
 
 

MINNETONKA SCHOOL BOARD 
STUDY SESSION 

April 27, 2023 
6:00 p.m. 

 
AGENDA 

 
 
 6:00 1.        Review of Fees 
 
 6:10 2. Further Review of 2024-25 Calendar 
 
 6:30 3. Update on Classrooms of the Future 
 
 7:10 4. STAMP 4S Report 
 
 7:30 5. Innovation/Professional Learning Update 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CITIZEN INPUT 
      
    6:30 p.m. Citizen Input is an opportunity for the public to address the School Board on 

any topic in accordance with the guidelines printed below. 
 
 

GUIDELINES FOR CITIZEN INPUT 
Welcome to the Minnetonka School Board’s Study Session!  In the interest of open communications, the Minnetonka School 
District wishes to provide an opportunity for the public to address the School Board.  That opportunity is provided at every Study 
Session during Citizen Input. 
1. Anyone indicating a desire to speak to any item about educational services—except for information that personally identifies 

or violates the privacy rights of an individual—during Citizen Input will be acknowledged by the Board Chair.  When called 
upon to speak, please state your name, connection to the district, and topic.  All remarks shall be addressed to the Board 
as a whole, not to any specific member(s) or to any person who is not a member of the Board.   

2. If there are a number of individuals present to speak on the same topic, please designate a spokesperson who can 
summarize the issue.   

3. Please limit your comments to three minutes.  Longer time may be granted at the discretion of the Board Chair.  If you have 
written comments, the Board would like to have a copy, which will help them better understand, investigate and respond to 
your concern. 

4. During Citizen Input the Board and administration listen to comments. Board members or the Superintendent may ask 
clarifying questions of you in order to gain a thorough understanding of your concern, suggestion or request.  If there is any 
response or follow-up to your comment or suggestion, you will be contacted via email or phone by a member of the Board 
or administration in a timely manner. 

5. Please be aware that disrespectful comments or comments of a personal nature, directed at an individual either by name 
or inference, will not be allowed.  Personnel concerns should be directed first to a principal or executive director of the 
department, then to the Executive Director of Human Resources, then to the Superintendent and finally in writing to the 
Board. 





















           REVIEW 
 

SCHOOL BOARD 
MINNETONKA I.S.D. #276 

5621 County Road 101 
Minnetonka, MN   

Community Room 
 

Study Session Agenda Item #2 
 

TITLE:  Further Review of 2024-2025 Calendar                          DATE: April 27, 2023 
 
BACKGROUND 
Minnesota State law requires the School Board to adopt a calendar prior to April 1 of the school year preceding the 
year the calendar will be in effect.  As is the District’s practice, we are working on setting a calendar a full year in 
advance of its due date.  Accordingly, on March 14th and April 25th a committee of teachers, paraprofessionals, 
administrators, parents, and students worked to develop a recommendation to the School Board and to follow up on 
data requested by the School Board.  
 
 
Discussion: 
 

♦ Absence data from comparator school districts 
♦ Review of 2023-24 academic calendar with observations 
♦ Review of 2023-24 assessment calendar with observations 
♦ Draft calendar recommendation from 3/23/23 study session 
♦ Alternate draft calendar for discussion 

 
Examples of the above are attached.  
 
Members of the calendar committee include: Teachers Jennissa Schommer, Patricia Cespedes-Schueller, Jing Zhao, 
Jill Browning, Kim Smith and Heather Richins; Paraprofessionals Colleen Fischer and Samantha Graf;  Assistant 
Principals Alex Hinseth and Dalton Knes; Assistant Community Education Director Jenny Bodurka; Director of 
Assessment Matt Rega; Director of Teacher Development Sara White; Director of Activities Ted Schultz; Executive 
Director of Communications JacQui Getty; Human Resources Coordinator Sandy Souba; Executive Director of Human 
Resources Anjie Flowers; Parents Tesa Laskin, Tara Lee Stone and David Haeg; and MHS Students Lucas Brama, 
Claudia Garcia Arce and Aadith Rebello. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION/FUTURE DIRECTION: 
 
We recommend the School Board approve the 2024-25 calendar, as will be presented at the regular school board 
meeting on May 4, 2023. 
 

Submitted by: 
 

 _______________________________________ 
Anjie Flowers 

Executive Director of Human Resources 
 

Concurrence:  
 

 ________________________________________ 
David Law 

Superintendent 

  



Calendar Recommendations



Review of 2023-24 Calendars with 
Observations



2023-24 School Calendar with Holidays



2023-24 Assessment Calendar



ATTENDANCE DATA FOR STAFF AND STUDENTS



THANKSGIVING ATTENDANCE DATA
COMPARATOR SCHOOL DISTRICT #1
Student Absences
»Monday Nov. 22, 2021: 1,045 
»Tuesday Nov. 23, 2021: 1,223
» Monday Nov. 21, 2022: 1,211
» Tuesday Nov. 22, 2022: 1,339 
Staff Absences
»Monday Nov. 22, 2021: 95 
»Tuesday Nov 23, 2021: 96 
»Monday Nov. 21, 2022: 116
»Tuesday Nov. 22, 2022: 113



THANKSGIVING ATTENDANCE DATA
COMPARATOR SCHOOL DISTRICT #2
Student Absences
»Monday Nov. 22, 2021: 643
»Tuesday Nov. 23, 2021: 828 
» Monday Nov. 21, 2022: 1122
» Tuesday Nov. 22, 2022: 1256
Staff Absences
»Monday Nov. 22, 2021: 125
»Tuesday Nov. 23, 2021: 124
»Monday Nov. 21, 2022: 168
»Tuesday Nov. 22, 2022 : 160



THANKSGIVING ATTENDANCE DATA
MINNETONKA SCHOOLS 

Student Absences
»Monday Nov. 22, 2021: 2,159 (Previous Mon. 1,922; 11% increase)
»Tuesday Nov. 23, 2021: 2,368 (Previous Tue. 1,931; 18% increase)
»Wednesday Nov. 24, 2021: 2,968 (Previous Wed. 1,960; 34% increase)

» Monday Nov. 21, 2022: 2 ,557 (Previous Mon. 2,322; 9% increase)
» Tuesday Nov. 22, 2022: 2,694 (Previous Tue. 2,087; 9% increase)
»Wednesday Nov. 23, 2022: 3,293 (Previous Wed.  2,008; 39% increase)



THANKSGIVING ATTENDANCE DATA
MINNETONKA SCHOOLS – STAFF ABSENCES

»Monday Nov. 22, 2021: 100  (Previous Mon. 99; 1% increase)
»Tuesday Nov. 23, 2021: 98 (Previous Tue. 88; 10% increase)
»Wednesday Nov. 24, 2021: 111 (Previous Wed.84; 24% increase)

» Monday Nov. 21, 2022: 126 (Previous Mon. 119; 5.5% increase)
» Tuesday Nov. 22, 2022: 121 (Previous Tue. 99; 18% increase)
»Wednesday Nov. 23, 2022: 142 (Previous Wed.  101); 29% increase)



Draft Recommendation 3/23/23



Alternate Calendar 
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                 UPDATE 
Minnetonka I.S.D 276 

5621 County Road 101 
Minnetonka, Minnesota 

 
Study Session Agenda Item #3 

 
Title: Update on Classrooms of the Future                     Date:  April 27, 2023 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide a brief history of classroom teaching and learning 
technology practices and tools in Minnetonka Public Schools including what is believed 
to be the next era of powerful classroom teaching and learning technologies should look 
like. This next era will be referred to as the classroom of the future. 
 
Minnetonka Public Schools is a research-driven institution where proven and promising 
teaching and learning practices are the basis for classroom technology decisions. It is 
important to recognize that classroom technology is any “tool” used for any aspect of 
instruction or as a means to interact with the teacher and/or with classmates. These range 
from low-tech to high-tech. 
 
Table 1: Classroom Teaching and Learning Technology 

Low-Tech Examples High-Tech Examples 

● Pencils, Markers, Pens, etc. 
● Paper/Workbooks 
● Post-it Notes 
● Dry-erase Whiteboards 
● Math Manipulatives 
● Pattern Blocks 
● Rulers 
● Dice 
● Posters and Charts 
● Furniture 

● Interactive SMART Board 
● TV Screen/Monitor 
● Sound System 
● Voice Amplification 
● iPad 
● Apps 
● Schoology 
● Email 
● IXL 
● Headphones 

 
 
Classroom technology decisions are made based on the desired learning outcomes 
coupled with the research on how students learn and the technologies available. Many 
elements inform these decisions, including:  
 

● Minnetonka Teaching and Learning Instructional Framework that is rooted in 
designing student experiences for meaning, engagement and deeper learning 
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● The five fundamental elements of a Multi-tiered System of Support (MTSS) and 
the MTSS instructional framework  

● District goals and how they interact to create the conditions for readiness, 
responsiveness, and the robust instructional core necessary for high levels of 
student learning  

● Minnetonka Instructional Technology Beliefs 
 
The District initially developed the Minnetonka Technology Beliefs with a mixed 
stakeholder group during the spring of 2014. These beliefs were revised and updated 
during the 2020-2021 school year. 
 

Minnetonka Instructional Technology Beliefs 
 
Technology is a powerful catalyst that serves as a core tool to accelerate learning, 
promote innovative mindsets and strengthen student success. 
 
Technology is a means that adds value by: 
 

• increasing engagement 
• enhancing student-centered learning 
• promoting deeper learning by empowering students to know and access tools and 

resources 
• encouraging students to gain, transfer, adapt, and apply understanding to new and 

existing situations 
• increasing efficiency and effectiveness in practices and processes 
• providing each student unique opportunities that promote voice and choice 
• encouraging individuals to approach problems more creatively, think more 

critically, collaborate more skillfully and communicate more effectively 
• providing access to tools and resources as a means to support each individual 

student’s needs 
 
In summary, technology is not static; it will continue to evolve. Students must be taught 
and supported to use technology in healthy, balanced, ethical, responsible and safe ways. 
 
A Brief History of Classroom Technology 
 
Classroom technology has been around for as long as schools have been in existence, 
be that chalk and slate or abacus! In the 1920s, the first radio broadcast classes hit the 
airwaves. In the 1930s, some enterprising instructors began to leverage the telephone for 
remote instruction. Schools have come a long way since, through improvements to low-
tech and high-tech classroom technology. 
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Figure 1: Prof. C. C. Clark of New York University conducting a class from his home 
(1935) 

 
Table 2: A Brief History of Classroom “Technology” 

A Brief History of Classroom “Technology” 

● 1890: The Chalkboard 
● 1920: On Air Classes via Radio 
● 1925: Film and the filmstrip 
● 1951: Video Tapes 
● 1957: B. F. Skinner’s Teaching Machine 
● 1955: Ditto Machine/Spirit Duplicator 
● 1959: Photocopier 
● 1960: The Modern Overhead Projector 
● 1972: Scantrons 
● 1972: Handheld Calculators 
● 1977: Desktop Computers 
● 1978: Apple II and MECC 
● 1983: First popular Word Processors: 

MacWrite and MS Word 
● 1991: Publicly Available Internet 
● 1991: Smart Board 
● 1991: Gopher 
● 1993: First “easy to use” web browser, 

Netscape 
● 1996: Liquid crystal panel 

● 1999-2000: “Web 2.0” 
● 2002: Moodle (K12 ~ 2007) 
● 2002-2003: Smart Board software for 

training/instruction released 
● 2003-2005: Social Media, i.e., MySpace, 

YouTube, Facebook, etc. 
● 2003: Common Sense Media formed 
● 2005: Classroom Clickers 
● 2007: Google Apps for Education 
● 2008: Apple’s App Store (500 apps) 
● 2010: First Generation iPad 
● 2011: Blended Learning 
● 2012: Second generation LMS’s 
● 2012: Software integrations 
● 2012: EdTech PD is essential view grows 
● 2013-2014: Marked Improvement Ed Tech 

Application  
● Functionality and Stability  
● 2014: Improved Learning Cycle Workflows 

 
Minnetonka has its history of instructional technology use, with some technologies more 
influential than others. In all cases, each promising technical tool was used in the service 
of learning and based on in-depth review and study prior to implementation. Some of 
these tools and practices that were used were so influential that they came to define their 
own kind of era.  

 
The first era, in 2002, began with Minnetonka installing SMART Boards and sound fields 
into all classrooms. While it was known that these would influence the classroom use of 
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digital materials, the shift and profound change to how teachers began to view digital 
resources was somewhat unexpected and was positively profound. Now, 20 years later, 
changes to classroom display technologies have improved. 

 
The second era began around 2004 with Web 2.0. With Web 2.0, the way people used 
the Internet changed to support and emphasize user-generated content. This led to a 
silent but profound level of digital participation where teachers and students were able to 
not only view content but provide content and interact with both the content and one 
another. 

 
Minnetonka’s third era began in 2010 with the planful implementation of 1:1 iPads. This 
1:1 iPad rollout continued over the next decade moving from high school to our youngest 
learners. And while Web 2.0 provided a platform for students to create and collaborate, 
1:1 iPads has provided an equitable access to create, collaborate, and learn from 
anywhere.  

 
Minnetonka Public Schools is now preparing for and entering the fourth era, the 
classroom of the future. This fourth era in classroom technology will have hallmarks that 
include better high-definition classroom displays, increased teacher mobility, and 
advanced software capabilities. In short, it will encompass visibility, mobility, flexibility and 
deeper collaboration. 
 
Research 
 
As SMART Boards are “aging out,” and better display and instructional software is 
emerging, the technology team has been actively conducting research on classroom 
display technology and instructional software that is in alignment with what is known about 
highly effective instruction. 

 
In the 2019-2020 school year, teachers identified as technology leaders at every building 
were interviewed in focus groups about their classroom technology. District innovation 
and technology leadership presented to all buildings around the identified survey themes. 
As COVID hit in March of 2020, the last of these discussions were conducted virtually as 
the research was not yet complete. In the spring of 2021 to the fall of 2022, the 
Minnetonka Instructional Technology Beliefs were revised. Because the Director of 
Instructional Technology position role was unfilled, the overall evaluation work with 
classroom technology was intentionally put on hold until the position was filled with the 
right person to continue to lead the work.  
 
With the Director of Instructional Technology role filled beginning July of 2022, the 
previous classroom of the future work was reviewed and then resumed. This expansive 
process was purposefully designed to elevate stakeholder voice.  The Technology 
Department worked throughout the summer on the high school instructional technology 
pilot, removing desktops from the classroom and setting up each classroom with wireless 
connectivity to the classroom display or projector. In addition, guidelines around K-5 
instructional technology, specifically iPads, were presented to all elementary teaching 
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staff emphasizing intentional, developmental, and appropriate use. The 2022-2023 
school year began with K-3 devices staying in school, streamlining K-3 iPad home 
screens to include a powerful set of apps, and reminders of Seesaw and Schoology 
expectations.  

 
In early fall, the District team of instructional technology coaches evaluated “lessons 
learned” from the pandemic and how those lessons identified as influential could be 
continued. In November, a survey was sent to all teachers to gather meaningful opinions 
about their lived experiences and perspectives on their current classroom teaching and 
learning technology. There were questions for all grades about classroom displays, 
interactivity, wireless ability to teach from anywhere in the classroom, Apple Classroom 
(a student management tool), Apple Pencil use, student use of iPads, and an opportunity 
to share or showcase engaging ways they were using instructional technology. In 
addition, K-3 teachers were asked about the managed home screen, lock screen, curated 
apps, iPads staying in school, and general student iPad usage. High school teachers 
were asked about their use of their MacBooks, wireless Apple TV connectivity, and wired 
HUBs.  
 
Teacher Survey 

 
All teachers, K-12, were offered an opportunity to complete a Classroom of the Future 
survey. Information gathered through this process proved to be a highly beneficial aspect 
of the overall research that was completed. Survey data was reviewed, synthesized and 
themed. The high response rate of 439 completed surveys signaled both great interest in 
this work and provided a high level of confidence for accurate data. The data represented 
all buildings and provided strong themes. Results indicated that 98% of teachers agreed 
or highly agreed they value having a large display at the front of the class for instruction. 
A wireless connection to teach was valued by 80% of teachers. An opportunity for 
students to share learning that is not possible on paper was valued by 82% of participants. 
And finally, opportunities to provide real time feedback, faster than can be done on paper 
was valued by 80% of participants.  

 
In addition, from the K-3 teachers surveyed, 96% agreed or strongly agreed that the 
Minnetonka managed home screen and lock screen has been a welcome and positive 
change. Of the respondents, 95% agreed or strongly agreed that the managed and 
curated home screen apps are a positive and welcome change. Having the device stay 
in school works for Minnetonka K-3 teachers and students: 83% agreed or strongly 
agreed. For high school specific questions, 72% of teacher respondents valued having a 
MacBook over a desktop. They valued the ability to wirelessly display in their classroom 
(78%) and the docking station to hard wire connect and display (89%).  
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Figure 2: Leading themes for teachers 

  
High levels of teachers from each school site participated in the survey.  Data for 
participation is noted below. 
 

 
Figure 3: Respondents home sites 
 
The questions on the teacher survey were intentionally kept general. After analyzing the 
data in December, focus groups were conducted in January and February to gather 
additional narrative, experience, perspective, and value statements. These groups 
comprised teachers, administrators, and paraprofessionals from each school, including 
elementary, middle school, high school, and community education. 
 
During these focus groups, teachers were asked about the weaknesses, strengths, and 
opportunities of current district teaching and learning technology. In addition, student 
focus groups were conducted in February and March gathering additional student voice 
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via personal narrative, experience, perspective, and stated values with the following 
representative groups: 
 

● Minnewashta 4th graders 
● Clear Springs 5th graders 
● Minnetonka Middle School West Tech Mates student team 
● Minnetonka Middle School East Student Advisory 
● Minnetonka High School Student Teaching and Learning Advisory 

 
In addition to staff and student groups, parent feedback was also gathered. In February, 
district technology leaders met with the Parent Teacher Organization/Association leaders 
to discuss the classroom of the future feedback loops, processes, and to gather their 
feedback. In March, a focus group was conducted with the District Teaching and Learning 
Advisory Committee following the same focus group protocol used with previous groups. 
The District Teaching and Learning Advisory Committee consists of a mixed stakeholder 
group that includes parents, students, teachers, a school board representative and 
building and district administrators.  
 
The focus group protocols included: 
 

● We want YOU to do the talking 
● We would like to hear from everyone if possible 
● There are no right or wrong answers 
● Every person’s experiences and opinions are important 
● Speak out whether you agree or disagree 
● We want to hear a wide range of opinions 

 
It was also clarified what a focus group was not. This was intended to provide levity while 
reminding participants about the purpose. These included that it would not be a debate, 
group therapy session, conflict resolution session, problem solving session, or an 
opportunity to collaborate. The sole purpose was to gather perspectives. 

 
With the narrative data categorized, coded, and generally themed, the following key 
categories emerged: 
 

● Classroom/physical space 
● Coaching/support/training 
● Software 
● Student hardware 
● Student workflow 
● Teacher workflow 
● Teacher hardware 
● Infrastructure  
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All data was further coded into the following categories that included building, 
weaknesses, strengths, or opportunities and action status, to determine if some items 
could be addressed immediately. 
 

 
Figure 4: Example of empathy interview coding 
 
There were several primary, detailed themes that arose out of the focus groups to inform 
the classroom of the future (Table 3).  
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Table 3: Feedback Themes on Current Instructional Technology 

Weaknesses Strengths 

Lack of whiteboard space Using Apple Classroom to curate the 
student experience, monitor, and 
showcase student work in real time to the 
whole class 

Lack of consistency between technology 
in rooms 

1:1 iPads for students 

Lack of mobility with technology Apple TVs and AirPlay for proximity and 
mobility 

The teacher being tied to their desktop 
computer or board 

Apple Pencils for teachers 

The time it takes to sign into desktop 
computers and load up instructional 
materials 

Great software tools: Google Drive, 
Notability, Seesaw, Schoology, and 
PearDeck 

Traveling teachers not having a computer 
to use reliably 

K-3 iPads staying at school 

 K-3 curated iPad home screen set up 

Teacher laptops at MHS 

 
Some of the strengths that arose as themes were from the pilot programs that began at 
the start of the 2022-23 school year.  

 
Opportunities that were identified through this process include: 
 

● More flexible furniture and spaces 
● More whiteboard space 
● Consistent classroom teaching and learning technology in all spaces 
● More teacher mobility with technology for teaching and preparation 
● More professional learning 
● Large, bright, clear screens in classrooms  

 
The research was extensive. It involved metro school site visits to evaluate potential 
classroom technology in action. Benchmark districts were surveyed. District technology 
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leadership attended an education technology showcase as well as multiple vendor fairs 
to preview emerging classroom educational technologies. 
  
Classroom of the Future Priorities  
 
As Minnetonka Public Schools engages in the next innovative instructional technology 
era, the Classroom of the Future, four key concepts have emerged as priorities to guide 
this next era: 

 
● VISIBLE, defined as consistent, reliable, equitable, modern, ease of use, bright 

and clear classroom display technology 
● MOBILE, defined as responsive, productive & efficient workflows with the tools to 

support teachers and students both in and out of the classroom 
● FLEXIBLE, defined as physically or digitally adaptable based on individual or 

collective student needs 
● COLLABORATIVE, defined as every student engaged in the learning 

 
SUMMARY 
 
As Minnetonka concludes its extensive research phase for the classroom of the future, 
guiding principles have emerged that will inform the next steps. Priorities include visible, 
mobile, flexible and collaborative classroom technologies as a catalyst to accelerate 
student learning.  
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION/FUTURE DIRECTION: 
 
The information provided in this report is submitted for the School Board’s information 
and consideration. 
 
 
Submitted by: ___________________________________________________ 

           Amanda Fay, Director of Instructional Technology 
                  

 
Submitted by: ___________________________________________________ 

           Mike Dronen, Executive Director of Technology 
 
 

Submitted by: ___________________________________________________ 
            Amy LaDue, Associate Superintendent for Instruction 

 
 

Concurrence: ____________________________________________________ 
                       David Law, Superintendent 
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REPORT 
School Board 

Minnetonka I.S.D. #276 
5621 County Road 101 
Minnetonka, Minnesota 

 
Study Session Agenda Item #4 

 
Title: STAMP 4S 2022-23 Spring Update                                        Date:  April 27, 2023 
 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
In February 2023, Sixth, Eighth, and Tenth Grade Chinese and Spanish Immersion 
students participated in the STAMP 4S assessment. The test is optional for high school 
students in Eleventh and Twelfth Grades. Seventh Graders do not take the STAMP Test 
anymore, because Immersion students are assessed several times throughout the year, 
which results in data redundancy and can lead to the feeling of testing fatigue among 
Immersion students. There is much data accessible to Immersion staff and the currently 
implemented assessment system amply allows for the effective monitoring of student 
progress and Language Immersion program evaluation. Students have the option to take 
the STAMP in Eleventh and Twelfth Grades if they choose to pursue the state Bilingual 
Seal. The Bilingual Seal affords students the opportunity to earn as much as four 
semester college credits if they choose to attend a Minnesota State University. 
Furthermore, students can earn the Seal by reaching specific benchmarks on the AP 
Chinese and Spanish Language Exams or the IB Chinese and Spanish Language Exams. 
The specific benchmarks for Bilingual Seal attainment are located on the Minnetonka 
District website and scores earned by students in Grades 10-12 allow students to be 
eligible for the Seal.  
 
The STAMP 4S is a nationally recognized web-based test that assesses language 
proficiency, and the results inform test takers and educators about learning progress in 
the target language and program effectiveness. The test has four sections:  Reading, 
Writing, Listening, and Speaking. Reading and Listening items are computer-scored and 
computer-adaptive (meaning that questions are selected based on previous responses, 
becoming easier or more difficult as needed to determine proficiency level). Writing and 
Speaking items are scored by Avant’s trained raters who use a Scoring Rubric that lists 
the criteria for meeting Benchmark Levels. The test was developed by the Center for 
Applied Second Language Studies (CASLS) at the University of Oregon and was adapted 
and is delivered by Avant Assessment. 
  
As the Minnetonka Immersion program grows, there is a need to measure all Immersion 
students with a common benchmark. The scale Minnetonka uses is based on the 
American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) proficiency guidelines. 
Minnetonka’s Immersion teachers have used this common vocabulary internally and will 
continue to use the ACTFL guidelines as they discuss student growth in target language 
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proficiency. Teachers, students, and parents have become increasingly familiar with 
these proficiency guidelines which makes it easier to track student progress under this 
system. 
  
The STAMP results are reported using two scales to measure benchmarks. One scale 
measures Reading and Listening results, while the other scale measures Writing and 
Speaking (See tables below). 
 
Benchmark levels are grouped by major levels (Novice, Intermediate, and Advanced). 
Within each major level are three sub-levels that identify students in the top third, middle 
third, or bottom third of the range score for that level. Like ACTFL’s low, mid, and high 
designations, these designations will assist the classroom teacher in seeing a further 
breakdown of each student’s ability. The National K-12 Language Immersion Proficiency 
Targets table below illustrates that students can remain at any one of the three major 
proficiency levels for multiple years, thus highlighting the need to utilize the three sub-
levels within each of major levels to identify student needs. 
 
Because it takes a great deal of time and practice for students to acquire the skills 
necessary to move from the Novice Level to the Intermediate Level, teachers can track 
student progress within the sub-levels. Regarding the difference between Chinese 
Immersion and Spanish Immersion performance, it is widely recognized that students 
learning the Chinese language will take more time to develop their Reading 
comprehension skills, thus impacting their Interpretive Reading and Writing results. 
 
KEY FINDINGS 
 
Chinese Immersion: 
 

• In Reading, Eighth Grade results show MME students reaching the Intermediate-
Mid level with MMW students rebounding slightly by 0.1 points compared to last 
year after a dramatic drop in student performance since 2020 and 2021.  In 2020 
and 2021 students earned an average score of 5.6 points compared to 4.3 points 
this year. 
 

• Eighth Grade results show steady performances at MMW since 2019 with a 
significant increase in average scores experienced at MME this year, improving to 
an all-time high average score of 6.2 points. MME students are now once again 
performing at the Intermediate-High range in Writing. 
 

• Chinese Immersion Tenth Grade student results indicate slight decreases in 
Writing and Speaking, and significant decreases compared to their same grade 
counterparts in Reading and Listening. Like last year, the proficiency levels on the 
Reading Test ranged from the Intermediate-Low to Intermediate-High ranges, 
which is also similar to two years ago. 
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• Tenth Grade national Immersion proficiency targets for Reading also indicate that 
students should reach the Intermediate-Low range. 8.2 percent of Minnetonka 
Chinese Immersion students fell short of this target, and 76.6 percent surpassed 
the national target, compared to 86.6 percent last year. 
 

Spanish Immersion: 
 

• In Writing, Sixth Graders at MMW improved from 5.0 points to 5.3 points, while 
Eighth Graders at MME improved from 5.9 points to 6.2 points. These are all-
time high performances for MME Eighth Graders and MMW Sixth Graders. 

 
• Both MME and MMW students are performing at the Advanced-Low level in 

Listening, well above the national target of Intermediate-Mid. 
 

• Speaking Test results show a rebound in performance among Sixth Graders at 
MMW, improving from 4.9 points in 2022 to an average score of 5.3 points this 
year. MME Eighth Graders have now eclipsed the 6-point mark for the second time 
since 2019, earning an average score of 6.0 points. 

 
• Tenth Grade Spanish Immersion students saw 67.3 percent of students reach the 

Advanced levels of proficiency compared to 74.8 percent from a year ago and 
92.7 percent from 2020. 99.1 percent of Tenth Graders met or surpassed national 
targets. 
 

• Despite some shifts in proficiency percentages among Minnetonka students on the 
Listening subtests, most students met or surpassed national targets, and 124 
Spanish Immersion students are performing at the highest proficiency level of 
Advanced-High, which is 16.6 percent of Spanish Immersion students taking the 
STAMP 4S. 

 
STAMP 4S Reading and Listening Level Key 

Reading and Listening Level Key 
Novice Intermediate Advanced 

1 Novice-Low 4 Intermediate-Low 7 Advanced-Low 
2 Novice-Mid 5 Intermediate-Mid 8 Advanced-Mid 
3 Novice High 6 Intermediate-High 9 Advanced-High 

 
STAMP 4S Writing and Speaking Level Key 

Writing and Speaking Level Key 
Novice Intermediate Advanced 

1 Novice-Low 4 Intermediate-Low 7 Advanced-Low 
2 Novice-Mid 5 Intermediate-Mid 8 Advanced-Mid/High 
3 Novice High 6 Intermediate-High NR Not Ratable 
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It is important to note that Proficiency Guidelines are targets that are to be used to guide 
instruction. It is common for students to perform above and below the target level at any 
point in time. The STAMP test is a snapshot in time to help gauge student proficiency. 
With the implementation of the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines into everyday instruction, 
teachers will be more aware of the levels in which their students are achieving.  
 
This is the eighth year the guidelines have been used as a measure, and there is 
opportunity to note trends in the data. The Proficiency Guidelines are expected to be 
utilized in a manner to evaluate what students “Can Do” on a consistent basis. Students 
may perform at higher levels or lower levels at times, and the guidelines will help teachers 
gauge their students’ performance on an on-going basis. As teachers continue to 
implement the guidelines, they will be encouraged and expected to use the model as a 
lens for planning. Being more intentional in the four areas of Reading, Writing, Listening, 
and Speaking as they plan, teachers will be able to provide a well-rounded instructional 
experience for students on a consistent basis.  
 
Nationally, according to the latest ACTFL research, students in full Chinese Immersion 
programs should be expected to reach the Intermediate-Mid range in Speaking and 
Listening and the Intermediate-Low range for Reading and Writing by the end of Eighth 
Grade.  Spanish Immersion students should be expected to reach the Intermediate-Mid 
range in all four modes of communication (See table below). Although middle school 
immersion students receive approximately 90 minutes of instruction in the L2, most of the 
students participated in a full immersion program from Kindergarten through Fifth Grade. 
With fewer minutes using the L2 throughout the day, it is expected there will be an impact 
on student performance, especially in logographic languages such as Chinese, according 
to ACTFL research. The table below lists the national targets based on ACTFL’s 
proficiency scale and Immersion program research. 
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National K-12 Language Immersion Proficiency Targets 

Gr 
Spanish  Chinese 

Spk List Rdg Wrtg  Spk List Rdg Wrtg 

K Novice 
Mid 

Novice 
Low 

Novice 
Low 

Novice 
Low 

 Novice  
Mid 

Novice 
Low 

Novice 
Low 

Novice 
Low 

1 Novice 
Mid 

Novice 
Mid 

Novice 
Mid 

Novice 
Low 

 Novice 
Mid 

Novice 
Mid 

Novice 
Low 

Novice 
Low 

2 Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
Mid 

 Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
Mid 

Novice 
Low 

3 Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
Mid 

 Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
Mid 

Novice 
Low 

4 Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
Mid/High 

 Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
Mid 

Novice 
Low/Mid 

5 Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

 Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

6 Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

 Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

7 Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

 Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

Novice 
High 

Novice 
High 

8 Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

 Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

9 Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

 Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

10 Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

 Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Low 

Interm 
Low 

11 Interm 
High 

Interm 
High 

Interm 
High 

Interm 
High 

 Interm 
High 

Interm 
High 

Interm 
Mid 

Interm 
Mid 

12 Advance 
Low 

Advance 
Low 

Advance 
Low 

Advance 
Low 

 Advance 
Low 

Advance 
Low 

Interm 
High 

Interm 
High 
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Data Summary and Analysis:  2019-2023 Grades 6-10 Mean Score and Proficiency 
Level Sub-Test Results for Chinese and Spanish Immersion (see tables below) 
 
In 2023, there were a total of 252 students who took the Chinese STAMP 4S assessment, 
which was up from 218 last year and down from 264 two years ago. There were 747 
students who took the Spanish assessment, which was up from 673 last year and up from 
up from 710 two years ago. Results indicate that Grades Six, Eighth, and Tenth Grade 
Spanish Immersion students performed within the Intermediate-Mid to Advanced-Mid 
ranges. Grade 10 students reached the Advanced-Mid range for Listening and the 
Advanced-Low range for Reading, however average scores dropped in Reading from 8.3 
to 7.5 to 7.2 the past three years. In Reading and Listening, students who reach the 
Advanced proficiency levels can understand and use language for straightforward 
informational purposes and understand the content of most factual, non-specialized 
materials intended for a general audience. Grade 10 Spanish Immersion students 
experienced an increase in Speaking, improving from an average score of 6.1 to 6.2. As 
Eighth Graders, this cohort improved from 5.5 in Eighth Grade to 6.3 in Tenth Grade on 
the Writing Test. Improvements are noted in Writing, because this has been a specific 
area of focus among the teaching staff. 
 
The graphs below display the subtest scores for specific cohorts of students. In addition 
to cohort results, the national trend is displayed with a blue line for Spanish and a green 
line for Chinese to draw comparisons between Minnetonka student performance and 
ACTFL’s national language Immersion targets. Results from the 2023 STAMP Test 
indicate that Minnetonka Chinese and Spanish Immersion students are well-outpacing 
the national averages. Also, important to note, the Spanish Immersion cohorts showed  
strong increase in performance among students moving from Grade 8 to Grade 10 with 
the exception in Reading, as noted previously. The Grade 8 Spanish Immersion cohort 
showed significant increases within these subtests as well, again with Reading average 
scores remaining the same from the previous test administration. Overall, this is 
encouraging news, and it is clear that Reading is an area in which to focus among this 
cohort. It is also important to note that despite students learning in the target language 
for fewer minutes per day as they move from elementary to middle school, Minnetonka 
students are well out-performing national trends on all four subtests. The results show 
that there was much progress made during and since the pandemic. 
 
Chinese Immersion Tenth Grade student results indicate slight decreases in Writing and 
Speaking, and significant decreases compared to their same grade counterparts in 
Reading and Listening. Like last year, the proficiency levels on the Reading Test ranged 
from the Intermediate-Low to Intermediate-High ranges, which is also similar compared 
to two years ago. There were increases on three of four subtests among Sixth Graders 
compared to their Sixth Grade counterparts from a year ago, however, Reading 
performance has dropped from an average score of 4.6 in 2020 to 3.8 in 2023. Overall, 
Sixth Grade Chinese Immersion results have rebounded from last year and are trending 
upward since the impact of COVID on instruction. Eighth Graders saw improvement on 
one of four subtests (Writing) with no significant drops in average scores on the Reading, 
Speaking, and Listening sections. The increase in Writing is considered to be statistically 
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significant. These assessments impact instruction, and as typical with language learners, 
performing within the Intermediate-Mid range for multiple years is expected. Students 
performing within this range can create with the language and initiate conversations by 
asking and responding to simple questions. If a language learner were proficient at the 
Intermediate-Mid level, he or she could work in a job such as a cashier, salesclerk, and 
possibly a police or fire officer. 
 
As students reach the upper Intermediate levels, it is expected that they will be able to 
pass the AP Language and Culture Exams with at least a score of 3. Students reaching 
the Advanced-Low to Mid levels could be expected to earn a score of at least a 4 out of 
5 on the exams. Students reaching the Advanced-Low levels on the AP or STAMP Exams 
within three years of graduation may earn the highest level Platinum Bilingual Seal from 
the state of Minnesota. Students reaching the Intermediate-High proficiency level can 
earn the Gold Seal.  
 
Based on language acquisition research, language production is a skill that is acquired 
later in the language learning process, and it is common for students to perform lower in 
this skill area compared to the other three areas. For Chinese Immersion students, 
Reading is an area that needs to be targeted based on the predicted proficiency level of 
Intermediate-High at Sixth Grade and Advance Low and Mid for Seventh through Ninth 
Grades compared to their Novice-Mid and High performances. 
 
Teachers need to provide direct instruction in Reading comprehension strategies and 
provide multiple opportunities for students to engage with a range of informational tasks. 
Overall performance among Chinese and Spanish Immersion students is strong, 
especially during a time when one might assume learning loss due to the lingering impact 
of the pandemic. Minnetonka students and teachers should be commended for their 
efforts. 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Grades 6-10 Mean Score and Proficiency Level Sub-Test 
Results for Chinese and Spanish Immersion (see tables below) 
 
The Chinese and Spanish Immersion teachers will need to continue to focus instruction 
on Reading as Writing. This is an area that can help to improve overall literacy 
development. Chinese and Spanish Immersion students would benefit from being 
exposed to more authentic texts. The STAMP 4S provides questions that are authentic 
such as having students read an advertisement or match pictures to newspaper headlines. 
Students need more opportunities to read for meaning using authentic texts written in the 
target language. Spanish students would benefit from activities that promote 
Interpersonal Speaking development as well. Students could listen to plays, speeches, or 
advertisements. Teachers could assess students’ knowledge of what they heard or 
interpreted from the listening experience. 
 
The Spanish Immersion program should continue using the ENIL leveled reading program, 
as this attributed to the strong annual growth for students in Grades 6-8. The Chinese 
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Immersion program should continue to use the leveled texts, and there should continue 
to expand text selection in future years.  

 
2019-23 Mean Score Sub-Test Results for Chinese Immersion Grade 10 Cohort 

Reading and Writing 

 
 
 

2021-23 Mean Score Sub-Test Results for Chinese Immersion Grade 8 Cohort 
Reading and Writing 
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2019-23 Mean Score Sub-Test Results for Chinese Immersion Grade 10 Cohort 
Listening and Speaking 

 
 
 

2021-23 Mean Score Sub-Test Results for Chinese Immersion Grade 8 Cohort 
Listening and Speaking 
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2023 Grades 6, 8, and 10 Mean Score and Proficiency Level  
Sub-Test Results for Chinese Immersion 

 Grade 6  
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=91) 

Grade 8 
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=79) 

Grade 10 
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=73) 

 Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Rdg 3.8 Int Low 4.8 Int Mid 5.5 Int High 

Write 4.7 Int Mid 5.6 Int High 5.6 Int High 

List 5.4 Int Mid 5.8 Int High 6.4 Int High 

Spkg 4.6 Int Mid 5.4 Int Mid 5.9 Int High 

 
 

2022 Grades 6, 8, and 10 Mean Score and Proficiency Level  
Sub-Test Results for Chinese Immersion 

 Grade 6  
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=93) 

Grade 8 
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=65) 

Grade 10 
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=60) 

 Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Rdg 4.1 Int Low 4.9 Int Mid 6.1 Int High 

Write 4.3 Int Low 5.3 Int Mid 5.7 Int High 

List 5.3 Int Mid 6.0 Int High 6.8 Adv Low 

Spkg 4.4 Int Low 5.6 Int High 6.0 Int High 
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2021 Grades 6, 8, and 10 Mean Score and Proficiency Level  
Sub-Test Results for Chinese Immersion 

 Grade 6  
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=85) 

Grade 8 
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=85) 

Grade 10 
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=73) 

 Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Rdg 4.3 Int Low 5.6 Int High 6.4 Int High 

Write 4.5 Int Mid 5.6 Int High 5.4 Int Mid 

List 5.7 Int High 6.5 Adv Low 7.1 Adv Low 

Spkg 4.4 Int Low 5.2 Int Mid 5.7 Int Mid 

 
 

2020 Grades 6, 8, and 10 Mean Score and Proficiency Level  
Sub-Test Results for Chinese Immersion 

 Grade 6  
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=76) 

Grade 8 
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=79) 

Grade 10 
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=44) 

 Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Rdg 4.6 Int Mid 5.6 Int High 6.0 Int High 

Write 4.9 Int Mid 5.4 Int Mid 5.0 Int Mid 

List 5.9 Int High 6.6 Adv Low 6.5 Adv Low 

Spkg 4.7 Int Mid 5.0 Int Mid 5.0 Int Mid 
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2019 Grades 6, 8, and 10 Mean Score and Proficiency Level  
Sub-Test Results for Chinese Immersion 

 Grade 6  
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=93) 

Grade 8 
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=78) 

Grade 10 
Total Chinese 

Immersion 
(N=42) 

 Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Rdg 4.4 Int Low 5.6 Int High 6.3 Int High 

Write 4.7 Int Mid 5.1 Int Mid 5.4 Int Mid 

List 4.2 Int Low 5.2 Int Mid 5.6 Int High 

Spkg 4.2 Int Low 4.9 Int Mid 5.3 Int Mid 
 
 

2019-23 Mean Score Sub-Test Results for Spanish Immersion Grade 10 Cohort 
Reading, Writing, Listening, and Speaking 
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2021-23 Mean Score Sub-Test Results for Spanish Immersion Grade 8 Cohort 
Reading, Writing, Listening, and Speaking 
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2023 Grades 6, 8 and 10 Mean Score and Proficiency Level 
Sub-Test Results for Spanish Immersion 

 Grade 6  
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=253) 

Grade 8 
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=225) 

Grade 10 
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=211) 

 Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Rdg 5.5 Int High 6.5 Adv Low 7.2 Adv Low 

Write 5.5 Int High 5.9 Int High 6.3 Int High 

List 5.9 Int High 6.9 Adv Low 8.0 Adv Mid 

Spkg 5.3 Int Mid 6.0 Int High 6.2 Int High 

 
2022 Grades 6, 8 and 10 Mean Score and Proficiency Level 

Sub-Test Results for Spanish Immersion 
 Grade 6  

Total Spanish 
Immersion 

(N=270) 

Grade 8 
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=204) 

Grade 10 
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=199) 

 Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Rdg 5.8 Int High 6.7 Adv Low 7.5 Adv Mid 

Write 5.3 Int Mid 5.9 Int High 6.4 Int High 

List 5.7 Int High 6.8 Adv Low 7.8 Adv Mid 

Spkg 5.2 Int Mid 5.9 Int High 6.1 Int High 

 
 

2021 Grades 6, 8 and 10 Mean Score and Proficiency Level 
Sub-Test Results for Spanish Immersion 

 Grade 6  
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=244) 

Grade 8 
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=226) 

Grade 10 
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=177) 

 Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Rdg 6.5 Adv Low 7.4 Adv Low 8.3 Adv Mid 

Write 4.8 Int Mid 5.5 Int High 5.8 Int High 

List 6.4 Int High 7.5 Adv Low 8.4 Adv Mid 

Spkg 5.2 Int Mid 5.8 Int High 6.2 Int High 
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2020 Grades 6, 8 and 10 Mean Score and Proficiency Level 
Sub-Test Results for Spanish Immersion 

 Grade 6  
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=231) 

Grade 8 
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=219) 

Grade 10 
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=160) 

 Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Prof 
Level 

Rdg 6.6 Adv Low 7.5 Adv Mid 8.0 Adv Mid 

Write 5.1 Int Mid 5.7 Int High 6.0 Int High 

List 6.7 Adv Low 7.7 Adv Mid 8.0 Adv Mid 

Spkg 5.6 Int High 5.9 Int High 5.9 Int High 

 
2019 Grades 6, 8 and 10 Mean Score and Proficiency Level 

Sub-Test Results for Spanish Immersion 
 Grade 6  

Total Spanish 
Immersion 

(N=243) 

Grade 8 
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=208) 

Grade 10 
Total Spanish 

Immersion 
(N=123) 

 Mean 
Score Prof Level 

Mean 
Score Prof Level 

Mean 
Score Prof Level 

Rdg 4.9 Int Mid 6.4 Int High 6.9 Adv Low 

Write 4.8 Int Mid 5.7 Int High 5.9 Int High 

List 4.5 Int Mid 6.3 Int High 6.5 Adv Low 

Spkg 4.9 Int Mid 5.6 Int High 5.6 Int High 
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SUB-TEST RESULTS CHINESE IMMERSION 
 
Data Summary and Analysis:  2019-2023 Grades 6-10 Spring STAMP 4S Reading 
Chinese (see tables below) 
 
According to the Reading results in the tables below, Grade 6 Chinese Immersion 
students experienced a shift toward the Novice-High and Intermediate-Low ranges. For 
example, last year, 22.6 percent of Sixth Graders performed within the Novice-High 
range, and this year 31.9 percent scored in this range. The Intermediate-Low percentage 
increased from 33.3 percent to 41.8 percent with a drop observed at the Intermediate-
Mid range of 13.7 percent. 2019 was the last year, Sixth Graders eclipsed the 30 percent 
mark for Novice-High, with 33.3 percent performing at this level. This increased should 
be monitored closely to ensure students continue to grow at a steady pace in the area of 
Reading.    
 
Eighth Grade results show an increase in percentage of students performing at the 
Novice-High level as well, increasing by 7.3 percent compared to a year ago. However, 
there was also an increase from 23.1 percent to 27.8 percent of students performing at 
the Intermediate-High level. There was a shift of 7 students toward Novice-High and 7 
students to Intermediate-High ranges. This also explains the decrease in percentages 
among the Intermediate-Low and Mid ranges. Although there were higher percentages of 
students reaching the Intermediate-High range in 2019-2021, it is encouraging to see the 
rebound in Eighth Grade student performance. 
 
Tenth Grade student performance remained consistent with scores from recent years. 
There was a slight increase in the percentage of students reaching the Intermediate-Low 
and Mid ranges this year and fewer students performing at the Advanced-High range. 
However, most student performances ranged from Intermediate-Mid to Advanced-Low, 
consistent with previous years. 
 
At the Advanced proficiency levels, students can consistently follow short conversations 
on common topics and answer questions about the main ideas and explicitly stated details. 
They can go into much more depth than language learners performing at the Novice level. 
These data suggest that the more established the Minnetonka Immersion program 
becomes, the stronger the performance of the students. There are significantly fewer 
students reaching the Novice-Level. Students who are Reading at the Novice proficiency 
are characterized by relying on learned phrases and basic vocabulary. These students 
can recognize the purpose of basic texts. Students reaching the Intermediate levels and 
beyond can make meaning from text and read passages that are more challenging, 
allowing them to make inferences and interact with the text at a higher level. 
 
According to Reading results, 62.6 percent of Sixth Grade Chinese Immersion students 
are performing beyond the national Immersion proficiency target level of Novice-High 
compared to 70.9 percent from a year ago.  
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The national proficiency target in Reading among Eighth Grade Chinese Immersion 
students is Intermediate-Low. Minnetonka saw 56.9 percent of students surpass this 
level and 82.2 percent reach this level at a minimum. Last year, 58.5 percent of Eighth 
Graders surpassed the Intermediate-Low range. 
 
Tenth Grade national Immersion proficiency targets for Reading also indicate that 
students should reach the Intermediate-Low range. 8.2 percent of Minnetonka Chinese 
Immersion students fell short of this target, and 76.6 percent surpassed the national 
target, compared to 86.6 percent last year. 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Chinese (see tables below) 
 
Students who are reading at Novice proficiency are characterized by reliance of learned 
phrases and basic vocabulary, the ability to recognize the purpose of basic texts, and can 
understand a core of simple, formulaic utterances. Students would benefit from 
opportunities to learn about vocabulary and main ideas and details in the target language. 
This can be learned through exposure to authentic texts. In addition, students will be 
successful if they can engage in book discussions with partners or in small groups. Any 
opportunities where they are expected to use their target language skills in a variety of 
settings will allow them to gain proficiency. Students can hone this skill by reading 
authentic Chinese literature online, in books, in newspapers, or magazines. Students can 
learn to identify main ideas by reading blogs or other types of online media. In addition, 
they can engage in higher level type of activities, such as mock trials or press conferences 
to help them make connections and apply what they have learned in their Reading to real 
life experiences. Students also need explicit instruction in comprehension strategies. 
 
AVANT recommends that both teachers and students take the STAMP practice 
assessment in the future to gain a better understanding of the types of questions in which 
students need to be exposed. Students were given lengthy text in which to read and 
interpret. The questions that were posed required students to have a full understanding 
of the vocabulary and be able to identify the main idea of the selections. 
 
Continued work to provide leveled texts for Chinese Immersion students is key to helping 
with Reading comprehension growth. It is recommended to continue to research systems 
that provide comprehensive Reading programming like what is available in the Spanish 
Language. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



18 
 

2023 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Chinese 
 

Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 

 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Nov Low 3 3.3 1 1.3 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 2 2.2 0 0.0 1 1.4 
Nov High 29 31.9 13 16.5 5 6.8 
Int Low 38 41.8 20 25.3 11 15.1 
Int Mid 13 14.3 17 21.5 17 23.3 
Int High 5 5.5 22 27.8 25 34.2 
Adv Low 1 1.1 4 5.1 8 11.0 
Adv Mid 0 0.0 1 1.3 5 6.8 
Adv High 0 0.0 1 1.3 1 1.4 

 
 
 

2022 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Chinese 
 

Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 

 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Nov Low 4 4.3 1 1.5 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 2 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 21 22.6 6 9.2 1 1.7 
Int Low 31 33.3 20 30.8 7 11.7 
Int Mid 26 28.0 16 24.6 11 18.3 
Int High 8 8.6 15 23.1 24 40.0 
Adv Low 1 1.1 4 6.2 7 11.7 
Adv Mid 0 0.0 3 4.6 6 10.0 
Adv High 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 6.7 
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2021 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Chinese 
 

Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 

 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Nov Low 2 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 4 4.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 24 28.3 12 14.1 5 6.8 
Int Low 17 20.0 6 7.1 2 2.7 
Int Mid 20 23.5 16 18.8 7 9.6 
Int High 15 17.6 33 38.8 31 42.5 
Adv Low 2 2.4 7 8.2 9 12.3 
Adv Mid 1 1.2 7 8.2 8 11.0 
Adv High 0 0.0 4 4.7 11 15.1 

 
 

2020 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Chinese 
 

Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 

 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Nov Low 1 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 18 23.7 5 6.3 6 13.6 
Int Low 17 22.4 16 20.3 1 2.3 
Int Mid 17 22.4 9 11.4 5 11.4 
Int High 21 27.6 38 48.1 19 43.2 
Adv Low 2 2.6 3 3.8 5 11.4 
Adv Mid 0 0.0 6 7.6 6 13.6 
Adv High 0 0.0 2 2.5 2 4.5 
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2019 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Chinese 
 

Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 

 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Nov Low 1 1.1 1 1.3 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 5 5.4 1 1.3 0 0.0 
Nov High 31 33.3 7 9.0 1 2.4 
Int Low 11 11.8 8 10.3 1 2.4 
Int Mid 14 15.1 15 19.2 8 19.0 
Int High 24 25.8 30 38.5 19 45.2 
Adv Low 5 5.4 6 7.7 4 9.5 
Adv Mid 2 2.2 8 10.3 7 16.7 
Adv High 0 0.0 2 2.6 2 4.8 

 
 
Data Summary and Analysis:  2019-2023 Grades 6-10 Spring STAMP 4S Writing 
Chinese (see tables below) 
 
Writing results indicate improvements at key proficiency levels among students in Grades 
6, 8 and 10. Sixth Graders saw improved percentages among the Intermediate-Mid and 
High ranges, improving by 6.1 percent at the Intermediate-High level. Eighth Grades  saw 
8 additional students reach the Advanced-Low level, improving by 9.2 percent, and Tenth 
Graders saw an increase from 31.7 percent to 50.7 percent within the Intermediate-High 
range. Three students performed at the Advanced Mid-High range for the first time ever. 
 
Chinese students are currently exposed to writing in a variety of ways including writing to 
a prompt using the six traits method. With most Grade Six Chinese Immersion students 
(89.9 percent) performing at the Intermediate range and above, there is evidence that 
student experiences with the formal writing process in the target language has positively 
impacted their writing ability. More students reached the upper levels of the test as Tenth 
Graders compared to previous years with 64.4 percent reaching the Intermediate-High 
level or above, compared to  60.0 percent last year and 46.1 percent reaching this 
threshold from two years ago. This is an important data point to note, as it is an indication 
of many students making expected one year’s growth by improving at least one sub-level. 
Almost all Tenth Graders reached the Intermediate ranges and higher.  
 
With Intermediate-Low as the national target level for Writing among Immersion students 
in Grades 8 and 10, 98.6 percent of Minnetonka Tenth Grade Chinese Immersion 
students met or surpassed national targets, while 98.7 percent of Eighth Graders met or 
surpassed these targets. With Novice-High set as the Immersion national target for Sixth 
Graders, 97.8 percent of Minnetonka Chinese Immersion students met or surpassed this 
proficiency level. 
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According to the results, most Minnetonka Grade Six through Tenth Graders can create 
statements and formulate questions based on familiar material. Most sentences are re-
combinations of learned vocabulary and structures. They are short and simple 
conversational-style senses of basic word order. They are written almost exclusively in 
the present time. The work students have done with District Writing assessments have 
prepared them to write at this level. 
 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Chinese (see tables below) 
 
At the Intermediate level, Chinese Immersion students could be provided more authentic 
writing opportunities. As Integrated Performance Assessments (IPAs) are implemented, 
this type of exposure will become more widespread throughout the District. Students in 
Kindergarten through Grade Two began this experience during the 2013-2014 school 
year, followed by Grades Three through Five in 2014-2015 and Grades 6-8 in 2015-2016. 
IPAs are designed to give students opportunities to read, write, speak, and listen in a 
more authentic manner. Chinese Immersion teachers have also attended staff 
development sessions focusing on conferencing and best practice writing instruction. 
 
Again, Chinese Immersion students are currently exposed to writing in a variety of ways 
including writing to a prompt using the six traits of writing. However, students will need to 
have opportunities to write across all disciplines in the target language that will engage 
them in more authentic writing experiences. The more engaged students are, the more 
their learning will become internalized allowing them to more toward proficiency at a rate 
in which they are quite capable. 
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2023 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Chinese 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 2 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 7 7.9 1 1.3 1 1.4 
Int Low 28 31.5 16 20.8 13 17.8 
Int Mid 36 40.4 14 18.2 12 16.4 
Int High 15 16.9 29 37.7 37 50.7 
Adv Low 0 0.0 13 16.9 7 9.6 
Adv Mid/Hi 1 1.1 4 5.2 3 4.1 

 
2022 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Chinese 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 5 5.4 1 1.5 0 0.0 
Nov High 12 12.9 2 3.1 0 0.0 
Int Low 37 39.8 12 18.5 9 15.0 
Int Mid 28 30.1 19 29.2 15 25.0 
Int High 10 10.8 25 38.5 19 31.7 
Adv Low 1 1.1 5 7.7 17 28.3 
Adv Mid/Hi 0 0.0 1 1.5 0 0.0 

 
2021 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Chinese 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 1 1.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 1 1.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 12 14.1 3 3.5 0 0.0 
Int Low 35 41.2 12 14.1 13 17.8 
Int Mid 17 20.0 15 17.6 26 35.6 
Int High 17 20.0 42 49.4 24 32.9 
Adv Low 2 2.4 13 15.3 10 13.7 
Adv Mid/Hi 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

 
2020 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Chinese 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 1 1.3 0 0.0 1 2.3 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 2 2.6 0 0.0 1 2.3 
Int Low 24 31.6 9 11.4 8 18.2 
Int Mid 25 32.9 32 40.5 21 47.7 
Int High 21 27.6 35 44.3 11 25.0 
Adv Low 3 3.9 3 3.8 1 2.3 
Adv Mid/Hi 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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2019 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Chinese 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 3 3.5 2 3.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 4 4.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 26 30.2 22 32.8 7 16.7 
Int Mid 40 46.5 12 17.9 15 35.7 
Int High 11 12.8 30 44.8 17 40.5 
Adv Low 2 2.3 1 1.5 3 7.1 
Adv Mid/Hi 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

 
Data Summary and Analysis:  2019-2023 Grades 6-10 Spring STAMP 4S Listening 
Chinese (see tables below) 
 
Listening results indicate strengths across all grade levels tested. For Sixth Grade, there 
was an increase in percentages within the Intermediate-Mid and High ranges. These 
ranges are typically the highest levels students attain at Sixth Grade, and it is encouraging 
to see students reach higher than pre-pandemic levels in 2019. Eighth Graders 
experienced an increase in percentage of students reaching the Intermediate-High level 
as well, increasing from 61.5 percent to 69.2 percent, which is equivalent to 14 students. 
These percentages surpassed 2019 and 2020 performances. Finally, Tenth Graders 
experienced increases at the Intermediate-High and Advanced-Mid ranges. The 
Intermediate-High range showed an increase of 9.1 percent, or 14 students. 
Intermediate-High is an important threshold for student performance prior to Ninth Grade, 
which is when many students choose to take the AP exam. Students scoring at this level 
across all subtests are trending toward scoring a 4 or a 5 on the exam, because it could 
be reasonable assumed that they would be near the Advanced-Low level at the time of 
the test during their Ninth Grade year. Students reaching the Advanced-Low level are 
highly likely to score a 4 or 5 on the AP Language Exams.  
 
Recommendations: 2023 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Chinese (see tables below) 
 
To improve results in Interpretive Listening, students should be given opportunities to 
listen to authentic texts such as radio announcements, book discussions, and speeches 
in the target language. This type of real world experience will help students move toward 
proficiency as they are exposed to authentic sources created in the target language and 
not necessarily translated into the target language from English. Translation can be 
effective if it is done consistently and without loss of meaning. As stated previously, a new 
plan for translating texts has been implemented and will enhance the translation process. 
Listening opportunities need to come from a variety of sources that supplement the 
teacher’s instruction. 
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2023 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Chinese 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 1 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 3 3.4 1 1.3 0 0.0 
Int Low 12 13.5 8 10.3 0 0.0 
Int Mid 20 22.5 7 9.0 4 5.5 
Int High 53 59.6 54 69.2 48 65.8 
Adv Low 0 0.0 6 7.7 12 16.4 
Adv Mid 0 0.0 2 2.6 9 12.3 
Adv High 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

 
2022 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Chinese 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 4 4.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 19 20.4 6 9.2 0 0.0 
Int Mid 15 16.1 6 9.2 1 1.7 
Int High 54 58.1 40 61.5 34 56.7 
Adv Low 1 1.1 8 12.3 11 18.3 
Adv Mid 0 0.0 5 7.7 7 11.7 
Adv High 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 11.7 

 
2021 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Chinese 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 1 1.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 2 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 4 4.7 1 1.2 0 0.0 
Int Mid 14 16.5 1 1.2 1 1.4 
Int High 61 71.8 60 70.6 32 43.8 
Adv Low 2 2.4 8 9.4 8 11.0 
Adv Mid 1 1.2 10 11.8 23 31.5 
Adv High 0 0.0 5 5.9 9 12.3 
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2020 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Chinese 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 1 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 1 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Mid 8 10.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int High 61 80.3 53 67.1 27 61.4 
Adv Low 3 3.9 10 12.7 5 11.4 
Adv Mid 2 2.6 11 13.9 10 22.7 
Adv High 0 0.0 5 6.3 0 0.0 

 
 

2019 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Chinese 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 1 1.3 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 3 3.2 1 1.3 0 0.0 
Nov High 21 22.6 6 8.0 1 2.4 
Int Low 38 40.9 10 13.3 8 19.0 
Int Mid 20 21.5 22 29.3 10 23.8 
Int High 11 11.8 24 32.0 13 31.0 
Adv Low 0 0.0 10 13.3 7 16.7 
Adv Mid 0 0.0 1 1.3 3 7.1 
Adv High 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

 
 

Data Summary and Analysis: 2019-2023 Grades 6-10 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking 
Chinese (see tables below) 
 
Speaking performances among Grades 6, 8, and 10 yielded solid results and have 
rebounded compared to last year. Students among the three tested grade levels saw 
percentage increases at the intermediate levels with Grades 6 and 8 experiencing slight 
increases at the Advanced-Low level. Other than the spike in Speaking percentages in 
2021, results this year are similar to previous years and compare favorably to the national 
target of Intermediate-Low for Sixth Graders and Intermediate-Mid for Eighth and Tenth 
Graders. 91 percent of Sixth Graders are performing at or beyond the national target, 
while 83.7 percent of Eighth Graders are reaching this threshold with 89 percent of Tenth 
Graders scoring at or above the national target of Intermediate-Mid. 
 
Most Minnetonka Immersion students should be expected to understand and speak the 
Chinese language while scoring at least a three on the AP Chinese Language Exam. 
According to the latest STAMP results, most Chinese Immersion students who have 
reached the Intermediate-High level and above, will highly likely score a four or five on 
the exam should they take the assessment as Ninth Graders.  
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Students who are speaking at the Intermediate proficiency level are characterized by not 
speaking in utterances and moving from memorized words and phrases to original 
production, though still limited. These students may appear to be native speakers. 
 
With most middle and high school Chinese Immersion students performing at the 
Intermediate range and many performing at the upper levels of this range, Chinese 
Immersion students are meeting or surpassing the target level of proficiency of 
Intermediate-Mid. Intermediate-Mid speakers tend to function reactively, for example, by 
responding to direct questions, requests, or information. However, they can ask a variety 
of questions when necessary to obtain simple information to satisfy basic needs, such as 
directions, prices, and services. The data indicates that students excel at responding to 
questions directed toward them and can give accurate responses. A more student-
centered approach will help grow students’ presentational and interpersonal skills. 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Chinese (see tables below) 
 
Students beginning to reach the lower levels of Intermediate proficiency have good 
language control throughout most of their responses. Mostly the errors students make 
within the Intermediate level do not affect the overall meaning of the topic begin discussed. 
To move toward the next levels of proficiency students will need to be exposed to more 
authentic speaking experiences. Students can present in front of their peers or engage in 
group conversations. Group discussions in the target language will enable teachers to not 
only assess students in an authentic manner but also assess them more efficiently. With 
this approach to authentic assessments, students will be more engaged and teachers will 
gain valuable knowledge about their students’ oral proficiency levels. 
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2023 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Chinese 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 1 1.4 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 1 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 7 7.9 1 1.4 0 0.0 
Int Low 33 37.1 10 13.5 8 11.0 
Int Mid 33 37.1 25 33.8 11 15.1 
Int High 13 14.6 26 35.1 36 49.3 
Adv Low 2 2.2 11 14.9 17 23.3 
Adv Mid/Hi 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.4 

 
2022 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Chinese 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 1 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 2 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 11 11.8 2 3.1 0 0.0 
Int Low 34 36.6 5 7.7 4 6.7 
Int Mid 30 32.3 17 26.2 11 18.3 
Int High 10 10.8 33 50.8 26 43.3 
Adv Low 1 1.1 7 10.8 19 31.7 
Adv Mid/Hi 1 1.1 1 1.5 0 0.0 

 
 

2021 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Chinese 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 1 1.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 2 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 4 4.7 1 1.2 6 8.2 
Int Mid 14 16.5 1 1.2 22 30.1 
Int High 61 71.8 60 70.6 33 45.2 
Adv Low 2 2.4 8 9.4 11 15.1 

 
2020 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Chinese 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 2 2.6 0 0.0 2 4.5 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 2 2.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 24 31.6 21 26.6 6 1.4 
Int Mid 32 42.1 38 48.1 23 52.3 
Int High 16 21.1 16 20.3 6 13.6 
Adv Low 0 0.0 4 5.1 5 11.4 
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2019 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Chinese 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 10 11.9 5 8.2 1 2.4 
Int Low 52 61.9 14 23.0 3 7.3 
Int Mid 19 22.6 30 49.2 20 48.8 
Int High 3 3.6 8 13.1 16 39.0 
Adv Low 0 0.0 4 6.6 1 2.4 

 
 

 
SUB-TEST RESULTS SPANISH IMMERSION 
 
Data Summary and Analysis:  2019-2023 Grades 6-10 Spring STAMP 4S Reading 
Spanish (see tables below) 
 
ACTFL’s national Spanish Immersion target proficiency for Sixth Graders is Intermediate-
Low in Reading, Writing, Listening, and Speaking. For Eighth and Tenth Graders, the 
national target levels are Intermediate-Mid for each of the four modes of communication. 
 
All three grade levels tested experienced solid scores this year. Spanish Immersion 
students have maintained high levels of performance on the STAMP Test with some shift 
in performance levels.  
 
Grade 6 students saw an increase in the percentage of students reaching the 
Intermediate-Low and Mid levels, while also experiencing a decrease in the percentage 
performing at the Intermediate-High level compared to last year. Despite this slight shift, 
Sixth Graders have performed at nearly all-time high levels with 98.0 percent of Grade 6 
students meeting or surpassing national targets. Although there was a decrease in the 
number of students reaching the Advanced-Mid level, dropping from 19 students to 9 
students, the performances for this group of students should be commended, as this level 
is typically one that is reached by heritage speakers. 
 
Like Grade 6 students, Eighth Graders performed solidly compared to Eighth Graders 
from a year ago with 41.5 percent of students reaching Advanced proficiency. There was 
a shift in performance levels, with the percentage of students reaching the Advanced- 
levels dropping from 47.0 percent to 41.5 percent. These decreases resulted in 
increases within the Intermediate-Low and Mid levels. The performances of most students 
are well beyond the national target of Intermediate-Mid. Except for ten students, all Eighth 
Graders met or surpassed national targets. 
 
Tenth Grade Spanish Immersion students saw 67.3 percent of students reach the 
Advanced levels of proficiency compared to 74.8 percent from a year ago and 92.7 
percent from 2020. 99.1 percent of Tenth Graders met or surpassed national targets. 
Like Grades 6 and 8, there was a shift in performance for some students as indicated by 
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the increased percentages within the Intermediate-Mid and High levels. Again, these 
ranges are beyond the national target of Intermediate-Mid. 
 
Most Spanish Immersion students are beyond the national target proficiency level of 
Intermediate-Low for Grade 6 and Intermediate-Mid for Grades 8 and 10 for Reading. 
According to the American Council of Teaching Foreign Languages (ACTFL), students 
who are exposed to authentic texts from the target language countries will grasp the 
language, because they are also being exposed to a richer cultural experience. The 
cultural component to the language will also enable students to have the background 
knowledge needed to experience success on the AP Language Exam. According to 
Spanish Immersion staff, authentic texts are available in the school District and have been 
used often to engage students in more authentic Reading experiences. Students are 
gaining meaning from short, connected texts featuring description in narration, dealing 
with familiar topics. Many of the passages on the STAMP 4S are lengthy, and students 
are beginning to experience text in the target language of this length on a more regular 
basis. 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Spanish (see tables below) 
 
Students who are reading at Intermediate proficiency are characterized by having the 
ability to understand the main ideas and explicit details in everyday language. They can 
use language knowledge to understand information in everyday materials and can follow 
short conversations and announcements on common topics. They can also answer 
questions about the main idea and explicitly stated details. Students would benefit from 
more opportunities to learn about Spanish culture in a more authentic manner. In addition, 
Reading across content areas will help improve students’ Reading comprehension levels. 
Studying social studies, science, Math, and health themes will help students make real 
world connections and increase their vocabulary in the target language. Also, students 
will be successful if they can engage in book discussions with partners or in small groups. 
Any opportunities where they are expected to use their target language skills in a variety 
of settings will allow them to gain proficiency. If students could experience texts that are 
unfamiliar and lengthier, then they will see gains in Reading due to increased stamina 
and vocabulary exposure.  
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2023 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Spanish 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 5 2.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 35 13.8 10 4.5 2 0.9 
Int Mid 80 31.6 29 12.9 14 6.6 
Int High 108 42.7 92 41.1 53 25.1 
Adv Low 15 5.9 40 17.9 45 21.3 
Adv Mid 9 3.6 37 16.5 55 26.1 
Adv High 1 0.4 16 7.1 42 19.9 

 
 

2022 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Spanish 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 10 3.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 25 9.3 2 1.0 1 0.5 
Int Mid 49 18.1 16 7.8 4 2.0 
Int High 138 51.1 90 44.1 45 22.6 
Adv Low 27 10.0 41 20.1 46 23.1 
Adv Mid 19 7.0 39 19.1 49 24.6 
Adv High 2 0.7 16 7.8 54 27.1 

 
 

2021 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Spanish 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 3 1.2 2 0.9 0 0.0 
Int Low 4 1.6 1 0.4 0 0.0 
Int Mid 14 5.7 2 0.9 1 0.6 
Int High 144 59.0 60 26.5 12 6.8 
Adv Low 25 10.2 37 16.4 14 7.9 
Adv Mid 40 16.4 78 34.5 61 34.5 
Adv High 14 5.7 46 20.4 89 50.3 
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2020 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Spanish 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 2 0.9 1 0.5 0 0.0 
Int Low 5 2.2 0 0.0 1 0.6 
Int Mid 7 3.0 2 0.9 1 0.6 
Int High 119 51.5 56 25.6 20 12.5 
Adv Low 43 18.6 38 17.4 16 10.0 
Adv Mid 46 19.9 77 35.2 57 35.6 
Adv High 9 3.9 45 20.5 65 40.6 

 
2019 Spring STAMP 4S Reading Spanish 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 
Nov Mid 3 1.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 34 14.0 4 1.9 5 4.1 
Int Low 60 24.7 25 12.1 4 3.3 
Int Mid 73 30.0 29 14.0 14 11.4 
Int High 35 14.4 29 14.0 7 5.7 
Adv Low 33 13.6 77 37.2 48 39.0 
Adv Mid 5 2.1 42 20.3 33 26.8 
Adv High 0 0.0 1 0.5 11 8.9 

 
 

Data Summary:  Data Summary and Analysis:  2019-2023 Grades 6-10 Spring 
STAMP 4S Writing Spanish (see tables below) 
 
ACTFL’s national Spanish Immersion target proficiency for Sixth Graders is Intermediate-
Low in Reading, Writing, Listening, and Speaking. For Eighth and Tenth Graders, the 
national target levels are Intermediate-Mid for each of the four modes of communication. 
Each of the grade levels tested experienced high performances in Writing, as indicated 
by the significant shift in performances at the next highest sublevel, respectively. 
 
Sixth Graders saw a shift in performance compared to last year’s Sixth Graders. There 
was an increase from 46.3 percent to 57.1 percent of Grade 6 students performing at 
the Intermediate-High level, including an additional two students reaching the Advanced-
Low level compared to last year. This is the second year in a row that Sixth Graders 
eclipsed the 40 percent mark at the Intermediate-High level. This year, 98.0 percent of 
Grade 6 Spanish Immersion students met or surpassed the national target in Writing, 
compared to 98.9 percent from a year ago. 
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Eighth Grade Spanish Immersion students experienced solid performances over the past 
four years, and this year, with 64.0 percent of students performing at the Intermediate-
High level, Grade 8 students surpassed their same grade counterparts from a year ago 
by 1.3 percent. In addition, Eighth Graders increased the percentage of students 
reaching the Advanced-Low level, improving from 2.0 percent to 16.7 percent (7 
students). 
 
With a strong focus on improving Writing performance by Minnetonka High School staff, 
Tenth Graders experienced a significant percentage of students reaching the 
Intermediate-High and Advanced-Low levels. 99.0 percent of Tenth Graders met or 
surpassed the national target of Intermediate-Mid. 
 
Students who are writing at the Intermediate proficiency are characterized by not being 
limited to formulaic utterances, and they can express factual information by manipulating 
grammatical structures. They should be able to write using different tenses. The readers 
at the Intermediate level can meet several practical writing needs. They can write short, 
simple communications, compositions, and requests for information in loosely connected 
text about personal preferences, daily routines, common events, and other personal 
topics. This writing is best defined as a collection of discrete sentences or questions 
loosely strung together. Student writing at this level can be understood by natives used 
to the writing of non-natives. 
 
Teachers have already implemented writing toward prompts in the target language. 
Teachers have been planning to make the experience more authentic for students by 
having them write across disciplines. Most students are writing within the Intermediate 
level and above. To perform at this level, students have had exposure to alternative 
writing techniques that helped to engage them in real world writing experiences. Students 
have practiced writing to other students about family members or trips they have taken. 
This type of writing helps students add details needed to have success on the STAMP 4S 
assessment. 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Spanish (see tables below) 
 
Students writing at the Intermediate level can produce strings of sentences that vary as 
they utilize different verbs to create independent thoughts, mostly composed of a 
recombination of learned simple sentences with some added detail. As students are 
asked to perform presentational speaking activities, they can also be expected to write in 
a presentational manner. In addition to presentational writing opportunities, students can 
practice writing authentically in the way they are tested. Students can be given real-world 
experiences by writing emails to other Immersion students within the District or 
communicating in writing to students in other countries. The more authentic writing 
experiences students are exposed to, the more opportunities they will have to internalize 
the language and move toward the next levels of proficiency. 
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2023 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Spanish 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 
Nov High 5 2.0 3 1.4 0 0.0 
Int Low 29 11.5 8 3.6 2 1.0 
Int Mid 64 25.4 29 13.1 13 6.2 
Int High 144 57.1 142 64.0 119 56.9 
Adv Low 10 4.0 37 16.7 73 34.9 
Adv Mid 0 0.0 2 0.9 2 1.0 

 
 

2022 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Spanish 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 3 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 41 15.2 5 2.5 1 0.5 
Int Mid 92 34.1 41 20.1 20 10.1 
Int High 125 46.3 128 62.7 86 43.2 
Adv Low 8 3.0 30 14.7 89 44.7 
Adv Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 1.5 

 
 

2021 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Spanish 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 3 1.2 2 0.9 0 0.0 
Nov High 9 3.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 78 32.0 18 8.0 1 0.6 
Int Mid 102 41.8 83 36.7 33 18.6 
Int High 50 20.5 115 50.9 136 76.8 
Adv Low 2 0.8 8 3.5 7 4.0 
Adv Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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2020 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Spanish 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 3 1.3 2 0.9 0 0.0 
Int Low 35 15.2 14 6.4 4 2.5 
Int Mid 129 55.8 62 28.3 29 18.1 
Int High 58 25.1 120 54.8 84 52.5 
Adv Low 6 2.6 21 9.6 42 26.3 
Adv Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

 
 

2019 Spring STAMP 4S Writing Spanish 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 1 0.4 2 1.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 92 38.3 15 7.3 7 5.7 
Int Mid 109 45.4 51 24.9 27 22.1 
Int High 35 14.6 108 52.7 56 45.9 
Adv Low 2 0.8 27 13.2 32 26.2 
Adv Mid 0 0.0 2 1.0 0 0.0 

 
 
 
Data Summary:  Data Summary and Analysis:  2019-2023 Grades 6-10 Spring 
STAMP 4S Listening Spanish (see tables below) 
 
As stated previously, ACTFL’s national Spanish Immersion target proficiency for Sixth 
Graders is Intermediate-Low in Reading, Writing, Listening, and Speaking. For Eighth and 
Tenth Graders, the national target levels are Intermediate-Mid for each of the four modes 
of communication. 
 
Sixth and Eighth Grade Spanish Immersion students experienced a slight shift from 
Intermediate-High to Intermediate Mid of approximately 5 percent, which is about 10 
students per grade level. However, Sixth Graders saw a 7.7 percent increase within the 
Advanced-Low level, which equates to 17 students. Overall, 88.9 percent of Sixth Grade 
students met or surpassed national targets, compared to 98.5 percent a year ago. 97.7 
percent of Eighth Graders met or surpassed the national target of Intermediate-Mid, and 
all Tenth Graders performed at or beyond the national target as well. In addition, Tenth 
Graders experienced an increase of 8.6 percent at the Advance-High level, which 
equates to 22 students. 
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Despite some shifts in proficiency percentages among Minnetonka students on the 
Listening subtest, most students met or surpassed national targets, and 124 Spanish 
Immersion students are performing at the highest proficiency level of Advanced-High, 
which is 16.6 percent of Spanish Immersion students taking the STAMP 4S. 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Spanish (see tables below) 
 
Students who are reading or listening at advanced proficiency can understand and use 
language for straightforward informational purposes. They can also understand the 
content of most factual, non-specialized materials intended for a general audience. In 
addition, they can understand the content of most spoken factual, non-specialized 
language. This translates to a deeper understanding of the arts, politics, religion, and 
mathematics. To improve results in Interpretive Listening, students should be given 
opportunities to listen to authentic texts such as radio announcements, book discussions, 
and speeches in the target language. This type of real world experience will help students 
move toward proficiency as they are exposed to authentic sources created in the target 
language and not necessarily translated into the target language from English. Students 
would also benefit from listening to their peers and carrying on conversations in small 
groups. In addition, interpretive listening can be strengthened if students are required to 
listen for special meaning in an audio presentation or from student presentations. 
 

 
2023 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Spanish 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 2 0.8 1 0.5 0 0.0 
Int Low 30 11.9 4 1.8 0 0.0 
Int Mid 75 29.6 33 14.9 6 2.8 
Int High 59 23.3 49 22.1 19 9.0 
Adv Low 57 22.5 60 27.0 34 16.1 
Adv Mid 23 9.1 43 19.4 67 31.8 
Adv High 7 2.8 32 14.4 85 40.3 

 
2022 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Spanish 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 4 1.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 48 17.8 10 4.9 0 0.0 
Int Mid 65 24.1 16 7.8 3 1.5 
Int High 84 31.1 60 29.4 27 13.6 
Adv Low 40 14.8 55 27.0 38 19.1 
Adv Mid 26 9.6 46 22.5 68 34.2 
Adv High 3 1.1 17 8.3 63 31.7 
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2021 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Spanish 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 1 0.4 1 0.4 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 4 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 14 5.7 3 1.3 0 0.0 
Int Mid 26 10.7 12 5.3 1 0.6 
Int High 95 38.9 36 15.9 5 2.8 
Adv Low 60 24.6 50 22.1 11 6.2 
Adv Mid 35 14.3 69 30.5 59 33.3 
Adv High 9 3.7 54 23.9 101 57.1 

 
2020 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Spanish 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.6 
Int Low 5 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Mid 14 6.1 6 2.7 4 2.5 
Int High 90 39.0 30 13.7 14 8.8 
Adv Low 61 26.4 49 22.4 24 15 
Adv Mid 43 18.6 71 32.4 47 29.4 
Adv High 17 7.4 63 28.8 69 43.1 

 
 

2019 Spring STAMP 4S Listening Spanish 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 2 0.8 0 0.0 2 1.6 
Nov High 87 35.8 17 8.3 6 4.9 
Int Low 41 16.9 20 9.7 7 5.7 
Int Mid 56 23.0 30 14.6 14 11.5 
Int High 22 9.1 25 12.1 21 17.2 
Adv Low 25 10.3 59 28.6 34 27.9 
Adv Mid 10 4.1 43 20.9 28 23.0 
Adv High 0 0.0 12 5.8 10 8.2 
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Data Summary:  Data Summary and Analysis:  2019-2023 Grades 6-10 Spring  
STAMP 4S Speaking Spanish (see tables below) 
 
ACTFL’s national Spanish Immersion target proficiency for Sixth Graders is Intermediate-
Low in Reading, Writing, Listening, and Speaking. For Eighth and Tenth Graders, the 
national target levels are Intermediate-Mid for each of the four modes of communication. 
 
Sixth Graders have experienced a shift from Intermediate-High toward Intermediate-Mid 
the past three years. However, there was an increase percentage at the Advanced this 
year. Sixth Graders saw an increase of 4.5 percent within the Advanced-Low range, or 
11 students. Eighth Graders experienced a similar performance compared to last year, 
with an increase of 8.9 percent reaching the Advanced-Low range. Tenth Graders also 
experienced a significant shift toward the Advanced-Low range with an increase of 8.5 
percent, or 20 students. In many cases, students are experiencing performances 
consistent or better than pre-pandemic levels.  
 
The students at the upper Intermediate levels can be called upon to perform at the 
Advanced-level. However, they will have difficulty linking ideas and speaking in the 
correct tense. These students can consistently obtain simple information to help them 
satisfy basic needs.  At the Advanced level, the speaking delivery is mostly fluent with 
only occasional hesitancy. Some abstract and precise use of vocabulary and terms with 
familiar topics is evident. 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Spanish (see tables below) 
 
As students begin to move into the Intermediate-Mid to High proficiency range, they begin 
to speak with great accuracy, only making minor errors that do not affect the overall 
meaning. Their delivery may be choppy, and they may have a repetitive use of concrete 
vocabulary with occasional use of expanding terms. However, their accuracy of complex 
sentences is beginning to emerge. To improve upon their skills students will need to work 
be given opportunities to not only work on their speaking abilities but combine those types 
of presentational performances with presentational writing. The use of rubrics will help 
teachers to target their instruction after determining the specific areas of need using 
carefully developed rubrics that help to measure student performance in an authentic way. 

 
2023 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Spanish 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 
Nov High 9 3.6 1 0.5 0 0.0 
Int Low 39 15.4 8 3.7 2 1.0 
Int Mid 91 36.0 25 11.5 9 4.3 
Int High 94 37.2 136 62.7 134 64.1 
Adv Low 19 7.5 46 21.2 64 30.6 
Adv 
Mid/High 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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2022 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Spanish 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 3 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 11 4.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 52 19.3 6 2.9 5 2.5 
Int Mid 79 29.3 38 18.6 12 6.0 
Int High 117 43.3 133 65.2 136 68.3 
Adv Low 8 3.0 25 12.3 44 22.1 
Adv 
Mid/High 0 0.0 1 0.5 2 1.0 

 
 

2021 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Spanish 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 1 0.4 1 0.4 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 6 2.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 8 3.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 32 13.1 7 3.1 2 1.1 
Int Mid 82 33.6 45 19.9 2 1.1 
Int High 110 45.1 150 66.4 140 79.1 
Adv Low 4 1.6 20 8.8 33 18.6 

 
 

2020 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Spanish 
 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.6 
Int Low 16 6.9 5 2.3 4 2.5 
Int Mid 79 34.2 33 15.1 18 11.3 
Int High 124 53.7 152 69.4 114 71.3 
Adv Low 11 4.8 29 9.1 19 11.9 
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2019 Spring STAMP 4S Speaking Spanish 

 Grade 6  Grade 8  Grade 10 
 N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Nov Low 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov Mid 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nov High 8 3.3 2 1.0 0 0.0 
Int Low 75 30.9 18 9.0 9 7.8 
Int Mid 91 37.4 57 28.6 32 27.6 
Int High 68 28.0 95 47.7 67 57.8 
Adv Low 1 0.4 27 13.6 8 6.9 

 
 

Data Summary and Analysis:  2021-2023 Spring STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion 
Gender  
 
Gender results indicate strong performances for students in Grades 6, 8 and 10 with 
scores in bold highlighting increases compared to the same grade counterparts from a 
year ago. Sixth Graders saw improvement among both genders in Writing and Speaking, 
with Males seeing improvement inf Listening as well. Both Males and Females 
experienced significant decreases in Reading, with both student groups contributing to 
the overall decreased mean scores in that area. The only other significant decreases in 
performance occurred among both Tenth Grade Males and Females in the area of 
Reading. Male Tenth Graders dropped by 0.6 points, while Females decreased by 0.5 
points. Like students learning the English language, there is an expected difference in 
performance in Reading, which measures reading comprehension. Typically, Female 
students out-perform Males in this area. In fact, the STAMP Test measures language arts 
skills, which is historically an area in which Females out-perform Males. Speaking and 
Writing yielded the greatest gaps between the two genders, which is different compared 
to previous years.  
 
Although Females well out-paced Males across the grade levels and sub-tests, both 
Males and Females showed significant improvements compared to their counterparts 
from the previous year. The students and teachers should be commended for their strong 
efforts resulting in all time high performances on the STAMP Test. 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Spring STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion Gender  
 
Both Spanish and Chinese Immersion students will benefit from teachers utilizing an 
integrated performance assessment model. Teachers have done much work in this area 
and will continue to revise their assessments to align with standardized assessments 
such as the former AAPPL and current STAMP tests. IPA, STAMP 4Se, and STAMP 4S 
are all aligned to the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines, thus creating alignment of 
assessments for Grades K-9. Integrated Performance Assessment (IPA) provides 
teachers with the knowledge they need of student performance in all four skill areas:  
Reading, Writing, Listening and Speaking. This model also helps inform teachers for them 
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to provide a more balanced approach to instruction utilizing each of the three modes: 
Interpersonal, Interpretive, and Presentational.  
 
In addition to balanced instruction, students would benefit from participating in the STAMP 
4S practice assessment. This is recommended by AVANT and will help students by giving 
them exposure to the format and types of questions that will be asked. In additions, 
teachers can use this knowledge in a similar manner, much like the way they use the 
state test specifications to help guide instruction leading up to the state Reading and Math 
assessments. 
 

2021-2023 Grade 6 Spring STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion Gender 
 Grade 6 - 2021 Grade 6 – 2022 Grade 6 - 2023 
 Males 

(N=41) 
Females 
(N=44) 

Males 
(N=42) 

Females 
(N=51) 

Males 
(N=50) 

Females 
(N=41) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 2.4 Nov 
Mid 2.4 Nov 

Mid 3.9 Int 
Low 4.2 Int 

Low 3.6 Int 
Low 4.0 Int 

Low 

Write 4.1 Int 
Low 4.1 Int 

Low 4.1 Int 
Low 4.5 Int 

Mid 4.5 Int 
Mid 4.9 Int 

Mid 

List 4.3 Int 
Low 4.4 Int 

Low 5.1 Int 
Mid 5.5 Int 

High 5.3 Int 
Mid 5.5 Int 

High 

Spkg 4.0 Int 
Low 4.0 Int 

Low 4.2 Int 
Low 4.5 Int 

Mid 4.3 Int 
Low 5.0 Int 

Mid 
 
 

2021-2023 Grade 8 Spring STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion Gender 
 Grade 8 - 2021 Grade 8 – 2022 Grade 8 – 2023 
 Males 

(N=42) 
Females 
(N=43) 

Males 
(N=27) 

Females 
(N=38) 

Males 
(N=37) 

Females 
(N=42) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 2.9 Nov 
High 3.5 Int 

Low 4.8 Int 
Mid 5.1 Int 

Mid 4.5 Int 
Mid 5.2 Int 

Mid 

Write 4.7 Int 
Mid 5.6 Int 

High 4.9 Int 
Mid 5.6 Int 

High 5.3 Int 
Mid 6.0 Int 

High 

List 4.8 Int 
Mid 5.0 Int 

Mid 5.9 Int 
High 6.1 Int 

High 5.6 Int 
High 6.0 Int 

High 

Spkg 4.4 Int 
Low 4.4 Int 

Low 5.3 Int 
Mid 5.9 Int 

High 5.0 Int 
Mid 5.7 Int 

High 
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2021-2023 Grade 10 Spring STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion Gender 

 Grade 10 - 2021 Grade 10 - 2022 Grade 10 - 2023 
 Males 

(N=26) 
Females 
(N=47) 

Males 
(N=22) 

Females 
(N=38) 

Males 
(N=31) 

Females 
(N=42) 

 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 3.1 Nov 
High 3.1 Nov 

High 5.9 Int 
High 6.1 Int 

High 5.3 Int 
Mid 5.6 Int 

High 

Write 4.2 Int 
Low 4.2 Int 

Low 5.2 Int 
Mid 6.0 Int 

High 5.3 Int 
Mid 5.9 Int 

High 

List 5.1 Int 
Mid 5.0 Int 

Mid 6.6 Adv 
Low 6.8 Adv 

Low 6.2 Int 
High 6.5 Adv 

Low 

Spkg 4.4 Int 
Low 4.4 Int 

Low 5.7 Int 
High 6.2 Int 

High 5.6 Int 
High 6.1 Int 

High 
 
 
Data Summary and Analysis:  2021-2023 Spring STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 
Gender 
  
Spanish Immersion students showed improvement in many areas compared to their same 
grade counterparts from a year ago. No increases or decreases should be considered 
significantly significant, and Tenth Grade proficiency ranged from Intermediate-High in 
Writing and Speaking to Advanced-Low and Mid in Reading and Listening respectively. 
Across all grade levels, students are well out-pacing the national targets for their specific 
grade levels and skills tested, and teachers and students should be commended for their 
strong efforts in the classroom resulting in historically strong performances on the STAMP 
Test. 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Spring STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion Gender  
 
Spanish Immersion students would benefit from activities that promote Interpretive 
Listening development. Students could listen to plays, speeches, or advertisements. 
Teachers could assess students’ knowledge of what they heard or interpreted from the 
listening experience. Both Spanish and Chinese Immersion students will benefit from 
teachers utilizing an integrated performance assessment model.  
 
In addition, students would benefit from participating in the STAMP 4S practice 
assessment. This is recommended by AVANT and will help students by giving them 
exposure to the format and types of questions that will be asked. In additions, teachers 
can use this knowledge in a similar manner, much like the way they use the state test 
specifications to help guide instruction leading up to the state Reading and Math 
assessments. 
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2021-2023 Grade 6 Spring STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion Gender 

 Grade 6 - 2021 Grade 6 - 2022 Grade 6 - 2023 
 Males 

(N=110) 
Females 
(N=134) 

Males 
(N=125) 

Females 
(N=145) 

Males 
(N=118) 

Females 
(N=135) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Rdg 4.6 Int 

Mid 4.7 Int 
Mid 5.8 Int 

High 5.7 Int 
High 5.5 Int 

High 5.5 Int 
High 

Write 4.5 Int 
Mid 4.5 Int 

Mid 5.2 Int 
Mid 5.5 Int 

High 5.4 Int 
Mid 5.6 Int 

High 

List 4.5 Int 
Mid 4.5 Int 

Mid 5.6 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 5.9 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 

Spkg 4.6 Int 
Mid 4.9 Int 

Mid 4.9 Int 
Mid 5.4 Int 

Mid 5.1 Int 
Mid 5.5 Int 

High 
 

2021-2023 Grade 8 Spring STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion Gender 
 Grade 8 - 2021 Grade 8 - 2022 Grade 8 - 2023 
 Males 

(N=105) 
Females 
(N=121) 

Males 
(N=98) 

Females 
(N=106) 

Males 
(N=98) 

Females 
(N=127) 

       
 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 5.6 Int 
High 5.7 Int 

High 6.8 Adv 
Low 6.6 Adv 

Low 6.5 Adv 
Low 6.5 Adv 

Low 

Write 5.1 Int 
Mid 5.1 Int 

Mid 5.8 Int 
High 6.0 Int 

High 5.7 Int 
High 6.1 Int 

High 

List 5.2 Int 
Mid 5.2 Int 

Mid 6.7 Adv 
Low 6.8 Adv 

Low 6.9 Adv 
Low 6.9 Adv 

Low 

Spkg 4.9 Int 
Mid 5.0 Int 

Mid 5.8 Int 
High 6.0 Int 

High 5.7 Int 
High 6.1 Int 

High 
 

2021-2023 Grade 10 Spring STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion Gender 
 Grade 10 - 2021 Grade 10 - 2022 Grade 10 - 2023 
 Males 

(N=69) 
Females 
(N=108) 

Males 
(N=90) 

Females 
(N=109) 

Males 
(N=100) 

Females 
(N=111) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Rdg 7.0 Adv 

Low 7.0 Adv 
Low 7.4 Adv 

Low 7.6 Adv 
Mid 7.1 Adv 

Low 7.4 Adv 
Low 

Write 5.7 Int 
High 6.0 Int 

High 6.1 Int 
High 6.6 Adv 

Low 6.2 Int 
High 6.4 Int 

High 

List 6.7 Adv 
Low 7.0 Adv 

Low 7.7 Adv 
Mid 7.9 Adv 

Mid 7.9 Adv 
Mid 8.1 Adv 

Mid 

Spkg 5.7 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 6.0 Int 
High 6.2 Int 

High 6.1 Int 
High 6.3 Int 

High 
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Data Summary and Analysis: 2021-2023 Spring STAMP 4S Resident, Open 
Enrollment Chinese Immersion 
 
According to results from the tables below, there was not a significant difference in 
performances between Open-Enrolled and Resident students with only two exceptions: 
Reading among Sixth Graders and Reading and Speaking among Eighth Graders. 
However, with fewer than 50 students identified as Open-Enrolled or Resident at each of 
the grade levels tested, the average scores can be impacted significantly by a small 
number of students. Among the Sixth and Eighth Grade population, where there is a 
similar number of Open-Enrolled and Resident students, average scores were statistically 
significantly different in Reading, whereas other grade levels did not see this great a 
discrepancy in performance (0.4-0.5 points). In addition, Eighth Graders saw a 0.9 point 
difference within the Speaking subtest. These data are interesting to note, however, there 
is not a longitudinal trend definitively explaining the different performance in these areas 
among the two students groups measured. 
 
Most students performed within the Intermediate-Mid to High ranges. Students at the 
proficiency level of Intermediate-High can understand fully, and with relative ease, key 
words, as well as phrases across a range of texts. It is important to note that Reading is 
an area in which it is common to perform at lower levels while learning to acquire a new 
language. Comprehending a language is known to pose more of a challenge when 
learning in a target language according to ACTFL and NCSSFL research. 
 
Recommendations: 2023 Spring STAMP 4S Resident, Open Enrollment Chinese 
Immersion 
 
To move students to the next levels of proficiency, Chinese Immersion students will need 
to be exposed to a wider variety of texts to help increase their vocabulary. Students need 
to be taught how to understand the main idea and explicit details of topics in which they 
are reading. To take students to the next level in Reading, it will be important for teachers 
to take students to more in-depth aspects of Novice level topics. Students could be asked 
to make future plans, travel and vacation arrangements, learn about transportation, 
occupations, holidays, and health. They can also be exposed to contemporary issues that 
involve current events, economics, culture, literature, science, social studies, and history 
to make the learning relevant and engaging. 
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2021-2023 Grade 6 Spring STAMP 4S  
Chinese Immersion Resident/Open Enrolled 

 Grade 6 - 2021 Grade 6 - 2022 Grade 6 - 2023 
 

Resident 
(N=41) 

Open 
Enrolled 
(N=44) 

Resident 
(N=46) 

Open 
Enrolled 
(N=47) 

Resident 
(N=48) 

Open 
Enrolled 
(N=43) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Rdg 4.6 Int 
Mid 4.8 Int 

Mid 4.3 Int 
Low 3.9 Int 

Low 4.0 Int 
Low 3.6 Int 

Low 

Write 4.8 Int 
Mid 5.1 Int 

Mid 4.4 Int 
Low 4.2 Int 

Low 4.6 Int 
Mid 4.7 Int 

Mid 
List 5.9 Int 

High 6.0 Int 
High 5.5 Int 

High 5.1 Int 
Mid 5.4 Int 

Mid 5.3 Int 
Mid 

Spkg 4.7 Int 
Mid 4.8 Int 

Mid 4.4 Int 
Low 4.3 Int 

Low 4.6 Int 
Mid 4.7 Int 

Mid 
 

2021-2023 Grade 8 Spring STAMP 4S  
Chinese Immersion Resident/Open Enrolled 

 Grade 8 - 2021 Grade 8 - 2022 Grade 8 - 2023 
 

Resident 
(N=47) 

Open 
Enrolled 
(N=38) 

Resident 
(N=37) 

Open 
Enrolled 
(N=28) 

Resident 
(N=42) 

Open 
Enrolled 
(N=37) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 5.5 Int 
High 5.6 Int 

High 4.9 Int 
Mid 5.0 Int 

Mid 4.6 Int 
Mid 5.1 Int 

Mid 

Write 5.4 Int 
Mid 5.4 Int 

Mid 5.3 Int 
Mid 5.3 Int 

Mid 5.5 Int 
High 5.8 Int 

High 
List 6.7 Adv 

Low 6.5 Adv 
Low 5.9 Int 

High 6.1 Int 
High 5.7 Int 

High 5.9 Int 
High 

Spkg 5.1 Int 
Mid 5.0 Int 

Mid 5.6 Int 
High 5.6 Int 

High 5.0 Int 
Mid 5.9 Int 

High 
 

2021-2023 Grade10 Spring STAMP 4S  
Chinese Immersion Resident/Open Enrolled 

 Grade 10 - 2021 Grade 10 - 2022 Grade 10 - 2023 
 Resident 

(N=46) 
Open Enrolled 

(N=27) 
Resident 

(N=33) 
Open Enrolled 

(N=27) 
Resident 

(N=41) 
Open Enrolled 

(N=32) 
 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 6.0 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 6.1 Int 
High 6.0 Int 

High 5.6 Int 
High 5.3 Int 

Mid 

Write 4.9 Int 
Mid 5.1 Int 

Mid 5.7 Int 
High 5.8 Int 

High 5.7 Int 
High 5.6 Int 

High 

List 6.2 Int 
High 6.8 Adv 

Low 6.8 Adv 
Low 6.6 Adv 

Low 6.3 Int 
High 6.4 Int 

High 

Spkg 5.2 Int 
Mid 4.9 Int 

Mid 5.9 Int 
High 6.1 Int 

High 5.9 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 
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Data Summary and Analysis: 2021-2023 Spring STAMP 4S Resident, Open 
Enrollment Spanish Immersion 

According to the results from the tables below, once again, there is virtually no difference 
in performance between Resident and Open-Enrolled students in the Spanish Immersion 
program for Grades 6, 8, and 10 despite the small open-enrolled population in the 
program. Eighth Grader Resident students experienced an increase on three of four sub-
tests with an increase in one of four areas among Open-Enrolled students. Both groups 
are solidly reaching the Intermediate levels of proficiency, and at the upper grades are 
moving into the Advanced level. Sixth and Eighth Grade students saw most areas 
decrease compared to a year ago. Despite the decreases in Reading among Sixth and 
Eighth Graders, results maintained solid compared to national targets. 
 
Regardless of their enrollment status, Writing was a relative strength this year, as 
teachers have chosen to focus specifically in this area the past few years. Writing and 
Speaking should still be considered areas of focus.  Students at the next proficiency level 
can understand fully, and with relative ease, key words, as well as phrases across a range 
of texts. Spanish Immersion students performed within closer range of the targeted 
proficiency levels. Speaking is also an area in which it is common to perform at lower 
levels while learning to acquire a new language. Producing a language, rather than 
listening and responding in commonly understood phrases is known to pose more of a 
challenge when learning in a target language that is character based or logographic. 
 
Recommendations: 2023 Spring STAMP 4S Resident, Open Enrollment Spanish 
Immersion 
 
To improve Writing, it is recommended to read as much Spanish as possible. Students 
should be in the habit of reading any Spanish language material they can, preferably 
reading about different topics and using different texts. Students can read magazines, 
newspapers, books, or flyers. They should pay attention to all words, expressions, and 
syntactic constructions. They can make notes of interesting phrases and be encouraged 
to look up new works. This will help students expand their vocabulary and improve their 
own writing instructions.  
 
To improve speaking skills, students can read along with listening activities aloud. Then 
they are encouraged to re-read the passage and speed up their tempo. It is also 
recommended that as they speed up the tempo, students should try to do their best to 
pronounce the words correctly, but they are encouraged not to obsess over it. Students 
should also prepare things to say ahead of time. This is like the experience students have 
when practicing for the Integrated Performance Assessments (IPAs). In addition, 
shadowing is a great technique for students to improve their speaking skills, which is the 
act of repeating dialogues as they hear them. 
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2021-2023 Grade 6 Spring STAMP 4S 
Spanish Immersion Resident/Open Enrolled 

 Grade 6 - 2021 Grade 6 - 2022 Grade 6 - 2023 
 Resident 

(N=157) 
Open Enrolled 

(N=87) 
Resident 
(N=191) 

Open Enrolled 
(N=79) 

Resident 
(N=166) 

Open Enrolled 
(N=87) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof. 
Level 

Rdg 6.6 Adv 
Low 6.6 Adv 

Low 5.8 Int 
High 5.8 Int 

High 5.6 Int 
High 5.3 Int 

Mid 

Write 5.1 Int 
Mid 5.1 Int 

Mid 5.4 Int 
Mid 5.2 Int 

Mid 5.6 Int 
High 5.4 Int 

Mid 

List 6.7 Adv 
Low 6.9 Adv 

Low 5.8 Int 
High 5.7 Int 

High 6.0 Int 
High 5.7 Int 

High 

Spkg 5.6 Int 
High 5.5 Int 

High 5.2 Int 
Mid 5.1 Int 

Mid 5.3 Int 
Mid 5.3 Int 

Mid 
 

2021-2023 Grade 8 Spring STAMP 4S  
Spanish Immersion Resident/Open Enrolled 

 Grade 8 - 2021 Grade 8 - 2022 Grade 8 - 2023 
 Resident 

(N=147) 
Open Enrolled 

(N=61) 
Resident 
(N=141) 

Open Enrolled 
(N=63) 

Resident 
(N=143) 

Open Enrolled 
(N=82) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 7.5 Adv 
Mid 7.5 Adv 

Mid 6.7 Adv 
Low 6.8 Adv 

Low 6.5 Adv 
Low 6.6 Adv 

Low 

Write 5.6 Int 
High 5.7 Int 

High 5.9 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 6.0 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 

List 7.7 Adv 
Mid 7.8 Adv 

Mid 6.8 Adv 
Low 6.7 Adv 

Low 6.9 Adv 
Low 6.9 Adv 

Low 

Spkg 5.9 Int 
High 6.0 Int 

High 5.9 Int 
High 6.0 Int 

High 6.0 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 
 

2020-2022 Grade 10 Spring STAMP 4S  
Spanish Immersion Resident/Open Enrolled 

 Grade 10 - 2021 Grade 10 - 2022 Grade 10 - 2023 
 

Resident 
(N=147) 

Open 
Enrolled 
(N=30) 

Resident 
(N=137) 

Open Enrolled 
(N=62) 

Resident 
(N=155) 

Open Enrolled 
(N=56) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 8.1 Adv 
Mid 7.7 Adv 

Mid 7.5 Adv 
Mid 7.4 Adv 

Low 7.3 Adv 
Low 7.1 Adv 

Low 

Write 6.1 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 6.4 Int 
High 6.4 Int 

High 6.3 Int 
High 6.3 Int 

High 

List 8.1 Adv 
Mid 7.6 Adv 

Mid 7.9 Adv 
Mid 7.7 Adv 

Mid 8.1 Adv 
Mid 7.8 Adv 

Mid 

Spkg 6.0 Int 
High 5.7 Int 

High 6.1 Int 
High 6.2 Int 

High 6.2 Int 
High 6.1 Int 

High 
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Data Summary and Analysis:  2021-2023 Spring STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion 
Advanced Learning, Non-Advanced Learning 
 
According to the tables below, Grade 6, 8, and 10 Advanced Learning Chinese Immersion 
students out-performed Non-Advanced Learning students. In addition, current Sixth 
Grade Advanced Learning students out-performed their same grade counterparts on one 
out of four sub-tests, with non-Advanced Learning students out-performing compared to 
their Sixth Grade counterparts on three of four sub-tests from a year ago.  Last year, this 
student group under-performed on all four subtests. It is difficult to draw conclusions 
regarding the statistical significance of the increases and d performance, due to the low 
number of students taking the test. However, the results show that one area that appears 
significant is the decrease among Tenth Graders on the Listening Test. Advanced 
Learning students saw a decrease of 0.7 points, however the average score is 0.1 points 
higher for this student group compared to two years again. Again, with the lower number 
of students in this category, it is common to experienced significant fluctuations in the 
average scores. Non-Advanced Learning Tenth Grade students experienced a 0.3 point 
drop in performance, which is 0.2 points different than average scores two years ago. 
Overall, students saw a spike in performance in 2021, and scores the past two years are 
similar to scores from 2019 prior to the pandemic. 
 
The STAMP 4S assessment along with language acquisition in general shows a 
correlation between Reading and Writing performance, and AVANT notes that the 
Reading Assessment is a pre-requisite for the Writing Assessment. Last year, it was 
recommended that Reading should be an area of focus, and this year’s results indicate 
Writing should be an area of focus. 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Spring STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion Advanced 
Learning, Non-Advanced Learning 
 
According to the data, an area of focus is on Writing for all grade levels. It is important to 
engage students in activities in which they take a personal interest. Students who are 
engaged will be able to gain proficiency and understand concepts at a higher level. For 
example, if students can move from the Intermediate level to the Advanced level, they will 
show evidence in Reading by understanding main ideas and details. They can understand 
a persuasive argument, and the connection to writing is one that can be seamless. 
Students can become better writers and improve their writing proficiency by engaging in 
persuasive writing topics that are of relevance to them. Students can develop their ideas 
in there writing to allow them to present to an audience and improve their presentational 
speaking performance. Students can improve their speaking in this manner by moving 
from conventional speaking through straightforward conversations by being expected to 
persuade people through their research and writing. A teacher could take the process a 
step further and have students debate a topic in which they have researched and written. 
This type of interconnectedness across the disciplines will help student to acquire the 
target language through real-world authentic situations. 
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2021-2023 Grades 6 Spring STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion Advanced Learning, 
Non-Advanced Learning 

 Grade 6 - 2021 Grade 6 - 2022 Grade 6 - 2023 
 Advanced 

Learning 
(N=22) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 

(N=63) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=20) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 

(N=73) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=22) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 

(N=69) 
 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 5.1 Int 
Mid 4.4 Int 

Low 4.8 Int 
Mid 3.9 Int 

Low 4.7 Int 
Mid 3.6 Int 

Low 

Write 5.5 Int 
High 4.7 Int 

Mid 4.8 Int 
Mid 4.2 Int 

Low 5.2 Int 
Mid 4.5 Int 

Mid 
List 6.1 Int 

High 5.9 Int 
High 5.8 Int 

High 5.2 Int 
Mid 5.6 Int 

High 5.3 Int 
Mid 

Spkg 5.0 Int 
Mid 4.6 Int 

Mid 5.1 Int 
Mid 4.2 Int 

Low 5.0 Int 
Mid 4.5 Int 

Mid 
 

2021-2023 Grades 8 Spring STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion Advanced Learning, 
Non-Advanced Learning 

 Grade 8 - 2021 Grade 8 - 2022 Grade 8 - 2023 
 Advanced 

Learning 
(N=26) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 

(N=59) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=21) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 

(N=44) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=25) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 

(N=54) 
 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 6.5 Adv 
Low 5.2 Int 

Mid 5.9 Int 
High 4.5 Int 

Mid 5.7 Int 
High 4.4 Int 

Low 

Write 5.6 Int 
High 5.4 Int 

Mid 5.8 Int 
High 5.0 Int 

Mid 6.2 Int 
High 5.4 Int 

Mid 

List 7.4 Adv 
Low 6.3 Int 

High 6.6 Adv 
Low 5.7 Int 

High 6.3 Int 
High 5.5 Int 

High 

Spkg 5.4 Int 
Mid 4.9 Int 

Mid 6.0 Int 
High 5.5 Int 

High 5.9 Int 
High 5.2 Int 

Mid 
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2021-2023 Grades 10 Spring STAMP 4S  
Chinese Immersion Advanced Learning, Non-Advanced Learning 

 Grade 10 - 2021 Grade 10 - 2022 Grade 10 - 2023 
 Advanced 

Learning 
(N=28) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 

(N=45) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=20) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 

(N=40) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=19) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 

(N=54) 
 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 6.6 Adv 
Low 5.7 Int 

High 6.8 Adv 
Low 5.7 Int 

High 6.5 Adv 
Low 5.1 Int 

Mid 

Write 5.2 Int 
Mid 4.9 Int 

Mid 6.1 Int 
High 5.6 Int 

High 6.2 Int 
High 5.4 Int 

Mid 

List 6.6 Adv 
Low 6.4 Int 

High 7.4 Adv 
Low 6.5 Adv 

Low 6.7 Adv 
Low 6.2 Int 

High 

Spkg 5.2 Int 
Mid 5.0 Int 

Mid 6.6 Adv 
Low 5.7 Int 

High 6.3 Int 
High 5.7 Int 

High 
 
Data Summary and Analysis:  2021-2023 Spring STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 
Advanced Learning, Non-Advanced Learning  
 
Among Spanish Immersion students, the Advanced Learning student performance was 
solid. However, there were notable drops in performance across the grade levels. Sixth 
Grade Advanced Learning students experienced drops in Reading with a 0.2 point 
decrease compared to last year and a 1.0 point decrease compared to two years ago. 
Again, with only 64 students listed as Advanced Learning, there will be fluctuations in the 
results over time. Eighth Grade Advanced Learning students in 2023 out-performed 
Eighth Graders on two of four subtests with a 1.1 point difference observed in Reading 
compared to 2021 and slight drop of 0.3 points compared to last year. Non-Advanced 
Learning students also experienced a similar phenomenon compared to their same grade 
counterparts each of the past two years highlighted by a 1.0 point decrease in Reading 
compared to two years ago. Tenth Graders also experienced a significant decrease 
compared to two years ago in Reading with similar results in comparison to last year. 
Listening has been an area of strength among Tenth Graders the past several years with 
non-Advanced Learning students reaching the Advanced-Mid range and Advanced-
Learning students performing at the Advanced-High range on average. 
 
Tenth Graders are mainly reaching the Intermediate-High and Advanced levels. Like 
Grade 6 and 8, most students are out-performing the national targets and continue to 
have success on the STAMP Test over the past three years. 
 
Recommendations:  2023 Spring STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion Advanced 
Learning, Non-Advanced Learning  
 
It is important to engage students in activities in which they take a personal interest. 
Students who are engaged will be able to gain proficiency and understand concepts at a 
higher level. For example, if students can move from the Intermediate level to the 
Advanced level, they will show evidence in Reading by understanding main ideas and 
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details. They can understand a persuasive argument. The connection to writing is one 
that can be seamless. Students can become better writers and improve their writing 
proficiency by engaging in persuasive writing topics that are of relevance to them. 
Students can develop their ideas in there writing to allow them to present to an audience 
and improve their presentational speaking performance. Students can improve their 
speaking in this manner by moving from conventional speaking through straightforward 
conversations by being expected to persuade people through their research and writing. 
A teacher could take the process a step further and have students debate a topic in which 
they have researched and written. This type of interconnectedness across the disciplines 
will help student to acquire the target language through real-world authentic situations.  

 
2021-2023 Grades 6 Spring STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion Advanced Learning, 

Non-Advanced Learning 
 Grade 6 - 2021 Grade 6 - 2022 Grade 6 - 2023 
 Advanced 

Learning 
(N=64) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 
(N=181) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=64) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 
(N=206) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=56) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 
(N=197) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 7.3 Adv 
Low 6.4 Int 

High 6.5 Adv 
Low 5.6 Int 

High 6.3 Int 
High 5.3 Int 

Mid 

Write 5.5 Int 
High 5.0 Int 

Mid 5.6 Int 
High 5.2 Int 

Mid 5.9 Int 
High 5.4 Int 

Mid 

List 7.5 Adv 
Mid 6.5 Adv 

Low 6.6 Adv 
Low 5.5 Int 

High 7.0 Adv 
Low 5.6 Int 

High 

Spkg 5.8 Int 
High 5.5 Int 

High 5.5 Int 
High 5.1 Int 

Mid 5.6 Int 
High 5.2 Int 

Mid 
 

2021-2023 Grades 8 Spring STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion Advanced Learning, 
Non-Advanced Learning 

 Grade 8 - 2021 Grade 8 - 2022 Grade 8 - 2023 
 Advanced 

Learning 
(N=61) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 
(N=165) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=57) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 
(N=147) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=61) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 
(N=164) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 

Level 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 8.4 Adv 
Mid 7.2 Adv 

Low 7.6 Adv 
Mid 6.4 Int 

High 7.3 Adv 
Low 6.2 Int 

High 

Write 5.9 Int 
High 5.6 Int 

High 6.2 Int 
High 5.8 Int 

High 6.2 Int 
High 5.8 Int 

High 

List 8.5 Adv 
High 7.5 Adv 

Mid 7.6 Adv 
Mid 6.5 Adv 

Low 7.9 Adv 
Mid 6.5 Adv 

Low 

Spkg 6.2 Int 
High 5.8 Int 

High 6.1 Int 
High 5.8 Int 

High 6.2 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 
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2021-2023 Grades 10 Spring STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion Advanced Learning, 
Non-Advanced Learning 

 Grade 10 - 2021 Grade 10 - 2022 Grade 10 - 2023 
 Advanced 

Learning 
(N=58) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 
(N=119) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=54) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 
(N=145) 

Advanced 
Learning 

(N=48) 

Non-Adv 
Learning 
(N=163) 

 
Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Mean 
Score 

Mean 
Prof 
Level 

Rdg 8.6 Adv 
High 7.8 Adv 

Mid 8.4 Adv 
Mid 7.2 Adv 

Low 8.1 Adv 
Mid 7.0 Adv 

Low 

Write 6.4 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 6.7 Adv 
Low 6.3 Int 

High 6.4 Int 
High 6.3 Int 

High 

List 8.7 Adv 
High 7.8 Adv 

Mid 8.4 Adv 
Mid 7.6 Adv 

Mid 8.6 Adv 
High 7.8 Adv 

Mid 

Spkg 6.2 Int 
High 5.9 Int 

High 6.4 Int 
High 6.0 Int 

High 6.3 Int 
High 6.2 Int 

High 
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MIDDLE SCHOOL RESULTS BY BUILDING 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
The following data suggests that teachers will need to analyze overall language 
performance both in the classroom and on the future IPA and STAMP assessments to 
identify individual needs of students. The data must be analyzed at a granular level to 
determine factors that impact student performance, especially because there is less 
variance among teacher performance when each building shares teachers in Chinese, 
and because there are very few teachers overall within the program.  
 
Data Summary and Analysis: Spring 2019-2023 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion 
Building Comparison by STAMP Score and Proficiency Levels for Reading, Writing, 
Listening, and Speaking 
 
This section provides analysis regarding MME and MMW Chinese Immersion STAMP 
performances in Reading, Writing, Listening and Speaking. There are several highlights 
and some areas for improvement. 
 
Reading results show that MME Sixth Graders have seen a drop in scores since 2020, 
starting with an average score in 2020 of 4.8 points and earning an average score of 3.7 
points in 2023. This is the only subject in which this pattern has occurred among the 
grade levels and subject areas between both sites. MMW has seen steady results over 
the past several years among Grade 6 students, and both sites have Sixth Graders 
performing at the Intermediate-Low level in Reading. 
 
Eighth Grade results show MME students reaching the Intermediate-Mid level with MMW 
students rebounding slightly by 0.1 points compared to last year after a dramatic drop in 
student performance since 2020 and 2021 where students earned an average score of 
5.6 points compared to 4.3 points this year. MMW Eighth Graders are scoring at the 
Intermediate-Low range. 
 
Writing Results show increases at both MME and MMW among Grade 6 students. MME 
Chinese Immersion students improved from 4.4 to 4.7 points, and MMW students 
improved from 4.2 to 4.5 points. After an all-time low average score of 3.8 points among 
Sixth Graders at MMW in 2021, scores have now increased each of the past two years. 
The improvement in student performance in Writing at both schools this year is 
encouraging.  
 
Eighth Grade results show steady results at MMW since 2019 with a significant increase 
in average scores experienced at MME this year, improving to an all-time high average 
score of 6.2 points. MME students are now once again performing at the Intermediate-
High range in Writing. 
 
Listening results solid performances among Sixth and Eighth Graders at MME and MMW 
this year with improvement by Sixth Graders (0.1 point increase) at MME and increased 
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average scores for Eighth Graders at MMW, also improving by 0.1 points. At both MME 
and MMW Grade 6 and 8 students are scoring at the Intermediate-Mid and Intermediate-
High ranges respectively. Students scoring at the Intermediate-High range at this point of 
the year in Eighth Grade are in a steady pace to score a 4 or 5 on the AP language exam 
as Ninth Graders.  
 
Lastly, Speaking performances have been steady since 2019 for both sites with Sixth 
Graders at both MME and MMW improving since last year. MME improved from 4.3 
points to 4.6 points, and MMW Sixth Graders increased their average scores from 4.5 
points to 4.7 points. Both schools saw Sixth Graders reach the Intermediate-Mid level. 
Again, the national target for Sixth Grade Chinese Immersion is Intermediate-Low, and 
for Eighth Graders, the target is Intermediate-Mid. The average MMW Eighth Grader is 
performing at the Intermediate-Mid range, and the average MME Eighth Grader is 
reaching the Intermediate-High level. Eighth Graders at both sites have seen strong 
improvement in Speaking since 2019 and 2020, where average scores were 4.9-5.0 
points. 
 
Recommendations: Spring 2023 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion Building 
Comparison by STAMP Score and Proficiency Levels for Reading, Writing, 
Listening, and Speaking 
 
The Chinese Immersion Sixth Grade students would benefit from a focus on their 
Listening and Writing performance based on the results of this year’s STAMP test.  
 
Because there are very few total teachers for the Chinese Immersion program at the 
middle level, it is important for each of the teachers to collaborate on a regular basis. 
Each teacher received IPA training in recent years and are expected to implement the 
assessment model twice per year to help them formatively assess their students in a 
manner like the STAMP Test. The benefit for teachers who have very few colleagues in 
which to share is that the IPA model is designed to allow both Chinese and Spanish 
teachers across grade levels to collaborate. This will help to provide consistency with 
assessment and positively impact instruction. 
 
In addition to collaborating across programs, Immersion teachers have realigned their 
curriculum to ensure coherence in programming from students as they move from one 
grade level to the next. The IPA Tests are aligned to the targets updated four years ago, 
and the curriculum has been aligned to the former AAPPL and current STAMP Tests, 
both aligning to the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines. The thoughtful and hard work by many 
Immersion teachers to accomplish this task should be celebrated, and ultimately students 
should benefit making the Minnetonka Immersion program even stronger. 
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Spring 2023 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Reading 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=63) 

MMW (N=28) 
MME (N=41) 
MMW (N=38) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score 
Prof. 
Level 

MME 3.7 Int Low 5.3 Int Mid 
MMW 4.1 Int Low 4.3 Int Low 

 
Spring 2022 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Reading 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=54) 

MMW (N=39) 
MME (N=44) 
MMW (N=21) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score 
Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.0 Int Low 5.3 Int Mid 
MMW 4.2 Int Low 4.2 Int Low 

 
Spring 2021 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Reading 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=48) 

MMW (N=37) 
MME (N=51) 
MMW (N=34) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score 
Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.6 Int Mid 5.6 Int High 
MMW 3.8 Int Low 5.6 Int High 

 
Spring 2020 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Reading 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=46) 

MMW (N=30) 
MME (N=47) 
MMW (N=32) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score 
Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.8 Int Mid 5.5 Int High 
MMW 4.2 Int Low 5.6 Int High 
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Spring 2019 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Reading 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=56) 

MMW (N=37) 
MME (N=47) 
MMW (N=31) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score 
Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.7 Int Mid 5.7 Int High 
MMW 4.1 Int Low 5.4 Int Mid 

 
 

Spring 2023 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Writing 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=63) 

MMW (N=28) 
MME (N=41) 
MMW (N=38) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score 
Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.7 Int Mid 6.2 Int High 
MMW 4.5 Int Mid 5.0 Int Mid 

 
Spring 2022 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Writing 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=54) 

MMW (N=39) 
MME (N=44) 
MMW (N=21) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score 
Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.4 Int Low 5.4 Int Mid 
MMW 4.2 Int Low 5.0 Int Mid 

 
Spring 2021 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Writing 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=48) 

MMW (N=37) 
MME (N=51) 
MMW (N=34) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score 
Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.0 Int Mid 5.6 Int High 
MMW 3.8 Int Low 5.5 Int High 
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Spring 2020 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Writing 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=46) 

MMW (N=30) 
MME (N=47) 
MMW (N=32) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score 
Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.3 Int Mid 5.4 Int Mid 
MMW 4.3 Int Low 5.4 Int Mid 

 
Spring 2019 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Writing 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=56) 

MMW (N=37) 
MME (N=47) 
MMW (N=31) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score 
Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.8 Int Mid 5.2 Int Mid 
MMW 4.5 Int Mid 4.9 Int Mid 

 
 

Spring 2023 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score 

and Proficiency Levels for Listening 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=63) 

MMW (N=28) 
MME (N=41) 
MMW (N=38) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score Prof. Level 

MME 5.4 Int Mid 6.0 Int High 
MMW 5.2 Int Mid 5.6 Int High 
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Spring 2022 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score 

and Proficiency Levels for Listening 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=54) 

MMW (N=39) 
MME (N=44) 
MMW (N=21) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score Prof. Level 

MME 5.3 Int Mid 6.2 Int High 
MMW 5.3 Int Mid 5.5 Int High 

 
Spring 2021 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score 
and Proficiency Levels for Listening 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=48) 

MMW (N=37) 
MME (N=51) 
MMW (N=34) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score Prof. Level 

MME 5.8 Int High 6.5 Adv Low 
MMW 5.5 Int High 6.4 Int High 

 
Spring 2020 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score 
and Proficiency Levels for Listening 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=46) 

MMW (N=30) 
MME (N=47) 
MMW (N=32) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score Prof. Level 

MME 6.0 Int High 6.7 Adv Low 
MMW 5.7 Int High 6.4 Int High 

 
Spring 2019 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score 
and Proficiency Levels for Listening 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=56) 

MMW (N=37) 
MME (N=47) 
MMW (N=31) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score Prof. Level 

MME 4.5 Int Mid 5.1 Int Mid 
MMW 3.7 Int Low 5.4 Int Mid 
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2023 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Speaking 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=63) 

MMW (N=28) 
MME (N=41) 
MMW (N=38) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.6 Int Mid 5.8 Int High 
MMW 4.7 Int Mid 4.9 Int Mid 

 
Spring 2022 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Speaking 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=54) 

MMW (N=39) 
MME (N=44) 
MMW (N=21) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.3 Int Low 5.8 Int High 
MMW 4.5 Int Mid 5.3 Int Mid 

 

Spring 2021 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Speaking 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=48) 

MMW (N=37) 
MME (N=51) 
MMW (N=34) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.8 Int Mid 5.4 Int Mid 
MMW 3.8 Int Low 4.8 Int Mid 
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Spring 2020 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Speaking 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=46) 

MMW (N=30) 
MME (N=47) 
MMW (N=32) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.2 Int Mid 5.0 Int Mid 
MMW 4.1 Int Low 5.0 Int Mid 

Spring 2019 STAMP 4S Chinese Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Speaking 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=56) 

MMW (N=37) 
MME (N=47) 
MMW (N=31) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.3 Int Low 4.9 Int Mid 
MMW 4.0 Int Low 4.9 Int Mid 

 
 

 
Data Summary and Analysis: Spring 2019-2023 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 
Building Comparison by STAMP Score and Proficiency Levels for Reading, Writing, 
Listening, and Speaking 
 
This section provides analysis regarding MME and MMW Spanish Immersion STAMP 
performances in Reading, Writing, Listening and Speaking. There are several highlights 
and some areas for improvement. As stated previously, the national targets for Grade 6 
Spanish Immersion are Intermediate-Low and Grade 8 is Intermediate-Mid. Like Chinese 
Immersion, average scores have decreased Reading compared to the past two years in 
some areas and have surpassed levels from 2019.  
 
Reading results show that both MME and MMW Sixth Graders saw a decrease in average 
scores compared to 2020 through 2022. However, when compared to 2019 average 
scores, both Grade 6 and Grade 8 Spanish Immersion students significantly out-paced 
their same grade counterparts. Grade 6 students at MME are reaching the Intermediate-
High level, which means they are well on pace to scoring at the highest levels of the 
Spanish AP Exam if they choose to take the course as Ninth Graders. Eighth Graders are 
performing at the Advanced-Low level, which is significantly beyond the national target of 
Intermediate-Mid and consistent with proficiency levels of undergraduate language 
majors in college. MMW average scores are slightly lower than at MME with a slight drop 
in average scores compared to last year.  
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Writing Results show that the targeted focus in the Writing had a positive impact on 
student performance over the years. Both Grade 6 and 8 Spanish Immersion students at 
MME and MMW saw gains compared to last year. Sixth Graders at MMW improved from 
5.0 points to 5.3 points, while Eighth Graders at MME improved from 5.9 points to 6.2 
points. These are all-time high performances for MME Eighth Graders and MMW Sixth 
Graders. 
 
Listening scores improved among Sixth Graders at both MME and MMW with both sites 
seeing students reach the Intermediate-High level. MME Eighth Graders have surpassed 
the 7-point mark once again and are reaching the Advanced-Low level. Both MME and 
MMW students are performing at the Advanced-Low level in Listening, well above the 
national target of Intermediate-Mid. 
 
Speaking Test results show a rebound in performance among Sixth Graders at MMW, 
improving from 4.9 points in 2022 to an average score of 5.3 points this year. MME 
Eighth Graders have now eclipsed the 6-point mark for the second time since 2019, 
earning an average score of 6.0 points. Both sites saw Sixth Graders reach the 
Intermediate-Mid level and Intermediate-High level among Eighth Graders. 
 
 
Recommendations: Spring 2023 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion Building 
Comparison by STAMP Score and Proficiency Levels for Reading, Writing, 
Listening, and Speaking 
 
In general, there were several successes among Spanish Immersion students at both 
MME and MMW. An area of growth can be found Reading. Overall, this is encouraging, 
and the results also indicate that there is work to be done to help students continue to 
grow from one year to the next. There is a lot for staff to learn from each other through 
collaboration, and the IPA model can provide the impetus for which this can occur. Most 
middle school staff attended the initial training five years ago, so they will be well-versed 
in the IPA design and implementation. This should have a noticeable impact on daily 
classroom performance that should transfer to the STAMP Test in future years. 
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Spring 2023 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Reading 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=124) 

MMW (N=129) 
MME (N=106) 
MMW (N=119) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.6 Int High 6.7 Adv Low 
MMW 5.4 Int Mid 6.4 Int High 

 
 

Spring 2022 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Reading 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=129) 

MMW (N=139) 
MME (N=118) 
MMW (N=86) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.9 Int High 6.7 Adv Low 
MMW 5.6 Int High 6.7 Adv Low 

 
 

Spring 2021 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Reading 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=114) 

MMW (N=130) 
MME (N=125) 
MMW (N=101) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 6.6 Adv Low 7.4 Adv Low 
MMW 6.4 Int High 7.5 Adv Mid 
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Spring 2020 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Reading 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=129) 

MMW (N=102) 
MME (N=120) 
MMW (N=99) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 6.7 Adv Low 7.5 Adv Mid 
MMW 6.5 Adv Low 7.5 Adv Mid 

 
 
 

Spring 2019 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Reading 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=132) 

MMW (N=111) 
MME (N=109) 
MMW (N=99) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.0 Int Mid 6.4 Int High 
MMW 4.8 Int Mid 6.3 Int High 

 
 
 

Spring 2023 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Writing 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=124) 

MMW (N=129) 
MME (N=106) 
MMW (N=119) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.7 Int High 6.2 Int High 
MMW 5.3 Int Mid 5.7 Int High 
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Spring 2022 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Writing 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=129) 

MMW (N=139) 
MME (N=118) 
MMW (N=86) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.7 Int High 5.9 Int High 
MMW 5.0 Int Mid 5.9 Int High 

 
 

Spring 2021 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Writing 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=114) 

MMW (N=130) 
MME (N=125) 
MMW (N=101) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.0 Int Mid 5.5 Int High 
MMW 4.6 Int Mid 5.4 Int Mid 

 
 

Spring 2020 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion  
Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Writing 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=129) 

MMW (N=102) 
MME (N=120) 
MMW (N=99) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.3 Int Mid 5.8 Int High 
MMW 4.9 Int Mid 5.5 Int High 
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Spring 2019 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion  

Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Writing 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=132) 

MMW (N=111) 
MME (N=109) 
MMW (N=99) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.0 Int Mid 5.8 Int High 
MMW 4.5 Int Mid 5.6 Int High 

 
 

Spring 2023 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 
 Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Listening 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=124) 

MMW (N=129) 
MME (N=106) 
MMW (N=119) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score Prof. Level 
MME 6.2 Int High 7.1 Adv Low 
MMW 5.6 Int High 6.7 Adv Low 

 
 

Spring 2022 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 
 Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Listening 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=129) 

MMW (N=139) 
MME (N=118) 
MMW (N=86) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score Prof. Level 
MME 6.1 Int High 6.8 Adv Low 
MMW 5.4 Int Mid 6.8 Adv Low 
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Spring 2021 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 

 Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Listening 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=114) 

MMW (N=130) 
MME (N=125) 
MMW (N=101) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score Prof. Level 
MME 6.6 Adv Low 7.5 Adv Mid 
MMW 6.1 Int High 7.4 Adv Low 

 
 

Spring 2020 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 
 Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Listening 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=129) 

MMW (N=102) 
MME (N=120) 
MMW (N=99) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score Prof. Level 
MME 6.8 Adv Low 7.8 Adv Mid 
MMW 6.7 Adv Low 7.7 Adv Mid 

 
Spring 2019 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 

 Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Listening 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=132) 

MMW (N=111) 
MME (N=109) 
MMW (N=99) 

 STAMP 
Score Prof. Level STAMP 

Score Prof. Level 
MME 4.7 Int Mid 6.4 Int High 
MMW 4.3 Int Low 6.1 Int High 
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Spring 2023 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 
 Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Speaking 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=124) 

MMW (N=129) 
MME (N=106) 
MMW (N=119) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.3 Int Mid 6.0 Int High 
MMW 5.3 Int Mid 5.9 Int High 

 
 

Spring 2022 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 
 Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Speaking 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=129) 

MMW (N=139) 
MME (N=118) 
MMW (N=86) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.5 Int High 5.9 Int High 
MMW 4.9 Int Mid 5.9 Int High 

 
 

Spring 2021 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 
 Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Speaking 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=114) 

MMW (N=130) 
MME (N=125) 
MMW (N=101) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.4 Int Mid 5.8 Int High 
MMW 5.0 Int Mid 5.9 Int High 
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Spring 2020 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 
 Building Comparison by STAMP Score  

and Proficiency Levels for Speaking 
 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=129) 

MMW (N=102) 
MME (N=120) 
MMW (N=99) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 5.7 Int High 6.0 Int High 
MMW 5.4 Int Mid 5.9 Int High 

 
Spring 2019 STAMP 4S Spanish Immersion 

 Building Comparison by STAMP Score  
and Proficiency Levels for Speaking 

 Grade 6 Grade 8 
 MME (N=132) 

MMW (N=111) 
MME (N=109) 
MMW (N=99) 

 STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

STAMP 
Score 

Prof. 
Level 

MME 4.9 Int Mid 5.6 Int High 
MMW 5.0 Int Mid 5.7 Int High 

 

 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
It is important to note that Proficiency Guidelines are targets that are to be used to guide 
instruction. It is common for students to perform above and below the target level at any 
point in time. The STAMP Test is a snapshot in time to help gauge student proficiency. 
With the implementation of the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines into everyday instruction, 
teachers can be more aware of the levels in which their students are achieving.  
 
This is the ninth year the guidelines have been used as a measure. The Proficiency 
Guidelines are expected to be utilized in a manner to evaluate what students “Can Do” 
on a consistent basis. Students may perform at higher levels or lower levels at times, and 
the guidelines will help teachers gauge their students’ performance on an on-going basis. 
As teachers continue to use the guidelines for planning and evaluation purposes, student 
performance will continue to be positively impacted. Being more intentional in the four 
areas of Reading, Writing, Listening, and Speaking as they plan, teachers will be able to 
provide a well-rounded instructional experience for students on a consistent basis. 
 
Based on language acquisition research, language production is a skill that is acquired 
later in the language learning process, and it is common for students to perform lower in 
this skill area compared to the other three areas. For Chinese Writing and Reading is an 
area to be targeted, and Spanish Immersion students would benefit from a focus in Writing. 



68 
 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Chinese Immersion Recommendations for Reading 
 
Students would benefit from opportunities to learn about vocabulary and main ideas and 
details in the target language. This can be learned through exposure to authentic texts. 
In addition, students will be successful if they can engage in book discussions with 
partners or in small groups. Any opportunities where they are expected to use their target 
language skills in a variety of settings will allow them to gain proficiency. Students can 
hone this skill by Reading authentic Chinese literature online, in books, in newspapers, 
or magazines. Students can learn to identify main ideas by Reading blogs or other types 
of online media. In addition, they can engage in higher level type of activities, such as 
mock trials or press conferences to help them make connections and apply what they 
have learned in their Reading to real life experiences. 
 
Chinese Immersion Recommendations for Writing 
 
At the Intermediate level, Chinese Immersion students could be provided more authentic 
writing opportunities. As Integrated Performance Assessments (IPAs) are implemented, 
this type of exposure will become more widespread throughout the District. Students in 
Kindergarten through Grade Two began this experience during the 2013-2014 school 
year, followed by Grades Three through Five in 2014-2015 and Grades 6-8 in 2015-2016. 
IPAs are designed to give students opportunities to read, write, speak, and listen in a 
more authentic manner. Chinese Immersion teachers have also attended staff 
development sessions focusing on conferencing and best practice writing instruction. 
 
Again, Chinese Immersion students are currently exposed to writing in a variety of ways 
including writing to a prompt using the six traits of writing. However, students will need to 
have opportunities to write across all disciplines in the target language that will engage 
them in more authentic writing experiences. The more engaged students are, the more 
their learning will become internalized allowing them to more toward proficiency at a rate 
in which they are quite capable. 
 
 
Chinese Immersion Recommendations for Listening 
 
To improve results in Interpretive Listening, students should be given opportunities to 
listen to authentic texts such as radio announcements, book discussions, and speeches 
in the target language. This type of real world experience will help students move toward 
proficiency as they are exposed to authentic sources created in the target language and 
not necessarily translated into the target language from English. Translation can be 
effective if it is done consistently and without loss of meaning. As stated previously, a new 
plan for translating texts has been implemented and will enhance the translation process. 
Listening opportunities need to come from a variety of sources that supplement the 
teacher’s instruction. 
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Chinese Immersion Recommendations for Speaking 
 
As students begin to move into the Intermediate-High proficiency range, they begin to 
speak with great accuracy, only making minor errors that do not affect the overall meaning. 
Their delivery may be choppy, and they may have a repetitive use of concrete vocabulary 
with occasional use of expanding terms. However, their accuracy of complex sentences 
is beginning to emerge. To improve upon their skills students will need to work be given 
opportunities to not only work on their speaking abilities but combine those types of 
presentational performances with presentational writing. The use of rubrics will help 
teachers to target their instruction after determining the specific areas of need using 
carefully developed rubrics that help to measure student performance in an authentic way. 
 
Spanish Immersion Recommendations for Reading 
 
Students would benefit from more opportunities to learn about Spanish culture in a more 
authentic manner. In addition, Reading across content areas will help improve students’ 
Reading comprehension levels. Studying social studies, science, math, and health 
themes will help students make real world connections and increase their vocabulary in 
the target language. Also, students will be successful if they can engage in book 
discussions with partners or in small groups. Any opportunities where they are expected 
to use their target language skills in a variety of settings will allow them to gain proficiency. 
If students could experience texts that are unfamiliar and lengthier, then they will see 
gains in Reading due to increased stamina and vocabulary exposure.  
 
Spanish Immersion Recommendations for Writing 
 
As students are asked to perform presentational speaking activities, they can also be 
expected to write in a presentational manner. In addition to presentational writing 
opportunities, students can practice writing authentically in the way they are tested. 
Students can be given real-world experiences by writing emails to other Immersion 
students within the District or communicating in writing to students in other countries. The 
more authentic writing experiences students are exposed to, the more opportunities they 
will have to internalize the language and move toward the next levels of proficiency. 
 
Spanish Immersion Recommendations for Listening 
 
To improve results in Interpretive Listening, students should be given opportunities to 
listen to authentic texts such as radio announcements, book discussions, and speeches 
in the target language. This type of real world experience will help students move toward 
proficiency as they are exposed to authentic sources created in the target language and 
not necessarily translated into the target language from English. Students would also 
benefit from listening to their peers and carrying on conversations in small groups. In 
addition, interpretive listening can be strengthened if students are required to listen for 
special meaning in an audio presentation or from student presentations. 
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Spanish Immersion Recommendations for Speaking 
 
To improve upon their skills students will need to work be given opportunities to not only 
work on their speaking abilities but combine those types of presentational performances 
with presentational writing. The use of rubrics will help teachers to target their instruction 
after determining the specific areas of need using carefully developed rubrics that help to 
measure student performance in an authentic way. 
 
Spanish and Chinese Immersion Students Overall 
 
Both Spanish and Chinese Immersion students will benefit from teachers continuing to 
utilize and revise integrated performance assessment model. Currently all immersion 
teachers use this model. Integrated Performance Assessment (IPA) provides teachers 
with the knowledge they need of student performance in all four skill areas:  Reading, 
Writing, Listening and Speaking. This model also helps inform teachers for them to 
provide a more balanced approach to instruction utilizing each of the three modes: 
Interpersonal, Interpretive, and Presentational.  
 
The Chinese Immersion teachers will need to provide more focused instruction in Reading 
and Writing, as Reading is a pre-requisite for Writing. Chinese and Spanish Immersion 
students would benefit from being exposed to more authentic texts. The STAMP 4S 
provides questions that are authentic such as having students read an advertisement or 
match pictures to newspaper headlines. Students need more opportunities to read for 
meaning using authentic texts written in the target language. Spanish students would 
benefit from activities that promote Interpretive Listening development. Students could 
listen to plays, speeches, or advertisements. Teachers could assess students’ knowledge 
of what they heard or interpreted from the listening experience. 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION/FUTURE DIRECTION: 
 
The information provided in this report is designed to update the School Board on the 
results of the Spring 2023 administration of the STAMP 4S assessment.  
 
 
 
Submitted by:  _______________________________________________________ 
              Matt Rega, Director of Assessment and Evaluation 
 
 
 
Concurrence:  _______________________________________________________ 
                                                         David Law, Superintendent 
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UPDATE 
 

School Board 
Minnetonka I.S.D 276 

5621 County Road 101 
Minnetonka, Minnesota 

 
Study Session Agenda Item #5 

 
Title:  Innovation/Professional Learning Update                  Date:   April 27, 2023 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Minnetonka Public Schools has developed and sustained a rich culture of innovation for 
more than the past decade. Innovation is a signature part of the District identity, serving 
as a core value, a process and a mindset used to ensure excellence in opportunities and 
experiences for our students.  
 
The purpose of this report is two-fold: an opportunity to provide a brief update on the 
progress with District Innovation process development and to provide context and options 
to address a known District need, how to effectively engage all staff consistently in 
ongoing, job-embedded professional learning. This is a high priority need as we strive to 
best position teachers to successfully meet the needs of all students through the School 
Board goals and priorities, specifically related to the Multi-tiered System of Support 
(MTSS) framework and literacy.  
 
CONTEXT/BACKGROUND 
 
Innovation 
 
Beginning in 2021, District leadership began the process to reimagine the District 
Innovation process. The District engaged New World Ventures, an outside consultant 
group led by Jessica Ewart and David Stillman. Their team conducted a listening tour of 
stakeholders who were intimately involved in previous innovation work in Minnetonka and 
also researched best practices in innovation to inform the evolution of this process.   A 
small ad hoc committee of stakeholders was convened to engage in providing feedback, 
suggestions, and ideas on how to best move forward.  
 
This ongoing ad hoc committee, utilizing the research and findings from the initial work of 
Ms. Ewart and Mr. Stillman, is in the process of defining the next evolution for District 
Innovation, which will center on District goals and priorities. This structure is designed to 
have two pathways for soliciting ideas to address goals and priorities. One pathway 
affords district leaders to request ideas for an existing need or problem; this is identified 
as a Request for Ideas (RFI). The other pathway will provide an open-ended option where 
individuals who have an idea for how to meet a goal or priority can submit an unrestricted 
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idea. This will be an ongoing opportunity for staff with no specific timeline, a shift from our 
previous Innovation program that was event centric.  
 
As we continue to create clarity for the next iteration of Innovation, the initial ad hoc 
committee will shift to be the nucleus of the next District Innovation Leadership team. This 
team will continue to meet throughout the spring to create the infrastructure to support 
the relaunch of Innovation district-wide beginning in the 2023-2024 school year.  
 
A small-scale test of the Request for Ideas (RFI) pathway was used to identify possible 
solutions for a known district need, how to best provide staff with more professional 
learning time. As a learning organization, it is essential that learning is occurring at all 
levels from leaders to teachers and ultimately to students.  
 
Professional Learning 
 
Historically referred to as staff development, there has been an intentional shift to framing 
this as professional learning. Improving schools is about learning: adult collaborative 
learning (organizational learning), individual teacher and leader learning, and ultimately 
student learning.   
 
Developing people through targeted professional development has been identified as an 
essential element of school and district improvement throughout educational literature. 
Further this aligns with the District theme, championed by the superintendent, Excellence 
in How We Live, Lead and Learn. 
 
Professional learning in Minnetonka Public Schools is designed so that educators may 
better serve the academic, emotional, and social needs of students. As an organization, 
Minnetonka believes: 
 

● Professional learning that improves educator effectiveness is fundamental to 
student learning. 

● Professional learning should be modeled after best practice and research in the 
field of education. 

● Professional learning to improve their practice is an obligation for all educators. 
● Professional learning is best when it is sustained over time and is collaborative in 

nature. 
● Professional learning will focus on District priorities and values. 

 
Currently, we have eight hours of dedicated professional learning time that is provided 
through two late starts and two early releases. In addition to this time, principals are 
currently embedding professional learning into their existing structures such as fall 
workshop and staff meetings. 
 
Based on the School Board’s goals and the evolving needs of students, significant adult 
learning needs have been identified. Additional professional learning will be aligned 
across sites and will focus on key District goals and priorities, including:  
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● Structured literacy and disciplinary literacy  
● English Language Arts standards, curriculum, and strategies 
● MTSS processes and responses, including and not limited to 

○ Designing and responding to formative assessments 
○ Data literacy 
○ Tier 1 evidence-based instructional practices 
○ Tier 1 intervention and extension 

● Refining and realigning PLC practices 
 
These learning needs are universal within the teaching role. Additional targeted 
professional learning will be identified for non-instructional educators such as school 
counselors, school psychologists, social workers, therapeutic specialists, and nurses. 
 
Request for Ideas Process 
 
As a small-scale test for the new Innovation process, a Request for Ideas (RPI) was 
launched in mid-March. The Teaching and Learning Team developed guidelines for 
proposal submissions. This included logistics and parameters, the current reality of state 
statutes as it pertains to the calendar, and best practices in adult learning. A brief Google 
form was created to capture ideas. These parameters and the Google form were shared 
with individuals and teams close to professional learning:  
 

● District and site administrators 
● Site professional learning chairs 
● Teacher Instructional Coaches 
● Tech Coaches 
● MTA Leadership 

 
A total of 21 submissions were made; 14 of them were from teachers and 7 were from 
administrators.  
 
While each idea had unique characteristics, several themes were consistent. Universally, 
respondents asked the District to consider replacing two-hour early release and late starts 
with full days of professional learning. One respondent commented, “The early release 
and late starts are difficult, because it gives no time for the teacher to implement the new 
learning, or they are too exhausted after teaching to be excited about the PD. Plus, the 
early release and late starts are inconvenient for parents and Explorers Club.” Several of 
the proposals also indicated that the secondary sites could more readily move to 
asynchronous learning days. Increasing the length of workshop week to focus exclusively 
on learning in exchange for a day or more off later in the year was suggested; the most 
frequent request for a non-student day was the day before Thanksgiving. A couple of 
proposals suggested increasing the number of minutes in the student day so that the 
number of student contact days was reduced without reducing the student contact time. 
This would allow for day(s) of professional learning. Finally, increasing the frequency of 
PLC meetings was proposed. 
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Associate Superintendent Dr. Amy LaDue and Director of Teacher Development Sara 
White synthesized the submitted ideas and developed three proposals. Common 
elements to all three proposals include: 
 

● Elimination of late starts and early releases in favor of full days.  
● A combination of no school for students and asynchronous e-learning. 
● Each scenario includes a “practice” e-learning day in the event that the District 

would need to shift to e-learning at any point due to weather-related issues. 
● Professional learning aligned to priority District goals, required, and largely 

directed. 
● Absent teachers will be expected to make-up the learning. 

 
Additionally, all professional learning sessions will be designed to encompass best 
practice for adult learning by including a combination of direct instruction, active 
engagement, reflection, time to plan for application, collaboration with PLC colleagues, 
and time to share across teams. 
 
Below outlines each of the three proposals for consideration. Each student day is 
calculated as 6 hours of instruction. In the current model of professional learning, students 
have 8 fewer hours of instruction. When considering the net gain for professional learning 
time, teachers are afforded 2 hours of preparation to launch instruction and connect with 
students on asynchronous elearning days. All days account for a 30-minute teacher 
lunch.  
 
Proposal One - Key Features 
 
The key feature of the first proposal is to increase the number of teacher days that occur 
prior to the start of the school from three to four in exchange for the day before 
Thanksgiving. Teachers unable to participate in the August learning could participate in 
the learning on the Wednesday before Thanksgiving. The late starts and early releases 
currently on the calendar would be eliminated. Three additional days of professional 
learning would be added to the calendar at times advantageous to families. The proposal 
results in approximately one day of professional learning each quarter. Students at the 
elementary level would have asynchronous learning one day; secondary students would 
have asynchronous learning for two of the three days. This proposal impacts student 
learning time by ten hours at the elementary level and four hours at the secondary level. 
There is a net gain of 20 hours of professional learning at the elementary level and a net 
gain of 18 hours at the secondary level. 
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Table 1: Proposal One 

Student Calendar Changes Staff Calendar Changes 

 Week of Aug 22-24 or 28 for professional 
learning 

October 23: elearning K-12 
October 23 is the Monday after MEA. 

October 23: 6 hours of professional 
learning K-12 

November 22: no school K-12 
November 22 is the Wednesday before 
Thanksgiving. 

November 22: no school if teachers 
participated in professional learning 
August day; teachers who did not 
participate in August will report to school 
for make-up professional learning 

January 2: no school K-12 
January 2 is the Tuesday after winter 
break. 

January 2: full day of professional learning 

March 4: no school for K-5; elearning 6-
12 
March 4 is the Monday after spring parent-
teacher conferences. 

March 4:  full day of professional learning 
K-5; 6 hours of professional learning 6-12 

 
Proposal Two - Key Features 
 
This proposal maintains four days of professional learning but does not include adding 
professional learning in August. Instead, the professional learning days are placed 
strategically in the year. It is mainly front-loaded in the first semester of the year when the 
impact on student learning is likely to be greatest. Students at the elementary level would 
have asynchronous learning one day; secondary students would have asynchronous 
learning for two of the four days. This proposal impacts student learning time and 
professional learning time in the same manner as proposal one. Students at the 
elementary level would have ten fewer hours of instruction and students at the secondary 
level would have four fewer hours of instruction. Again, there is a net gain of 20 hours of 
professional learning at the elementary level and a net gain of 18 hours at the secondary 
level. 
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Table 2: Proposal Two 

Student Calendar Changes Staff Calendar Changes 

October 23: elearning K-12 
October 23 is the Monday after MEA. 

October 23: 6 hours of professional 
learning K-12 

November 27: no school K-12 
November 27 is the Monday after 
Thanksgiving. 

November 27: full day of professional 
learning K-12 

January 2: no school K-12 
January 2 is the Tuesday after winter 
break. 

January 2: full day of professional learning 
K-12 

March 4: no school for K-5; elearning 6-
12 
March 4 is the Monday after spring parent-
teacher conferences. 

March 4:  full day of professional learning 
K-5; 6 hours of professional learning 6-12 

 
Proposal Three - Key Features 
 
The final proposal adds three days of professional learning to the school calendar. There 
is no professional learning in August and there is no professional learning surrounding 
the Thanksgiving holiday. Students at the elementary level would have asynchronous 
learning one day; secondary students would have asynchronous learning for two of the 
three days. In this model, students at the elementary would have four fewer hours of 
instruction and at the secondary they would actually gain two hours of instructional time. 
There would be a net gain of 12.5 hours of professional learning at the elementary and a 
net gain of 10.5 hours at the secondary.  
 
Table 3: Proposal Three 

Student Calendar Changes Staff Calendar Changes 

October 23: elearning K-12 
October 23 is the Monday after MEA. 

October 23: 6 hours of K-12 professional 
learning  

January 2: no school K-12 
January 2 is the Tuesday after winter 
break. 

January 2: professional learning 

March 4: no school for K-5; elearning 6-12 
March 4 is the Monday after spring parent-
teacher conferences. 

March 4:  full day of professional learning 
K-5; 6 hours of professional learning 6-12 
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Feedback on Proposals from Administrators 
 
These three models were shared with building and district administrators at principal 
meetings. Overwhelmingly, the feedback was that the first proposal would best meet the 
needs of teachers by adding a day prior to the start of the school year. One administrative 
team commented, “[This option] 1) Allows for teacher choice [August day or November 
day], 2) The opportunity for learning before school starts, 3) The learning is spread out - 
allows for input, processing, and output cycle of learning, 4) Elementary asynchronous 
day is great for us to practice an asynchronous day... Coordinate PL days so they are 
connected to the same learning topics, requiring teachers to put something into practice 
before coming to the next session.” 
 
If desired, feedback on placement of dates in the calendar, including dates for no school 
and e-learning days, can be gathered from parent leaders at the District PTO/PTA 
Leaders upcoming meeting. 
 
Feedback on RFI Innovation Process 
 
To improve the RFI process, a short Google survey was sent to each individual who 
submitted an idea. Ten individuals responded. The process to submit a proposal was 
clear to respondents.  
 

 
Figure 1: Submitting a proposal 
 
In the RFI, individuals could choose from different pathways to develop or submit their 
ideas. If they already had an idea flushed out, they could simply share it in the first 
question. The second option was to answer a series of questions designed to guide them 
in developing their ideas. All questions were optional to make the process as easy as 
possible. In the feedback survey, 80% of respondents found the two pathways to be 
effective. One commented, “I loved the guiding question - they were helpful in making my 
thinking more clear.” Those who found the multiple pathways to hinder their thinking 
provided some additional context. “It was a little hard for me to clearly articulate my idea 
via either pathway, but I included a link to a document where I was working through my 
thoughts.”  
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Figure 2: Pathways to developing ideas 
 
Several suggestions were made on how the RFI form could be improved: 
 

● I would love to see this process scale, as not all perspectives were heard. 
However, I believe that key voices that speak for others were represented. I would 
love to have this process become more transparent or bring awareness of the 
process or more info. 

● Maybe the option to talk to someone in person? (Like a focus group). Sometimes 
it was challenging to determine if I was giving enough context, or options to 
expand/modify my idea, which would have been easier in person. 

● There was a lot of info shared out for the two pathways within the form. This may 
confuse or deter some staff, is my perspective, based on staff behaviors/responses 
over the years and at multiple sites. If there is a way to get the communication 
across, and make it tighter, that may help with getting more staff to respond. 

● I would like to have an opportunity to save the draft and come back to complete it 
later. 

 
The ad-hoc team will consider these suggestions to inform future iterations of the RFI 
form. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Using the Districts new Innovation Request for Ideas (RFI) pathway, three proposals were 
developed that modify the 2023-24 calendar to create additional professional learning 
time.  Special consideration was given to minimizing the impact on instructional time while 
maximizing professional learning on days that will be advantageous to families and also 
valuable to staff. It is expected that successful implementation of additional professional 
learning time will result in a positive impact on student learning outcomes across each 
classroom in the District.  
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______________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION/FUTURE DIRECTION: 
 
This report is submitted for the School Board’s information and consideration. 
 
 
 
Submitted by: ___________________________________________________ 
                                       Sara White, Director of Teacher Development 
 
 
 
Submitted by: ___________________________________________________ 
                                  Amy LaDue, Associate Superintendent for Instruction 
 
 
 
Concurrence: ____________________________________________________ 
                       David Law, Superintendent 
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