  The South Dakota Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) initiative provides districts with the training, tools, and support to implement a multi-tiered approach for 
meeting students’ needs in a proactive and positive way. Districts are offered the opportunity to work with a state MTSS coordinator to assist in scaling up current 
implementation by systematically adding grade levels and focusing on both RtI and PBIS district wide.  This report shows the evaluation results for RtI.  

 

1. Professional Development 

 
A. Attendance at RtI Trainings (Based on Sign-In Sheets) 

  
Note: Attendee information was not uploaded to the SDPD site for the trainings with missing values.  

B. RtI Trainings: 
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# Participants

# SDPD # Date Title # SDPD # Date Title 

1 3167 8/13/2024 MTSS-RTI Review and Explicit Instruction Introduction  10 3190 2/28/2025 Explicit Instruction Ch. 8 

2 3168 8/14/2024 MTSS-RTI Review and Explicit Instruction Introduction  11 3191 3/7/2025 Explicit Instruction Ch. 6-8 

3 3169 8/14/2024 MTSS-RTI Review and Explicit Instruction Introduction  12 3192 3/14/2025 Explicit Instruction Wrap-Up and Comprehension  

4 3174 9/13/2024 Explicit Instruction Chapters 1 and 2  13 3195 10/23/2024 Explicit Instruction 

5 3176 11/1/2024 Explicit Instruction Ch. 6 and 7 14 3196 8/13/2024 Intervention Training 

6 3185 11/15/2024 Explicit Instruction Ch. 1-4 15 3197 1/3/2025 Essential Standards 

7 3186 1/20/2025 Explicit Instruction 16 3199 8/15/2024 Best Practices for Student Success TD 

8 3187 1/17/2025 Explicit Instruction Review Ch. 1-2, Discuss Ch. 3-4 17 3200 6/24/2025 Return Teams Training Workshop 

9 3189 2/27/2025 Explicit Instruction Ch. 8     

South Dakota MTSS-RtI 
Evaluation Dashboard Report 2024-25  
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Sample of Participant Comments 
- “I really enjoyed time to work in our groups. I think that is a very important piece of student 
success. As it is my first year, I did get to learn a lot of what goes on in the school and what 
things we are going to do to continue to progress.”   
- “The best thing was team collaboration and collecting ideas/resources from other schools.” 
- “I liked talking with other schools about their strengths within the MTSS process. The 
accompanying handout was helpful.” 
- “As a first year, I enjoyed being able to work with my team and brainstorm ideas/make a 
plan.” 

 

By the Numbers 

 # RtI trainings 17 
# of evaluations   

# training sessions with completed evaluations  10 
# evaluations completed across trainings 123 

C1. Training Participant Roles – Across All Trainings   
123 participants completed a training evaluation across 10 trainings. 

 
C2. Training Evaluations – Across All Trainings 

 

 

 
 

 

 

0%

2%

5%

6%

10%

10%

11%

57%

6 Parent

5 Service Provider

8 Not Indicated

3 Para-educator

2 Special Ed Teacher

7 Other

4 Administrator

1 General Ed Teacher

37%

40%

46%

43%

40%

54%

45%

39%

37%

39%

91%

85%

85%

80%

79%

2. The instructor’s 
knowledge 

3. The usefulness of the
workshop

4. The workshop overall

1. The structure/format of
the workshop

5. The materials/hand-outs

Percent Who Said "Very Good" or "Excellent"

Very Good Excellent

24%

29%

15%

21%

27%

50%

46%

46%

43%

40%

25%

23%

36%

32%

30%

98%

98%

97%

97%

97%

9. Has your work-related knowledge
increased

10. Have your work-related skills
increased

13. Did this workshop help you identify
evidence-based practices that you could

implement at your school/district

11. Has your work-related motivation
increased

12. Will you change what you do back on
your job

Percent Who Said "Some," "Quite a bit," or "A lot"

Some Quite a bit A lot

26%

33%

69%

58%

95%

91%

15. Will this workshop impact
students

14. Would you recommend this
workshop to others

Percent Who Said "Probably" or "Yes, Definitely"

Probably Yes, Definitely
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2. Literacy/Instruction 

 
A1. Elementary Level R-TFI – 2024-25 Results 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
  

 Cohort 8 
(2022-23 Start Year) 

Cohort 9 
(2023-24 Start Year) 

Cohort 10 
(2024-25 Start Year) 

# of Districts 2 1 2 
# of Schools 2 1 2 

Districts Henry 14-2 
Leola 44-2 

Kimball 07-2 Brookings 05-1 
Newell 09-2 

 

% of Points Earned 
Cohort 8 
(2022-23 

Start Year) 

Cohort 9 
(2023-24 

Start Year) 

Cohort 10 
(2024-25 

Start Year) 

State 
(Across All 
Cohorts) 

Number of Schools 2 1 2 5 

Total Score 87% 77% 45% 68% 
Tier 1: Teams 90% 100% 70% 84% 
Tier 1: Implementation 92% 75% 67% 78% 
Tier 1: Resources 96% 92% 75% 87% 
Tier 1: Evaluation 90% 100% 68% 83% 
Tier 1: Overall 92% 93% 69% 83% 
Tier 2: Teams 88% 100% 25% 65% 
Tier 2: Implementation 69% 63% 19% 48% 
Tier 2: Resources 100% 75% 38% 70% 
Tier 2: Evaluation 79% 58% 8% 47% 
Tier 2: Overall 80% 68% 18% 53% 
Tier 3: Teams 75% 63% 31% 55% 
Tier 3: Implementation 75% 50% 17% 47% 
Tier 3: Resources 100% 50% 25% 60% 
Tier 3: Evaluation 92% 33% 8% 47% 
Tier 3: Overall 82% 50% 20% 51% 
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A2. Elementary Level R-TFI – 2024-25 Results – Overall Scores

 

A3. Elementary Level R-TFI – 2024-25 Results – Tier 1 and Tier 2 

 

68%

83%

53%

51%

45%

69%

18%

20%

77%

93%

68%

50%

87%

92%

80%

82%

Total Score

Tier 1: Overall

Tier 2: Overall

Tier 3: Overall

% of Points Earned - Elementary Level

State Cohort 10 Cohort 9 Cohort 8

84%

78%

87%

83%

83%

65%

48%

70%

47%

53%

70%

67%

75%

68%

69%

25%

19%

38%

8%

18%

100%

75%

92%

100%

93%

100%

63%

75%

58%

68%

90%

92%

96%

90%

92%

88%

69%

100%

79%

80%

Tier 1: Teams

Tier 1: Implementation

Tier 1: Resources

Tier 1: Evaluation

Tier 1: Overall

Tier 2: Teams

Tier 2: Implementation

Tier 2: Resources

Tier 2: Evaluation

Tier 2: Overall

% of Points Earned - Elementary Level

State Cohort 10 Cohort 9 Cohort 8
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A4. Elementary Level R-TFI – 2024-25 Results – Tier 3 

 

 

 
  

55%

47%

60%

47%

51%

31%

17%

25%

8%

20%

63%

50%

50%

33%

50%

75%

75%

100%

92%

82%

Tier 3: Teams

Tier 3: Implementation

Tier 3: Resources

Tier 3: Evaluation

Tier 3: Overall

% of Points Earned - Elementary Level

State Cohort 10 Cohort 9 Cohort 8
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A5. Secondary Level R-TFI – 2024-25 Results 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 Cohort 10 
(2024-25 Start Year) 

# of Districts 1 
# of Schools 1 
Districts Belle Fourche 09-1 

 
% of Points Earned 

Cohort 10  
(2024-25 Start Year) 

Number of Schools 1 
Total Score 48% 
Tier 1: Teams 83% 
Tier 1: Implementation 50% 
Tier 1: Resources 50% 
Tier 1: Evaluation 61% 
Tier 1: Overall 62% 
Tiers 2 & 3: Teams 50% 
Tiers 2 & 3: Intervention 

 
10% 

Tiers 2 & 3: Resources 50% 
Tiers 2 & 3: Evaluation 21% 
Tiers 2 & 3: Overall 28% 

 

  

83%

62%

61%

50%

50%

50%

50%

48%

28%

21%

10%

Tier 1: Teams

Tier 1: Overall

Tier 1: Evaluation

Tier 1: Implementation

Tier 1: Resources

Tiers 2 & 3: Teams

Tiers 2 & 3: Resources

Total Score

Tiers 2 & 3: Overall

Tiers 2 & 3: Evaluation

Tiers 2 & 3: Intervention
Implementation

% of Points Earned
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B. Classroom Observation Checklist  
28 teachers from 8 districts were observed by an MTSS Coordinator using the Classroom Observation Checklist in spring 2025.  

  
 

15%

8%

12%

19%

4%

15%

4%

4%

14%

11%

11%

4%

33%

58%

71%

65%

67%

84%

92%

81%

93%

93%

86%

89%

89%

96%

48%

66%

71%

77%

86%

88%

92%

96%

97%

97%

100%

100%

100%

100%

A2. Teacher explains the relevance of the
target skill/goal. (Why, When, Where)

C1. Teacher reviews critical content.

C3. Teacher assigns independent work.

C2. Teacher previews content of the next
lesson.

A1. Teacher states the goal of the lesson.

A3. Teacher reviews critical prerequisite skills.

B1. Teacher demonstrates and describes the
skill. (Model - I DO)

B3. Teacher uses scaffolding at the appropriate
level(s) (GUIDED PRACTICE - WE DO)

D4. Teacher provides correction that is:
immediate, the appropriate type, specific,
focused on the correct response, delivered…

D2. Teacher monitors student performance
(Eyes and ears on students).

D1. Teacher provides multiple opportunities
for student responses (verbal, written, action).

D3. Teacher provides feedback that is: timely,
specific.

B2. Teacher uses prompts (physical, verbal,
visual) (GUIDED PRACTICE - WE DO)

B4. Teacher directs students to practice the
skill independently. (Students practice)

(UNPROMPTED PRACTICE - YOU DO)

Explicit Instruction Components (Excluding N/A Responses)

Percent of teachers who received a "Somewhat" or "Yes" rating

Somewhat Yes

9%

10%

15%

27%

21%

8%

8%

6%

73%

80%

77%

73%

79%

92%

92%

94%

100%

100%

100%

82%

90%

92%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

D3. Word Consciousness: Teacher provides
opportunities for word play and word

awareness.

E2. Teacher models metacognitive control
and provides opportunities for students to

practice.

D2. Word Learning Strategies: Teacher
models and provides practice on the use of
context, word parts, and morphemic units…

E1. Teacher provides direct explanation of
key comprehension terms.

D1. Specific Word Instruction: Teacher
provides student friendly definition,

examples and nonexamples, and…

E3. Teacher provides opportunities for
students to respond to the text they read.

C1. Teacher provides instruction on specific
aspect of fluency.

C2. Teacher incorporates time to practice
fluency using appropriate strategies.

B2. Teacher structures phonics activities
from simple to complex.

B1. Teacher uses blending strategies
appropriate for student grade/ability.

A1. Teacher uses phonological awareness
activities appropriate for student

grade/ability.

Literacy Components (Excluding N/A Responses)

Percent of teachers who received a "Somewhat" or "Yes" rating

Somewhat Yes
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3. Coaches/Coordinators 

 
A. Coaching Survey 
59 staff members from 7 districts completed the Coaching Survey in spring 2025. 

 

 
 

 
 

 

17%

19%

22%

24%

24%

25%

26%

24%

34%

31%

31%

31%

32%

34%

41%

53%

53%

54%

55%

58%

60%

2. ...initiated a pre-conference session
prior to the classroom visit.

1. ...is skilled in building trust among
staff members.

3. ...helped teachers identify specific
learning strategies to support the needs

of individual students.

4. ...helped teachers develop
instructional strategies/activities for

student engagement.

7. ...provided useful feedback in
debriefing.

5. ...helped staff members reflect upon
their professional practices.

6. ...provided timely feedback to staff
members.

Coaching Cycle
Percent who said "Quite a Bit" or "A Lot"

Quite a Bit A Lot

My coach...

25%

31%

24%

24%

49%

54%

2.  Have your work-related skills
increased?

1.  Has your work-related knowledge
increased?

General
Percent who said "Quite a Bit" or "A Lot"

Quite a Bit A Lot

5% 46% 51%
3. How satisfied are you with the
support you received from your

coach?

General
Percent who said "Satisfied" or "Very Satisfied"

Satisfied Very Satisfied

8% 42% 51%

4. Overall, how would you rate the
effectiveness of the coach in helping K-

5 teachers improve literacy
components (e.g., instructional
strategies, data analysis) at your

school?

General
Percent who said "Effective" or "Very Effective"

Effective Very Effective
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B. Coordinator Survey 
48 staff members from 5 districts completed the Coordinator Survey in spring 2025.  28 staff members from 8 districts completed the Coordinator Survey in spring 2024.   

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

38%

40%

93%

89%

1.  Has your work-related knowledge
increased

2.  Have your work-related skills
increased

Technical Assistance/Coaching Received from Coordinator 
Percent who said "Quite a bit" or "A lot"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024

69%

69%

66%

64%

62%

59%

56%

93%

89%

96%

93%

93%

89%

96%

2. Provided timely feedback to members of
the team.

7. Assisted the team in developing a data-
based system to identify students requiring

group or individual support.

5. Provided the technical assistance
necessary for our school to implement

MTSS.

3. Provided useful feedback to members of
the team.

4. Worked with school-based personnel in
using MTSS to identify needs at the school-

wide level.

6. Assisted with training the team in
universal practices, data, and systems.

1. Worked with the school-based team to 
increase the team’s capacity to function 
independently in implementing MTSS in 

our school.

Coordinator Effectiveness: Helpfulness
Percent who said the coordinator was "Helpful" or "Very Helpful"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024

56%

100%

3. Will the technical assistance/coaching
you received from your coordinator have

an impact on students?

Impact on Students 
Percent who said "Probably" or "Yes, Definitely"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024

49%

96%

8. How satisfied are you with the overall
assistance that your district/school MTSS
coordinator has provided your school in

the implementation of MTSS?

Satisfaction
Percent who said "Satisfied" or "Very Satisfied"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024

48%

96%

9. Overall, how would you rate the
effectiveness of the MTSS coordinator in
helping your school implement the MTSS

model?

Overall Coordinator Effectiveness 
Percent who said "Effective" or "Very Effective"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024

93%

72%
10. Think of the number of visits your

coordinator made to your school.
How would you rate the number of

visits your coordinator made to your
school?

Number of Coordinator Visits 
Percent who said "Just Right"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024
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Coordinator Successes:  
• bringing consistency to Tier 1 instruction  
• improved teamwork and communication 
• improvements in student outcomes 
• independent implementation within the schools 

Coordinator Struggles:  
• lack of coaching within the schools that don’t have a coach 
• poor administrative support 
• difficulty getting buy-in from the staff  

 

5. Leadership/Sustainability 
 

 

A1. Coordinator Focus Groups 
In April 2025, six RtI coordinators who helped staff implement RtI at schools participated in a focus group. Coordinators are generally positive about RtI at their schools and are 
optimistic about RtI at their schools for the 2025-26 school year. 

  
Ratings of RtI: On a scale of 1 to 10 where 1=Absolutely Terrible and 10 = Absolutely Fantastic, how would you rate RtI at the school(s) where you are an RtI coach/coordinator? 
Level of Optimism: On a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 is absolutely optimistic, 1 is absolutely pessimistic, and 5 is so-so how would you rate your level of optimism for continued RtI 
implementation at the school(s) where you are a coach/coordinator? 

                             

  

24%

8%
16%

54%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

1-4 5-6 7-8 9-10

Ratings of RtI

50%

0%

20%

30%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

1-4 5-6 7-8 9-10

Level of Optimism
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Biggest Successes:  
• Data-driven decision making is guiding instruction  
• Tier 1 instruction 
• Tier 2 interventions  
• Progress monitoring  
• Universal screening 

Biggest Struggles:  
• how to get families involved 
• how to select an appropriate intervention 

 

A2. Teacher Focus Groups 
In April 2025, 25 staff members from four schools who have been implementing RtI participated in a focus group. Teachers are generally positive about RtI at their schools and are very 
optimistic about RtI at their schools for the 2025-26 school year. 

  
Ratings of RtI: On a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 is absolutely fabulous and 1 is absolutely terrible and 5 is so-so how would you rate RtI at your school? 
Level of Optimism: On a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 is absolutely optimistic and 1 is absolutely pessimistic and 5 is so-so how would you rate your level 
of optimism for RtI at your school in the 2025-26 school year? 
 
   

  

0%

12%

68%

20%
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20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

1-4 5-6 7-8 9-10

Ratings of RtI
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100%
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B1. Sustainability Survey – Implementation and Student Impact 
20 staff members from 14 schools that are implementing MTSS for both academics and behavior completed the Sustainability Survey in spring 2025.  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

79%

85%

Are other staff members
implementing?

Are you implementing?

Is there a component related to MTSS that you or other staff 
members still implementing?

Percent Who Said "Yes"

6%

6%

13%

13%

13%

50%

81%

Support from coaches/coordinators

Multi-Tiered Systems of Support

Foundational Literacy Training

PLC and team meetings/teams

Professional development/training

RtI implementation

Positive Behavioral Interventions and
Supports

Component(s) or practice(s) you are still implementing 
Percent Who Mentioned a Specific Theme

93%

100%

Is MTSS having a positive impact on
other staff members' students?

Is MTSS having a positive impact on your
students?

Do you or other staff members think MTSS is having a positive 
impact on students?

Percent Who Said "Yes"

13%

20%

27%

80%

Academic growth/behavioral growth

Nice calm environment/less disruptions

Positive student behavior

SWIS data/behavior data has shown
improvement

What evidence do you have that the practices are having a 
positive impact on students?

Percent Who Mentioned a Specific Theme
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B2. Sustainability Survey – Supports and Suggestions 
20 staff members from 14 schools that are implementing MTSS for both academics and behavior completed the Sustainability Survey in spring 2025.  

 
 

 

B3. Sustainability Survey – Building Level Team-Based Leadership and Communication/Collaboration 
20 staff members from 14 schools that are implementing MTSS for both academics and behavior completed the Sustainability Survey in spring 2025.  

  

8%

8%

8%

8%

15%

15%

15%

15%

31%

Reviewing/tracking data

Foundational Literacy Training

PLC and team meetings

PBIS

Support from coaches/coordinators

Collaboration with other schools/ regional in-
service

Not sure

Resources (e.g., how to do groups, specific
interventions)

Professional development/training

What supports provided through the MTSS initiative have been 
the most helpful for you or your school? 

Percent Who Mentioned a Specific Theme

8%

8%

8%

8%

8%

17%

17%

33%

Support from coaches/coordinators

Work with districts to figure out where they
are and what training they need

Intense guidance and expectations

Resources (e.g., how to do groups, specific
interventions)

Improve training schedule (e.g., smaller
chunks, after school, various grade levels)

Not sure

Seek input from teachers

Professional development/training

What suggestions do you have for SD DOE in terms of how they 
can improve the PD/TA that they provide for schools who sign 

up for MTSS?
Percent Who Mentioned a Specific Theme

87%

93%

93%

c. Building level administration continues
to attend monthly meetings and is an

active member of the building-level team.

b. Our building level teams use an
effective team meeting process.

a. Our school building leadership team
continues to meet at least monthly.

Building Level Team-Based Leadership
What is the extent to which your school is implementing each 

component?
Percent Who Said "Quite a bit" or "A lot"

46%

53%

60%

a. Our school communicates with
families around literacy, instruction,

and intervention planning.

c. Our school and families have
common goals and support strategies

for literacy.

b. Our school informs families on how
to support literacy growth at home.

Communication and Collaboration
What is the extent to which your school is implementing each 

component?
Percent Who Said "Quite a bit" or "A lot"
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B4. Sustainability Survey – Tiered Continuum of Supports and Comprehensive Data Collection System 
20 staff members from 14 schools that are implementing MTSS for both academics and behavior completed the Sustainability Survey in spring 2025.  

 

 
  

42%

93%

100%

b. I have received instructional coaching
and professional development on

identifying and delivering evidence-based
instruction and intervention.

c. Instruction and intervention is
monitored and adjusted based on data-

identified need and growth.

a. Our school has developed a tiered
continuum of general education and
intervention to all students based on

data-identified need.

Tiered Continuum of Supports
What is the extent to which your school is implementing each 

component?
Percent who said "Quite a bit" or "A lot"

65%

100%

100%

100%

a. I have been trained to apply data-driven
decision-making processes to inform

instructional decisions.

b. Our school has developed a procedure for
collecting and analyzing data (i.e., screening,

benchmark, progress monitoring, system
fidelity, and intervention fidelity data).

c. Grade-level teams collect and analyze data
to inform student-level instruction and

intervention decisions.

d. Our school team collects and analyzes data
to inform systems level decisions.

Comprehensive Data Collection System
What is the extent to which your school is implementing each 

component?
Percent who said "Quite a bit" or "A lot"
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5. Family Engagement 
 

 

A1. Family Engagement Survey for Families 
In spring 2025, 52 families from 3 districts completed the survey (five new items were added – see chart on the right).  In spring 2024, 74 families from 5 districts completed the survey.     

 

 

61%

57%

62%

80%

61%

81%

84%

74%

86%

91%

91%

84%

62%

69%

75%

83%

85%

85%

85%

87%

88%

88%

88%

94%

k. My child is treated with respect by other
students.

h. The school offers programs to families
that will help promote learning in the

home.

e. My child’s teacher contacts me at least 
monthly by text, email, and/or phone. 

g. I know how to use the school’s online 
resources such as the website(s), email, 

and student information system. 

b. I am encouraged to participate in my 
child’s classroom learning. 

j. My child is challenged to do his/her best
at this school.

c. My family’s culture, ethnicity, and 
beliefs are respected and valued at this 

school. 

l. My child is treated with respect by
teachers and staff.

a. I feel welcome at my child’s school. 

d. The principal is available to families.

i. My child feels safe before and after
school and during free time.

f. The school effectively uses technology
(e.g., Facebook, texting, emails) to

communicate with families.

Percent who said "Agree" or "Strongly Agree"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024

44%

58%

58%

71%

79%

o. The school organizes literacy events that
bring together families, school staff, and

community members.

p. The school partners with local businesses
and community groups to support student

learning.

q. The school has connected our family with
various community resources (e.g., health
services, tutoring programs, recreational

activities).

n. The school communicates how literacy
skills taught in the classroom can be

reinforced at home.

m. The school provides families with a clear
understanding of its literacy goals and

expectations for students.

Percent who said "Agree" or "Strongly Agree"

Spring 2025
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A2. Family Engagement Survey for Families – Usefulness and Timeliness 
In spring 2025, 52 families from 3 districts completed the survey.  In spring 2024, 74 families from 5 districts completed the survey.   

 

 
 
 

 
  

62%

63%

57%

66%

69%

76%

78%

79%

83%

83%

e. How to help my child successfully
complete math schoolwork

c. Academic grade level goals in math

a. How to assist my child with learning at
home

d. How to help my child successfully
complete reading schoolwo

b. Academic grade level goals in reading

Usefulness of Information the School Provides to Families
Percent who said "Useful" or "Very Useful"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024

85%

84%

95%

84%

87%

93%

a. Upcoming school events

c. Issues concerning my child

b. My child’s attendance at 
school 

Timeliness of Information the School Provides to Families
Percent who said "Timely" or "Very Timely"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024
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A3. Family Engagement Survey for Educators 
In spring 2025, 88 educators from 6 districts completed the survey (five new items were added – see chart on the right). In spring 2024, 25 educators from 6 districts completed the 
survey.   

 

 

44%

72%

56%

75%

75%

92%

92%

96%

72%

88%

92%

92%

88%

92%

47%

57%

67%

73%

76%

76%

80%

82%

83%

85%

86%

86%

93%

93%

e. I contact every family at least monthly by
text, email, and/or phone.

k. Students are treated with respect by other
students.

h. The school offers programs to families that
will help promote learning in the home.

n. Students who are English Learners can learn
grade-level content and make significant

academic progress when appropriate…

g. I use the school’s online resources such as the 
website(s), email, and student information 

system to communicate with families. 

m. Students with disabilities can learn grade-
level content and make significant academic

progress when appropriate instruction,…

i. Students feel safe before and after school and
during free time.

d. The principal is available to families.

b. Families are encouraged to participate in 
their child’s classroom learning. 

j. Students are challenged to do their best at
this school.

c. Families’ culture, ethnicity, and beliefs are 
respected and valued at this school. 

l. Students are treated with respect by teachers
and staff.

a. Families are welcome at this school.

f. The school effectively uses technology (e.g.,
Facebook, texting, emails) to communicate with

families.

Percent who said "Agree" or "Strongly Agree"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024

61%

63%

64%

69%

72%

r. The school partners with local businesses and
community groups to support student learning.

p. The school communicates how literacy skills
taught in the classroom can be reinforced at

home.

q. The school organizes literacy events that
bring together families, school staff, and

community members.

s. The school connects families with various
community resources (e.g., health services,
tutoring programs, recreational activities).

o. The  school provides families with a clear
understanding of its literacy goals and

expectations for students.

Percent who said "Agree" or "Strongly Agree"

Spring 2025
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 A4. Family Engagement Survey for Educators – Usefulness and Timeliness 
In spring 2025, 88 educators from 6 districts completed the survey. In spring 2024, 25 educators from 6 districts completed the survey.   

 

 
 

 

46%

50%

50%

54%

58%

53%

57%

61%

65%

68%

e. How families can help their child
successfully complete math

schoolwork

d. How families can help their child
successfully complete reading

schoolwork

c. How families can support
academic grade level goals in math

b. How families can support
academic grade level goals in reading

a. How families can assist their child
with learning at home

Usefulness of Information the School Provides to Families
Percent who said "Useful" or "Very Useful"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024

75%

83%

79%

79%

79%

94%

b. Their child’s attendance at 
school 

c. Issues concerning their
child

a. Upcoming school events

Timeliness of Information the School Provides to Families
Percent who said "Timely" or "Very Timely"

Spring 2025 Spring 2024
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6. Student Data 
 

A1. State Reading Test Data: All Students – Spring 2025 
Grade 3-5 Students - Percent scoring proficient   

 
  

57.4%

54.8%

54.7%

54.3%

57.3%

39.7%
39.6%

41.8%

37.9%
38.0%

40.7%

42.6%

44.2%

38.2%

30.8%

47.5%

51.5%

52.6%

54.9%

47.7%

35.8%

42.3%

38.9%

41.7%

68.6%

52.7% 54.7%

51.7%
53.2%

53.4%

43.7%

54.9%

48.0%

40.5%
42.6%

53.5%

55.8%

60.5%

46.9%

30.4%

46.8%
43.9%

40.6%

50.7%
48.4%49.3%

48.2% 46.5%
47.2%

47.4%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Spring 2021 Spring 2022 Spring 2023 Spring 2024 Spring 2025

2015-16 Cohort 2016-17 Cohort 2017-18 Cohort 2019-20 Cohort 2020-21 Cohort
2021-22 Cohort 2022-23 Cohort 2023-24 Cohort 2024-25 Cohort State excluding MTSS Cohorts
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A1. State Reading Test Data: All Students – Spring 2025 
Grade 3-5 Students - Percent scoring proficient   

 

  

  Spring 
2021 

Spring 
2022 

Spring 
2023 

Spring 
2024 

Spring 
2025 

Change: 
Spring 2025- 
Spring 2024 

Change: 
Spring 2025- 
Spring 2021 

2015-16 Cohort 
# students 876 865 853 889 916 

3.0 -0.1 
Rate 57.4% 54.8% 54.7% 54.3% 57.3% 

2016-17 Cohort 
# students 620 576 612 610 610 

0.1 -1.7 
Rate 39.7% 39.6% 41.8% 37.9% 38.0% 

2017-18 Cohort 
# students 54 47 43 34 39 

-7.4 -9.9 
Rate 40.7% 42.6% 44.2% 38.2% 30.8% 

2019-20 Cohort 
# students 904 954 928 974 997 

-7.2 0.2 
Rate 47.5% 51.5% 52.6% 54.9% 47.7% 

2020-21 Cohort 
# students 109 97 72 60 70 

26.9 32.8 
Rate 35.8% 42.3% 38.9% 41.7% 68.6% 

2021-22 Cohort 
# students 404 430 439 412 421 

0.2 0.7 
Rate 52.7% 54.7% 51.7% 53.2% 53.4% 

2022-23 Cohort 
# students 197 195 204 190 204 

2.1 -1.1 
Rate 43.7% 54.9% 48.0% 40.5% 42.6% 

2023-24 Cohort 
# students 43 43 43 49 46 

-16.5 -23.1 
Rate 53.5% 55.8% 60.5% 46.9% 30.4% 

2024-25 Cohort 
# students 391 385 399 402 417 

-2.3 1.6 
Rate 46.8% 43.9% 40.6% 50.7% 48.4% 

State excluding 
MTSS Cohorts 

# students 20,695 20,711 20,822 20,590 20,440 
0.2 -1.9 

Rate 49.3% 48.2% 46.5% 47.2% 47.4% 
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A2. State Reading Test Data: All Students – Spring 2025 
Grade 6-8 Students - Percent scoring proficient   

 
  

48.2%

51.9%

47.8%

46.8%

43.1% 43.0%

37.0%

40.8%

48.9%

46.2%

26.5%

46.2% 44.7%

46.7%

50.6%

42.4%
42.2%

53.3%

46.9%

59.2%

40.5%

43.2%

61.9%

66.7%

61.0%

59.1%

52.5%

52.2%

57.8%

44.3%

51.0%

47.4%

51.3%
50.7%

49.5%

48.0%

50.0%
51.1%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Spring 2021 Spring 2022 Spring 2023 Spring 2024 Spring 2025

2015-16 Cohort 2016-17 Cohort 2017-18 Cohort 2019-20 Cohort 2020-21 Cohort
2021-22 Cohort 2022-23 Cohort 2023-24 Cohort 2024-25 Cohort State excluding MTSS Cohorts
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A2. State Reading Test Data: All Students – Spring 2025 
Grade 6-8 Students - Percent scoring proficient   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Results are masked for cohorts that have less than 10 students.   

  Spring 
2021 

Spring 
2022 

Spring 
2023 

Spring 
2024 

Spring 
2025 

Change: 
Spring 2025- 
Spring 2024 

Change: 
Spring 2025- 
Spring 2021 

2015-16 Cohort 
# students 328 319 310 297 293 

-1.0 -1.4 
Rate 48.2% 49.5% 51.9% 47.8% 46.8% 

2016-17 Cohort 
# students 628 626 628 595 608 

3.8 -5.9 
Rate 46.7% 43.1% 43.0% 37.0% 40.8% 

2017-18 Cohort 
# students 0 0 0 0 0 

  
Rate      

2019-20 Cohort 
# students 47 52 49 52 47 

-1.5 -4.2 
Rate 48.9% 46.2% 26.5% 46.2% 44.7% 

2020-21 Cohort 
# students 15 0 0 0 0 

  
Rate 46.7%     

2021-22 Cohort 
# students 233 210 218 229 245 

-6.4 -3.7 
Rate 50.6% 42.4% 42.2% 53.3% 46.9% 

2022-23 Cohort 
# students 49 42 37 42 27 

4.8 7.5 
Rate 59.2% 40.5% 43.2% 61.9% 66.7% 

2023-24 Cohort 
# students 136 137 139 136 128 

5.6 -3.2 
Rate 61.0% 59.1% 52.5% 52.2% 57.8% 

2024-25 Cohort 
# students 348 342 337 350 349 

3.9 7.0 
Rate 44.3% 46.2% 51.0% 47.4% 51.3% 

State excluding 
MTSS Cohorts 

# students 20,247 20,968 20,911 20,949 20,905 
1.1 0.4 

Rate 50.7% 49.5% 48.0% 50.0% 51.1% 
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B1. State Reading Test Data: Students with Disabilities – Spring 2025 
Grade 3-5 Students - Percent scoring proficient 

  

24.5%
22.9%

23.3% 23.4%
26.6%
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20.0%
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19.9%
20.5%

21.0% 20.6%

16.4%

15.4%

7.1%

14.3%

18.8%

45.5%

21.0%

25.5%

19.8%

18.1%16.9%

26.4%

20.5%

8.3%

15.4%

30.0%

12.9%
10.7%

14.3%

18.6%

12.5%

19.8% 20.4%
18.9%

19.9%
20.0%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Spring 2021 Spring 2022 Spring 2023 Spring 2024 Spring 2025

2015-16 Cohort 2016-17 Cohort 2017-18 Cohort 2019-20 Cohort 2020-21 Cohort

2021-22 Cohort 2022-23 Cohort 2023-24 Cohort 2024-25 Cohort State excluding MTSS Cohorts
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B1. State Reading Test Data: Students with Disabilities – Spring 2024 
Grade 3-5 Students - Percent scoring proficient 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Results are masked for cohorts that have less than 10 students.   

  Spring 
2021 

Spring 
2022 

Spring 
2023 

Spring 
2024 

Spring 
2025 

Change: 
Spring 2025- 
Spring 2024 

Change: 
Spring 2025- 
Spring 2021 

2015-16 Cohort 
# students 110 118 120 128 139 

3.2 2.1 
Rate 24.5% 22.9% 23.3% 23.4% 26.6% 

2016-17 Cohort 
# students 103 97 88 105 109 

0.5 -1.7 
Rate 15.5% 9.3% 12.5% 13.3% 13.8% 

2017-18 Cohort 
# students 2 5 6 10 13 

  
Rate    20.0% 7.7% 

2019-20 Cohort 
# students 141 161 157 175 183 

-4.2 -3.5 
Rate 19.9% 20.5% 21.0% 20.6% 16.4% 

2020-21 Cohort 
# students 13 14 21 16 11 

26.7 30.1 
Rate 15.4% 7.1% 14.3% 18.8% 45.5% 

2021-22 Cohort 
# students 62 55 86 83 73 

-1.7 -4.6 
Rate 21.0% 25.5% 19.8% 18.1% 16.4% 

2022-23 Cohort 
# students 59 53 44 36 39 

7.1 -1.5 
Rate 16.9% 26.4% 20.5% 8.3% 15.4% 

2023-24 Cohort 
# students 8 9 8 10 8 

  
Rate    30.0%  

2024-25 Cohort 
# students 62 75 77 97 88 

-6.1 -0.4 
Rate 12.9% 10.7% 14.3% 18.6% 12.5% 

State excluding 
MTSS Cohorts 

# students 3,400 3,568 3,817 3,973 3,987 
0.1 0.2 

Rate 19.8% 20.4% 18.9% 19.9% 20.0 
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B2. State Reading Test Data: Students with Disabilities – Spring 2025 
Grade 6-8 Students - Percent scoring proficient 
No chart is shown given the small number of students in the 2017-18, 2019-20, 2020-21, and 2023-24 cohorts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Results are masked for cohorts that have less than 10 students.   

  Spring 
2021 

Spring 
2022 

Spring 
2023 

Spring 
2024 

Spring 
2025 

Change: 
Spring 2025- 
Spring 2024 

Change: 
Spring 2025- 
Spring 2021 

2015-16 Cohort 
# students 44 51 49 37 29 

8.4 0.2 
Rate 13.6% 15.7% 10.2% 5.4% 13.8% 

2016-17 Cohort 
# students 74 96 90 75 83 

-2.1 -5.0 
Rate 12.2% 9.4% 7.8% 9.3% 7.2% 

2017-18 Cohort 
# students 0 0 0 0 0 

  
Rate      

2019-20 Cohort 
# students 7 4 9 7 8 

  
Rate      

2020-21 Cohort 
# students 1 0 0 0 0 

  
Rate      

2021-22 Cohort 
# students 20 24 23 28 29 

2.9 7.2 
Rate 10.0% 20.8% 0.0% 14.3% 17.2% 

2022-23 Cohort 
# students 8 11 10 9 5 

  
Rate  0.0% 0.0%   

2023-24 Cohort 
# students 7 5 7 10 12 

6.3  
Rate    0.0% 16.7% 

2024-25 Cohort 
# students 58 62 61 70 60 

-1.0 -1.9 
Rate 5.2% 4.8% 4.9% 4.3% 3.3% 

State excluding 
MTSS Cohorts 

# students 2,627 2,815 2,903 2,869 3,058 
0.9 0.5 

Rate 12.4% 12.6% 11.3% 12.0% 12.9% 
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C. Student Reading Benchmark Data  
All Students 
Grades K-8: Percent Met Benchmark  

Cohort 
# test-
takers Fall 2024 

Spring 
2025 

Change:  
Spring 2025 - 

Fall 2024 
2020-21 Cohort 182 66.48% 68.13% 1.65 
2021-22 Cohort 259 70.66% 72.20% 1.54 
2022-23 Cohort 311 54.34% 63.34% 9.00 
2023-24 Cohort 89 41.57% 57.30% 15.73 
2024-25 Cohort 761 50.99% 58.61% 7.62 

 

 
  

66.48%
68.13%

70.66%
72.20%

54.34%

63.34%

41.57%

57.30%

50.99%

58.61%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Fall 2024 Spring 2025

% Met Benchmark in Fall and Spring

2020-21 Cohort 2021-22 Cohort 2022-23 Cohort 2023-24 Cohort 2024-25 Cohort
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D1.  Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)   
Students with a Specific Learning Disability, Speech/Language Impairment, Other Health Impairment, Emotional Disability  
Percent placed in general education environment 80%+ 
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D2.  Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)   
Students with a Specific Learning Disability, Speech/Language Impairment, Other Health Impairment, Emotional Disability  
Percent placed in general education environment 80%+ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
Dec. 
2020 

Dec. 
2021 

Dec. 
2022 

Dec. 
2023 

Dec. 
2024 

Change:  
Dec 2024 - 
Dec 2023 

Change:  
Dec 2024 - 
Dec 2020 

2015-16 Cohort 
# students 205 195 211 200 225 

1.0 4.2 
Gen Ed Env. Rate 90.3% 93.3% 96.3% 93.5% 94.5% 

2016-17 Cohort 
# students 172 170 151 156 187 

3.3 7.0 
Gen Ed Env. Rate 86.0% 85.0% 88.8% 89.7% 93.0% 

2017-18 Cohort 
# students 4 11 13 14 9 

  
Gen Ed Env. Rate  100.0% 92.9% 87.5%  

2019-20 Cohort 
# students 206 210 233 258 232 

0.1 -1.5 
Gen Ed Env. Rate 95.4% 90.5% 90.7% 93.8% 93.9% 

2020-21 Cohort 
# students 32 34 27 26 30 

10.3 8.6 
Gen Ed Env. Rate 91.4% 97.1% 87.1% 89.7% 100.0% 

2021-22 Cohort 
# students 92 118 127 118 116 

4.4 5.7 
Gen Ed Env. Rate 90.2% 92.9% 96.2% 91.5% 95.9% 

2022-23 Cohort 
# students 80 72 62 62 52 

2.4 4.6 
Gen Ed Env. Rate 85.1% 80.0% 87.3% 87.3% 89.7% 

2023-24 Cohort 
# students 16 9 13 11 15 

8.3 0.0 
Gen Ed Env. Rate 100.0%  92.9% 91.7% 100.0% 

2024-25 Cohort 
# students 140 161 182 170 160 

-2.9 -2.3 
Gen Ed Env. Rate 87.0% 88.0% 85.4% 87.6% 84.7% 

State excluding 
MTSS Cohorts 

# students 5,728 5,897 6,228 6,368 6,387 
0.1 0.9 

Gen Ed Env. Rate 87.6% 86.6% 87.8% 88.4% 88.5% 


