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Michigan’s 2024-25
Benchmark Assessments:
Executive Summary

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

In order to monitor student progress toward learning goals in the wake of the COVID-19
pandemic, the Michigan legislature mandated benchmark assessment testing for all K-8
students in both fall and spring of each school year from 2020-21 to 2022-23 (2020 PA 149, 2021
PA 48). Although this requirement ended after 2022-23, districts choosing to continue
administering benchmark assessments are eligible to receive state funding (2023 PA 103, 2024
PA 120). To interpret and contextualize assessment results from participating districts, the
Education Policy Innovation Collaborative (EPIC) partnered with the Michigan Department of
Education (MDE), the Center for Educational Performance and Information (CEPI), the
MiDataHub, and the Michigan Education Data Center (MEDC) to prepare and deliver a series of
reports to the governor and the Senate and House standing committees responsible for
education law in the Michigan legislature. This report is the seventh in the series.

Our past reports showed that in early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic, Michigan students
experienced stark achievement declines, gaps between the state's higher- and lower-scoring
students grew wider, and new disparities emerged between students with different levels of
access to in-person instruction. On average, math and reading growth accelerated in 2021-22
and 2022-23, but these gains were not enough to completely offset the disruptions to student
learning in 2020-21. In 2023-24, math achievement rebounded significantly while reading
achievement remained stagnant. Achievement gaps improved to some extent but largely
persisted throughout the 2021-22, 2022-23, and 2023-24 school years. The purpose of this
report is to extend these analyses through the 2024-25 school year to examine the state’s
continued progress toward academic recovery.


https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2019-2020/publicact/pdf/2020-PA-0149.pdf
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2021-2022/publicact/pdf/2021-PA-0048.pdf
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2021-2022/publicact/pdf/2021-PA-0048.pdf
https://legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0103.pdf
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2024-PA-0120.pdf
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2024-PA-0120.pdf
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND STUDY OVERVIEW

In this report, we draw on newly available data from the 2024-25 school year to extend our
previous analyses and further investigate the following questions:

1. How do Michigan students’ achievement trajectories in recent years compare to
pre-pandemic trends? To better understand the COVID-19 pandemic’s effect on
Michigan students and the extent of their academic recovery in subsequent years, we
examine changes in students' benchmark assessment scores across the fall and
spring semesters of each school year. We compare these trends to pre-pandemic
national norms and, when available, historical Michigan data.

2. How did Michigan students’ growth over the course of each year compare with
typical yearly growth before the COVID-19 pandemic? We compare fall-to-spring
changes in students’ benchmark assessment scores to pre-pandemic national growth
norms for each assessment, subject area, grade, and baseline achievement level. This
approach allows us to assess whether a student’s progress aligned with, exceeded, or
fell below the median growth of similar students before the pandemic.

3. How have trends in achievement and growth differed across subgroups of
Michigan students? We examine the extent of variation in student achievement and
growth and compare trends across sociodemographic subgroups and instructional
modalities (i.e., in-person, hybrid, or remote).

Our analyses include benchmark assessment results from approximately 764,000 of Michigan’s
941,000 K-8 students in 710 of the state’s 844 school districts. While these analyses help deepen
our understanding of Michigan public school students’ academic achievement and growth
between fall 2020 and spring 2025, they are based on imperfect and incomplete data. For
instance, students most affected by the COVID-19 pandemic may have been less likely to
participate in benchmark assessments and more likely to switch districts over the study period,
potentially resulting in their underrepresentation in our analyses. Moreover, with the repeal of
MCL 388.1698b in 2023, districts are no longer required to administer benchmark assessments.
Although most districts in the state continued participating in these assessments, 51 fewer
school districts and 9,000 fewer students are represented in this year's report than in 2022-23
(the final year of required benchmark testing).

Michigan’s benchmark assessment law allows districts to choose an assessment from one of
four MDE-approved providers, and thousands of students participated in assessments from
each of the four. In 2024-25, more than 500 districts participated in an NWEA MAP Growth
assessment, 88 districts administered i-Ready Diagnostic assessments from Curriculum
Associates, 70 districts participated in Renaissance Learning's Star 360 assessments, and four
administered benchmark assessments from Data Recognition Corporation (DRC). These
assessments are designed in slightly different ways, cover slightly different content, and tend to
appeal to different types of districts. We analyze data from each assessment separately,
enabling us to identify common themes and meaningful differences in their results. Where
possible, we also use comparable metrics across assessments to summarize Michigan students’
benchmark assessment performance overall.


https://legislature.mi.gov/Laws/MCL?objectName=MCL-388-1698B
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KEY FINDINGS

Our analyses show that Michigan students have made meaningful progress but have not fully
recovered from pandemic-era disruptions to student learning. The key findings below summarize
the state's academic recovery to date, highlighting specific areas of strong progress as well as
persistent challenges requiring continued support. Due to changes in district participation over
time and retroactive corrections to historical data, some data points for the 2020-21 through 2023-
24 school years are slightly different from those in our prior reports. These differences are very
small and do not meaningfully change any results or conclusions from past reports.

Michigan students made large math gains in each of the past two school years, but
only a portion of their 2023-24 gains persisted through the summer into 2024-25.

Michigan students experienced rapid growth in math achievement in 2023-24, advancing from
the 43rd to the 50th percentile (relative to pre-pandemic national norms) between the fall and
spring testing periods. However, the green line in Figure | shows that when they returned to
school the following fall, their relative achievement fell to just the 47th percentile. Accelerated
math growth between the fall and spring of the 2024-25 school year enabled students to regain
lost progress and reach their highest percentile ranking yet (51st) in the spring of 2025. This
suggests that Michigan students’ math achievement at the end of the 2024-25 school year was
slightly above the median for students across the country before the pandemic, and significantly
above the average for Michigan students in fall 2020.

Figure I. Regression-Adjusted Percentile Ranks by Semester
(MAP Growth & i-Ready, 3rd-8th Grade)

——
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Notes: Estimates are based on district-grade averages across students with MAP Growth or i-Ready scores in every
possible testing period. As a result, estimates for the fall 2020 through spring 2025 testing periods may differ from
those in our previous reports. We standardized scores relative to pre-pandemic national norms for each
assessment and converted all estimates into percentile ranks. Models control for student demographics.
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Although math growth surpassed national norms in each of the past two years, achievement
declines in between the two years exceeded typical levels of “summer slide.” This could mean
that Michigan'’s within-year gains overstate students’ longer-term progress. For instance, despite
the state’s average math performance increasing by 4 percentile points between the fall and
spring of 2024-25, students ended the year only 1 percentile point above their spring 2024 rank.
Michigan’'s cumulative math growth across school years is more consistent than its rapid within-
year growth with the modest levels of recovery on benchmark and summative assessments
nationally (Curriculum Associates, 2025; Dewey et al., 2025; Lewis & Kuhfeld, 2025).

On average, reading achievement has not yet rebounded from the declines in early stages of
the pandemic. The blue line in Figure | shows that Michigan students began the 2020-21 school
year above national norms in reading, with average scores at the 53rd percentile. By the end of
that year, reading achievement fell to the 49th percentile (just below the national median), and
has remained within 1 percentile point of this ranking ever since. This stagnation in reading, and
its contrast from trends in math performance, is consistent with national results from the MAP
Growth and i-Ready assessments (Curriculum Associates, 2025; Lewis & Kuhfeld, 2025).

Average reading scores remain stagnant, but gaps between the state’s highest- and
lowest-performing readers are improving.

The distribution of achievement widened during the pandemic, meaning that students’
academic levels varied to a greater extent than would have been expected in earlier years.
Although average reading scores remain relatively unchanged, we find evidence of
improvements among Michigan’s lowest-scoring readers, especially in middle school grades. By
comparing dark-shaded and light-shaded “boxes and whiskers” in Figure I, we see that
benchmark assessment scores for the top 10% and bottom 10% of Michigan students in the
spring of 2021 were further apart from each other than the top and bottom 10% of students
nationally on the same assessments (in this case, NWEA's MAP Growth) before the COVID-19
pandemic. Scores for the top and bottom 25% of students in spring 2021 were also further apart
than the pre-pandemic national norm.

Between spring 2021 and spring 2025, the 10" and 25" percentiles of middle school reading
scores increased, while the 50, 75, and 90t percentiles remained about the same. As a result
of these gains at the lower end of the distribution, gaps between high- and low-performing
readers have narrowed. While these gaps are improving, they have not yet fully recovered to
pre-pandemic norms. The distribution of math achievement also remains wider than before the
pandemic, despite notable increases in average math performance. As Figure Il shows, the
entire distribution of math scores shifted upward between spring 2021 and spring 2025,
indicating improvement among students across all levels. However, gaps between the state’s
highest- and lowest-performing students in math were about as large at the end of 2024-25 as
they were four years earlier.

Demographic gaps in reading achievement, which also widened during early stages of the
pandemic, have narrowed significantly in the years since. By spring 2025, gaps in reading
performance between students of different racial groups and economic statuses had not only
recovered to their fall 2020 levels but improved beyond them. In contrast, math gaps between
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these student subgroups have narrowed to some extent since spring 2021 but remain far larger
than in fall 2020.

Figure Il. Distribution of Spring Scale Scores by School
Year and Grade Level, MAP Growth
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260+ 2nd Grade 4th Grade 6th Grade 8th Grade _‘,

] |
240 . T a - -
220 I | ] I ]

- I |

200 T 1 | = | 1 1

l - |

[ ] i
50| = 1
[ |

160

NoTrm SfOrTing Sfrling Nolrm Sfr]ing SfrTing

T T T T T T
Norm Spring Spring  Norm Spring Spring
21 2025 021 2025 f f

021 2025 2021 2025

MAP Growth Reading
2604

2nd Grade 4th Grade 6th Grade 8th Grade
240+
T

220+ T 7 17 (B9

=1 1 i1
wof 1 T T M| |

8 § IS

0| B I
160 JT' J‘

NoTrm Sforing Sfrling Nolrm Sfr]ing SfrTing

T T T T T T
Norm Spring Spring  Norm Spring Spring
21 2025 021 2025 f f

021 2025 2021 2025

Notes: Each vertical line shows the 10th and 90th percentiles of students’spring scores, while each rectangle shows
the 25%, 50", and 75" percentiles. “Norm” represents the pre-pandemic national norm.

Districts that were remote in 2020-21 are “catching up” to the rest of the state in
terms of student growth but remain behind in achievement.

In the early stages of the pandemic, drastic gaps in average achievement emerged between
school districts offering fully in-person instruction and those that were fully remote. Between
the fall and spring of the 2020-21 school year, the gap in reading scores between these districts
doubled, and the gap in math scores nearly tripled. Figure 11l shows how yearly growth outcomes
in these districts compare with each other and over time. We define “typical” yearly growth as
the median increase in scale scores for students who took the same tests before the COVID-19
pandemic and had similar baseline scores. This means that in a typical year, we would expect
about 50% of students to reach or exceed these targets with very few showing no growth at all.
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Vi

While students in districts that offered in-person instruction all year met targets for “typical”
growth at similar rates to the pre-pandemic norming samples for their assessments, this was
not the case for those in districts that were remote for at least part of the year. Students whose
districts did not offer in-person instruction in 2020-21 were the least likely to meet their growth
targets and the least likely to demonstrate any growth at all. For the students whose districts
offered in-person instruction for just part of the year (not shown in the figure), growth outcomes
trailed behind pre-pandemic norms, but to a lesser degree than in fully remote districts.

Figure lll. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by
Access to In-Person Instruction in 2020-21

Math (All Vendors)

Percent of
students who...

did not
demonstrate
growth

made less than
typical growth

typical growth

I met or exceeded

2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25

Offered in-person instruction Did not offer in-person
all year in 2020-21 instruction at all in 2020-21

Reading (All Vendors)

Percent of
students who...

did not
demonstrate
growth

made less than
typical growth

typical growth

I met or exceeded

2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25

Offered in-person instruction Did not offer in-person
all year in 2020-21 instruction at all in 2020-21

Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the
fall and spring. Thresholds for “typical growth” represent the median growth for students before the pandemic
who took the same benchmark assessments and had similar initial scores in the fall. Modality categories are based
on the number of months a district reported offering in-person instruction during the 2020-21 school year.

While growth outcomes improved in subsequent years across all district modalities, they were
consistently lowest for the districts that were fully remote in 2020-21. Growth eventually
stagnated for the districts that offered at least some in-person instruction in 2020-21 but
continued to improve for those that were fully remote that year. As a result of these continued
increases, students in remote districts grew at similar—and in some cases even higher—rates
in 2024-25 than their peers who had access to at least some in-person instruction. This
accelerated growth helped to narrow achievement gaps between fully remote and fully in-
person districts but was not enough to completely offset their differential declines in 2020-21.
As of spring 2025, there is still a 14 percentile-point gap in average math scores between these
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districts—twice the size of their 7 percentile-point gap in fall 2020, but significantly smaller than
their 20 percentile-point gap in spring 2021. The reading gap has nearly diminished to its initial
size, at 9 percentile points in spring 2025 compared to 8 percentile points in fall 2020.

IMPLICATIONS

This report shows that, more than five years since COVID-19's unprecedented disruptions to
learning and schooling began, student achievement trends in Michigan show signs of progress
as well as enduring challenges. While students are making strong progress in math during the
year, their short-term gains have not fully translated into longer-term growth. Although gaps in
reading achievement are improving in upper grade levels, elementary-level reading
achievement remains a major area of concern. Heightened variation in achievement across
students poses new challenges for schools and educators, whose instruction and interventions
must now address a broader range of learning needs than in the past.

We must place all these results in the context of the imperfect data available to analyze student
learning growth during the COVID-19 pandemic. Participation rates were lower than those
typical of end-of-year summative assessments, resulting in analytic samples not entirely
reflective of Michigan's larger student population. Nonetheless, these findings provide
important information for policymakers, educators, and stakeholders as they continue to
grapple with the pandemic’s academic effects on Michigan’s students. As we move further away
from the immediate period of pandemic recovery, these data can continue to provide insight
about Michigan's students and school systems to support evidence-based decision-making and
continuous improvement.

vii
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Section One;
Introduction

Research overwhelmingly shows that the COVID-19 pandemic severely affected student
achievement in Michigan and nationwide, with disparate effects across student subgroups
(Cohodes et al., 2022; Fahle et al., 2024; National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2022;
Strunk et al., 2023). These effects persist five years after the pandemic’s onset, and while some
studies find evidence of at least partial recovery, the extent of this recovery has varied widely
across states, subject areas, and assessments (Barnum & Belsha, 2023; Curriculum Associates,
2025; Halloran et al., 2023; Lewis & Kuhfeld, 2024).

In early stages of the pandemic, Michigan Governor Gretchen Whitmer signed three “Return to
Learn” bills into law (2020 PA 147, 2020 PA 148, 2020 PA 149) to establish educational goals and
monitor student progress made under such unprecedented circumstances. The law required
districts to select and administer a benchmark assessment—either one of four state-approved
assessments or an alternative that meets specific state-determined criteria—to all K-8 students
atthe beginning and end of each school year and then report these results for use in a statewide
aggregate research report. In 2021, the legislature extended these testing and reporting
requirements for another three school years (2021 PA 48). Beginning with the 2023-24 school
year, the state no longer requires districts to administer benchmark assessments but continues
to fund the assessments for districts that voluntarily participate and share data for continued
statewide analyses (2023 PA 103, 2024 PA 120).

CONTEXT AND PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

This is the seventh in a series of benchmark assessment research reports that the Education
Policy Innovation Collaborative (EPIC) at Michigan State University has prepared to help
monitor Michigan students’ academic progress during and after the COVID-19 pandemic. EPIC
collaborates closely with the Michigan Department of Education (MDE), the Center for
Educational Performance and Information (CEPI), the MiDataHub, and the Michigan Education
Data Center (MEDC) at the University of Michigan to prepare these reports and deliver them
to the state governor and the House and Senate standing committees responsible for
education legislation. Each report in the series builds on the previous one by incorporating
newly available data.

The first six reports in this series, released between August 2021 and November 2024, examined
student progress toward learning goals at various times throughout the first four full school
years since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. These reports showed that, on average,


http://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2019-2020/publicact/pdf/2020-PA-0147.pdf
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2019-2020/publicact/pdf/2020-PA-0148.pdf
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2019-2020/publicact/pdf/2020-PA-0149.pdf
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2021-2022/publicact/pdf/2021-PA-0048.pdf
https://legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0103.pdf
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2024-PA-0120.pdf
https://epicedpolicy.org/
https://epicedpolicy.org/
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Michigan students experienced less growth in math and reading achievement in 2020-21 than
would have been expected in a “typical” year. Pandemic-related effects were not uniform, and
longstanding achievement gaps between demographic groups and gaps between higher- and
lower-performing students widened. Students experienced significantly more growth in
achievement over the 2021-22 and 2022-23 school years, but generally not enough to fully offset
the learning disruptions experienced during the early stages of the pandemic. Achievement
gaps narrowed to some extent during this period but remained wider in spring 2023 than they
were in fall 2020. In 2023-24, Michigan students experienced an accelerated rate of growth in
math, reaching or exceeding pre-pandemic norms on many benchmark assessments. Average
reading scores remained relatively stagnant, with gaps between Michigan's higher- and lower-
performing readers narrowing in middle school grades but not at the elementary level.

This seventh report extends our analyses through the end of the 2024-25 school year.
Specifically, we examine achievement trajectories and growth over the past ten semesters—
from fall 2020 to spring 2025, capturing five full school years—and assess differences in
achievement and growth across subgroups of students based on their demographic
characteristics, eligibility for special education or English learner services, and access to or
participation in various modes of instruction (e.g., fully in-person, fully remote, or hybrid
instruction) during and after the pandemic.
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Section Two:
Data and Methods

Each year, millions of K-12 students across the country participate in benchmark assessments.
These assessments help educators and administrators track students' progress toward grade-
level standards and learning goals, and provide feedback to guide future instruction.

Between 2020-21 and 2022-23, Section 98b of the State School Aid Act required Michigan school
districts to administer benchmark assessments in reading and math to all K-8 students in the
fall and spring of each school year (MCL 388.1698b). The law granted districts the flexibility to
select a benchmark assessment from a list of four MDE-approved providers or to choose a
different assessment (either from an alternate provider or one they developed locally) that
meets a set of state-determined criteria. Beginning in 2023-24, the state no longer requires
districts to administer benchmark assessments but continues to fund districts that choose to
do so (2023 PA 103, 2024 PA 120).

Districts that used benchmark assessments from state-approved providers were required to
submit their data through the MiDataHub to receive state funding. These data form the basis
for the analyses in this report. In this section, we describe the analytic samples and methods we
use to understand student achievement in Michigan over the past five school years. For a full
description of the unique characteristics of each MDE-approved benchmark assessment, please
see the first report in this series.

PARTICIPATION AND ANALYSIS SAMPLES

Below, we provide details about the benchmark assessment data that districts submitted to the
MiDataHub and the samples of Michigan students represented in our analyses. For a full
discussion of our general data exclusions, the sociodemographic and modality data that we
consider alongside the benchmark assessment results, and our aggregate data file construction
processes, please see our 2021-22 report.

District Participation

As we noted in our 2023-24 report, benchmark assessment participation decreased notably
after these tests became optional under Michigan state law. To assess whether and how
district-level participation and coverage continued to change in the second year of optional
testing, we focus on the 844 school districts that would have been required to administer
assessments if MCL 388.1698b had not been repealed. These districts serve students in at least
one K-8 grade level and were open as of the official fall student count date for the 2024-25


https://legislature.mi.gov/Laws/MCL?objectName=MCL-388-1698B
https://legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0103.pdf
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2024-PA-0120.pdf
https://epicedpolicy.org/michigans-2020-21-benchmark-assessments/
https://epicedpolicy.org/mis-2020-21-and-2021-22-benchmark-assessments/
https://epicedpolicy.org/michigans-2023-24-benchmark-assessments/
https://legislature.mi.gov/Laws/MCL?objectName=MCL-388-1698B
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school year (October 2, 2024) and remained open as of the official spring student count date
(February 12, 2025).

In total, 715 of Michigan’s 844 school districts provided some form of benchmark assessment
data for the 2024-25 school year through the MiDataHub. We omitted five of these districts from
our analyses because all the assessment results they provided were from time periods, grade
levels, or subject areas outside the scope of this report. The remaining 710 districts—704 of
which provided student-level data and six that provided aggregate files they prepared
themselves—are represented in at least some of our analyses. These include 588 districts using
NWEA's MAP Growth, 88 using Curriculum Associates’ i-Ready assessments, 70 using
Renaissance Learning's Star 360 assessments, and 4 using DRC's Interim Comprehensive
Assessments (ICAs) or MDE's K-2 Early Literacy and Mathematics Benchmark Assessments. Forty
districts administered assessments from two different providers.

Combined, these 710 districts teach 877,619 K-8 students, or 93% of all K-8 students in Michigan.
This indicates an increase in participation relative to the 678 districts (accounting for 88% of the
state’s K-8 students) represented in our 2023-24 report. However, participation remains lower
than in 2022-23—the last year of required benchmark testing—when 769 school districts
(accounting for 94% of the K-8 population) provided data. The districts no longer participating
tend to be smaller than the average district in the state, so although there are 51 fewer total
districts represented in our 2024-25 report than in 2022-23, the participating districts account
for nearly the same percentage of the state’s K-8 student population.

Analysis Samples

Before aggregating the student-level benchmark assessment data that districts provided
through the MiDataHub, we restricted the sample to exclude: 1) districts that do not serve any
grade levels within the K-8 range, those that opened after October 2, 2024, or those that closed
before February 12, 2025; 2) students who were not in grades K-8 in 2024-25; 3) results from
assessments in subject areas other than math and reading/ELA; and 4) results from
assessments that are not normed for the grade level of the assessed student (i.e., results from
Star Early Literacy assessments for students above grade 3 and results from Star Math
assessments for students in kindergarten).

While the full analytic sample includes data from all students with valid test scores for a given
testing period, we impose additional sample restrictions for our longitudinal analyses to ensure
that comparisons of aggregate measures over time reflect changes in student performance as
opposed to changes in the populations of students taking the assessments. We have two types
of restricted analytic samples:

1. The school-year growth samples include students who completed and received
valid scores for the same benchmark assessment in the same subject, grade level,
and district in both the fall and spring of a particular school year (i.e., the 2020-21
growth sample includes students with valid test scores in fall 2020 and spring 2021,
while the 2024-25 growth sample includes students with valid test scores in fall 2024
and spring 2025).
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2. Thelongitudinal growth sample includes students who meet the criteria for the
school-year growth sample in every possible year from 2020-21 to 2024-25 and who
progressed by exactly one grade level between consecutive years (e.g., students who
were in 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th, and 7th grade in 2020-21, 2021-22, 2022-23, 2023-24, and
2024-25 respectively). We measure longitudinal growth over a 5-year period for
cohorts of students who began kindergarten in 2020-21 or earlier (i.e., those who
were in 4th through 8th grade in 2024-25), and over a 2- or 3-year period for cohorts
who began kindergarten between 2021-22, 2022-23, and 2023-24 (i.e., those who
were in 1st through 3rd grade in 2024-25).

To illustrate how these restrictions affect the size and representativeness of the samples in our
growth analyses, Table 2.1 shows the total number of districts and students for whom we
received spring 2025 student-level data, as well as the subsets of these districts and students
whom we can include in each of the more restricted samples. The figures in the top panel
represent the exclusions for the 2024-25 school year growth sample. Although not shown here,
we apply equivalent restrictions to construct 2020-21, 2021-22, 2022-23, and 2023-24 school-
year growth samples for comparisons of fall-to-spring growth across the five school years.
Figures in the bottom panel show the additional set of exclusions we apply for the longitudinal
growth sample.

Table 2.1. Spring 2025 Analytic Sample and Reasons for Exclusions
From Restricted Samples for Growth Analyses

Districts Students
Exclusions R
N
2024-25 School-Year Growth Sample and Exclusion Reasons
Spring 2025 sample 691 100 | 726,427 100
Missing fall 2024 data -6 -1 -20,756 -3
Different district in fall 2024 than in spring 2025 -1 -0 -6,568 -1
Different test in fall 2024 than in spring 2025 -0 -0 -195 -0
2024-25 school year growth sample 684 98 | 698,908 96
Longitudinal Growth Sample and Exclusion Reasons
2024-25 school-year growth sample 684 99 | 698,908 96
New kindergarten cohorts, not tested in prior years -1 -0 | -67,1774 -9
Missing fall or spring data in prior year(s) -135 -20 | -289,060 -40
Different district in prior year(s) -1 -0 -45,462 -6
Different test in prior year(s) -15 -2 -33,240 -5
Longitudinal growth sample 532 77 | 263,972 36

Notes: The counts and percentages in this table do not include data from districts that prepared their own
aggregate datasets. The percentages in each column may not add to exactly 100 due to rounding.

The full sample for the spring 2025 testing period includes student-level data for 726,427
students from 691 districts.! For analyses that use the 2024-25 school-year growth sample, we
exclude a total of 7 districts and 27,519 students (about 2% and 4% of all districts and students,
respectively). The most common reason for student exclusion from the 2024-25 school-year
growth sample was the absence of benchmark assessment data from the fall 2024 semester.
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Some students who participated in a fall 2024 benchmark assessment were excluded because
they switched districts between the fall and spring testing periods or took a different test in the
fall than in the spring. The remaining 698,908 students and 684 districts in the 2024-25 school-
year growth sample participated in comparable benchmark assessments, within the same
district and grade levels in both fall 2024 and spring 2025.

The longitudinal growth sample is the most restrictive, including only the 263,972 students
(from 532 districts) who participated in comparable benchmark assessments in both fall and
spring of every possible school year in the same district, in the same grade level in both the
fall and spring of each school year and progressed by exactly one grade level between
consecutive school years. About 78% of districts and 38% of students in the 2024-25 school-
year growth sample are also in the longitudinal growth sample. One major factor driving the
high exclusion rate is that more than 100 districts that used a locally developed benchmark
assessment in 2020-21 switched to an assessment from one of the four MDE-approved
providers the following year, as the benchmark assessment law for 2021-22 allocated new
funding for districts to implement these assessments (2021 PA 48). We include these districts
in our year-specific growth analyses but exclude them from our longitudinal growth analyses,
as they lack comparable benchmark assessment data for all testing periods. The one district
in the “Different district in prior year(s)” column is a charter school serving only middle school
grades, and hence the students enrolled there in 2024-25 would have transferred into the
district after elementary school.

When possible, we also include data from the six districts that prepared their own aggregate
files using a template and instructions that EPIC provided to ensure that districts choosing this
option aggregated their data consistently with EPIC's aggregation of student-level data from
other districts. These district-provided aggregate data files include benchmark assessment data
for an additional 37,490 Michigan students, bringing the combined dataset from both student-
level and district-provided aggregate data to represent 763,917 (or about 81%) of all K-8
students in Michigan. This coverage rate is about 5 percentage points higher than the rate from
our 2023-24 report, and only one percentage point below the rate in 2022-23 (when districts
were still legally required to administer benchmark assessments).

Sample Characteristics and Representativeness

Prior to aggregation, we combined the student-level benchmark assessment data that districts
provided through the MiDataHub with demographic characteristics from the Michigan Student
Data System (MSDS) Fall General Collection. We used this information to identify student
subgroups and examine the representativeness of each sample. Table 2.2 provides summary
statistics for all K-8 students in Michigan, for students who participated in benchmark
assessments from each of the MDE-approved providers in spring 2025, and for the combined
sample of students with spring 2025 benchmark assessment data.

Overall, the demographic characteristics of students with spring 2025 benchmark assessment
data are very similar to the statewide K-8 population. The sub-sample of students who took the
MAP Growth assessments is generally similar to but slightly less diverse than the statewide K-8
student population; this is by far the largest assessment-specific sub-sample, accounting for
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nearly 70% of the students who participated in benchmark assessments in 2024-25. The
students who took the i-Ready assessment are more racially and ethnically diverse and include
more English learners and students from economically disadvantaged households, compared
to the full population of K-8 students.? Students who participated in the Star 360 assessments,
on the other hand, are less diverse than the statewide population, less likely to be economically
disadvantaged, and less likely to be eligible for English learner services. The sample of students
who participated in DRC assessments (the MDE K-2 Early Literacy and Mathematics Benchmark
Assessments and Smarter Balanced ICAs) is the least racially diverse and has fewer English
learners and fewer students who are economically disadvantaged than any of the other
benchmark assessment samples or the statewide population.

Table 2.2. Summary Statistics of K-8 Students in All Michigan
Districts and by Spring 2025 Assessment

Demographics (%) All MI MAP i-Ready  Star MDE/ All
Growth 360 ICA Vendors
Female 48.7 48.6 48.0 48.4 48.2 49.3
Asian 3.8 3.6 4.8 1.2 0.0 3.8
Black 18.5 15.3 26.8 4.7 0.6 17.7
Latino 9.5 9.5 9.8 7.9 5.0 9.6
White 61.6 64.1 52.4 78.7 91.1 63.3
Economically disadvantaged 52.4 49.9 53.7 42.9 45.8 51.2
Special education 15.0 14.1 12.6 14.2 19.0 14.0
English learner 8.2 6.8 12.3 2.2 0.2 7.9
N students 940,659 | 533,499 191,087 53,862 1,333 | 763,917
% of MI K-8 students 100.0 56.7 20.3 5.7 0.1 81.2

Notes: The “All MI” column includes the full population of K-8 students across Michigan. Each vendor-specific
column includes all students who took a MAP Growth, i-Ready, Star 360, or K 2/ICA assessment in spring 2025,
respectively. The total number of students in the “All Vendors” column is less than the sum of the four vendor-
specific columns because some students took benchmark assessments from more than one vendor.

Table 2.3 presents grade-specific enrollment counts and the percentages of enrolled students
represented in each analytic sample. The denominator for each inclusion rate is the aggregate
enrollment across all districts administering a particular benchmark assessment for a particular
grade level (e.g., a district might use MAP Growth for some grade levels and a locally developed
assessment for others). Since grade-specific enrollment counts and inclusion rates were
relatively consistent across our reading and mathematics samples, we provide figures for the
percentage of students with valid test scores in at least one subject. The percentages in this
table exclude students from districts that submitted their own aggregate data. These districts
reported separate mathematics and reading outcomes without specifying how many students
participated in benchmark testing for both subjects.

The spring 2025 sample includes about 88% to 97% of all students enrolled in a participating
districtin 2024-25, depending on grade level. Inclusion rates for the 2024-25 school-year growth
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sample are slightly lower, ranging from 83% to 94%, as not all students who participated in
benchmark assessments in spring 2025 took the same assessment in fall 2024. The longitudinal
growth samples include far fewer students, especially in grade levels where we measure growth
over a 5-year period. For example, students who began kindergarten in 2023-24 need
comparable fall and spring benchmark assessment data from only two school years to be
included in our longitudinal growth analyses; nearly two-thirds of students in this cohort meet
these criteria. This decreases to about half of the students who started kindergarten in 2022-
23, for whom we measure growth over three years, and just 38% of the 2021-22 kindergarten
cohort with four-year growth data. Inclusion rates range from 27% to 35% for the remaining
cohorts needing five years of growth data for our longitudinal analyses. Some factors
contributing to low inclusion rates for our longer-term growth analyses include districts
switching assessments over time or using different assessments across grade levels and
students moving between districts, repeating or skipping a grade level, or missing data from
one or more testing periods.

Table 2.3. Percent of Students Included in Analytic Samples

Grade Level Enrollment Sample Inclusion Rate
202021 202122 2022-23 202324 202425 | 2024-25 s;onzr;g éﬂiﬁ: "°2gr';:ft’|'1"a'

K 81300 | 882 825
K st 75434 | 972 933 65.5
K st 2nd 81132 | 967 928 49.4
K st 2nd 3rd 86,291 969 934 37.8
K st 2nd 3rd 4t 84,024 | 973 943 26.6
st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 86388 | 963 934 32.1
2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 87,578 | 972 942 34.0
3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 88397 | 963  93.0 35.4
4th 5h 6th 7th gth 87,997 | 952 916 34.8

Notes: The “2024-25 Enrollment” column represents the total number of students enrolled in each grade level in
2024-25 in any district that provided student-level benchmark assessment data from the spring 2025 testing
period. The remaining columns show the percentages of these students who are represented in spring 2025, the
2024-25 school year, and longitudinal growth samples, respectively.

We incorporated into our analytic dataset information about districts’ instructional modality
offerings in 2020-21 and individual students' learning modalities in 2024-25. As we showed in
prior reports, most districts offered more than one mode of instruction in 2020-21. On average,
students had the option to learn in person for between one-half and two-thirds of the year,
while hybrid options were available for about a third of the year and remote instruction was
offered throughout the year. Students in districts that used the Star 360, Smarter Balanced ICA,
and MDE K-2 assessments tended to have more access to in-person instruction in 2020-21, while
i-Ready students had the least access. The overwhelming majority of students (about 99%)
participated in in-person instruction in 2024-25. Table 2.4 shows that about 1% of students
received fully remote instruction, while almost none received hybrid instruction or switched
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between modalities (aside from short-term changes in modality due to a local COVID-19
outbreak, for instance). However, we note that these percentages are based on the 98% of
students whose districts reported student-level modality data for the 2024-25 school year; we
cannot determine how the remaining 2% of students received their instruction.

Table 2.4. Percent of Students Participating in Each
Modality in 2024-25; Overall, by Assessment, and by Access

to In-Person Instruction in 2020-21

In-Person Hybrid Remote Multiple No Data

Overall

All students tested in 2024-25 98.8 0.0 1.1 0.0 2.2
By assessment

MAP Growth 99.1 0.1 0.8 0.1 24
i-Ready 99.3 0.0 0.6 0.0 2.5
Star 360 94.5 0.0 5.5 0.0 0.1
Smarter Balanced ICA/MDE K-2 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.7

By access to fully in-person
instruction in 2020-21

Never offered 99.7 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1
Less than half of year 99.7 0.1 0.2 0.1 1.6
At least half of year 99.9 0.0 0.1 0.0 3.6
Offered all year 99.7 0.1 0.2 0.1 2.7

Notes: Percentages in the first four columns are based on the 98% of students whose districts reported modality
information in 2024-25. The percentages in each row may not add to exactly 100% due to rounding. The
percentages in the “No Data” column are based on the full population of students with 2024-25 benchmark
assessment data.

Given how few students received instruction in hybrid or remote formats in 2024-25, we limit
our comparisons to just two subgroups: those who received in-person instruction all year and
those who received any other mode of instruction (hybrid, remote, or a combination of
modalities). In total, 10,335 students from 129 different districts received remote or hybrid
instruction in 2024-25. Eighty-one percent of these students attended charter schools that have
always operated virtually, while the remaining 19% attended traditional public and charter
schools that provide face-to-face instruction. Notably, the share of students learning remotely
was much higher among students who took the Star 360 assessments (about 6%) than in any
other group. This is because the Star 360 sample has a disproportionately larger share of virtual
charter schools. Nearly half of the virtual charter school students with 2024-25 benchmark
assessment data took a Star 360 assessment, compared to only 7% of the overall sample.
Among Star 360 test-takers who did not attend virtual charter schools, 99% received their
instruction for the 2023-24 school year in a fully in-person format.
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DATA AGGREGATION AND ANALYSIS

To construct the final aggregate data files for our analysis, we calculated several indicators of
student academic performance at both the district and state levels, overall and by subgroup.3
We then combined the resulting district- and state-level aggregate datasets with data from
individual districts that prepared their own aggregate data files in lieu of submitting student-
level data through the MiDataHub. We completed this process separately for three types of
analytic samples to create aggregate measures appropriate for examining student achievement
in a single testing period, for growth across a single school year (2020-21, 2021-22, 2022-23,
2023-24, or 2024-25), and for longitudinal trends for a consistent group of students across all
possible testing periods.

The remainder of this section describes each indicator of academic achievement and growth,
as measured by student scores on MDE-approved benchmark assessments between fall 2020
and spring 2025, that we constructed and analyzed for this report.

Average Achievement Trajectories

The first set of analyses examines trends in average scale scores across ten testing periods:
the fall and spring semesters of the 2020-21 through 2024-25 school years. The MAP Growth,
i-Ready, Star 360, and Smarter Balanced ICA benchmark assessments are all scored on vertical
scales, enabling comparisons of scores for the same group of students on the same
assessment across multiple school years as they progress from one grade level to the next.
However, because each benchmark assessment has a unique scale and scale scores are not
comparable across assessments (e.g., MAP Growth scores range from 100 to 350, whereas i-
Ready scores range from 0 to 800), we present cohort-specific trends in average scale scores
separately for each assessment.

As comparison points to help us interpret the overall trends for Michigan students across eight
testing periods, we plot these trends alongside grade-level norms that each assessment
provider established before the pandemic. While we use pre-pandemic medians as comparison
points for all benchmark assessments, not all providers calculate or present this information in
the exact same ways. For instance, although we use the most recent norms that were available
for each assessment as of the end of the 2020-21 school year (Curriculum Associates, 2021;
Renaissance Star Assessments, 2021a, 2021b, 2021c; Smarter Balanced Assessment
Consortium, 2021; Thum & Kuhfeld, 2020), the specific year(s) of data, sampling procedures,
and methodology to produce norms differ across assessments.* We provide additional details
about differences in the pre-pandemic norming data and comparison points for each
benchmark assessment in an earlier report in this series.

We provide separate results for the MAP Growth, i-Ready, and Star 360 assessments. We omit
the DRC assessments from this analysis because the assessments for grades K-2 (the MDE Early
Literacy and Mathematics benchmark assessments) differ from those for grades 3-8 (the
Smarter Balanced ICAs), and they have different scales that are not directly comparable.
Moreover, some districts use only the K-2 assessments from DRC, not the Smarter Balanced
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ICAs, and some have used the Smarter Balanced Interim Assessment Blocks (IABs), which cover
only specific subtopics rather than a broad range of math or reading/ELA content, in certain
grade levels and testing periods in place of the ICAs. As a result, the number of students with
Smarter Balanced ICA scores in all five school years is insufficient for us to estimate longitudinal
trends for this assessment.

Variation in Student Achievement

In addition to analyzing the average performance of Michigan students on their benchmark
assessments, we assess how much their test performance varied. For each benchmark
assessment, subject area, grade level, and testing period, we calculate the 10t, 25, 50th, 75t,
and 90% percentiles of Michigan students’ benchmark assessment scores. We compare these
percentiles across testing periods to assess changes in Michigan students’ performance, both
at the middle of the distribution and for lower- and higher-scoring students. We also examine
the gaps between the scores of Michigan's higher- and lower-performing students and the
extent to which these gaps have changed over time.

As pre-pandemic comparison points, we compare the distributions of Michigan students’
benchmark assessment scores to the distributions of scores from the national norming samples
for each assessment. We plot the 10t, 25%, 50t 75t and 90t percentiles of the norming
distributions alongside the Michigan-specific distributions for each grade level, subject, and
assessment. These comparisons help us to understand how trends in average performance differ
between Michigan students and students nationwide before the COVID-19 pandemic, how the
extent of variation in Michigan students’ achievement compares to that of the national norming
sample, and how Michigan’s achievement distribution has changed over the past five years.

We provide separate results for the MAP Growth, i-Ready, and Star 360 benchmark
assessments. We exclude the DRC assessments from this analysis, as the scale for the MDE K-
12 Early Literacy and Mathematics benchmark assessments has changed since the initial (fall
2020) testing period, and differences in the populations of students who took the Smarter
Balanced ICAs each year complicate meaningful comparisons of changes in the distribution.

Regression-Adjusted Percentile Ranks

We use the aggregated benchmark assessment data in multiple regression models to estimate
relationships between the average achievement in a district over time, controlling for other
district characteristics. Multiple regression is a statistical technique that predicts an outcome
variable using two or more explanatory variables. This technique allows us to estimate the
unique relationships between academic achievement in consecutive semesters and show how
these relationships have changed over time, holding all else equal between districts.

The achievement outcomes in each regression model represent the average score on a particular
benchmark assessment for a specific district, grade level, and subject in each testing period. We
standardize scores relative to the means and standard deviations of student scores from the pre-
pandemic norming samples for each assessment, allowing us to interpret the standardized scores
in terms of how a district's average achievement compares to the national pre-pandemic average.

11
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For example, a standardized score of negative one indicates that the average achievement in a
district was one standard deviation below the national pre-pandemic average.

We estimate the following baseline model:

Yagst = Bo + B1S21; + BoF21, + 3522, + BuF22 + BsS23, + BeF23 + ;524 + BeF24,
+ BoS25; + B1oDCHAR g, + 85 + €,

where Y4, is the average standardized test score of students in district d, grade g, completing
subject test s, in semester t. S21, F21, S22, F22, S23, F23, S24, F24, and 525 are binary indicators
identifying the semester associated with the outcome of interest, Y544, with the letters “F" and
“S"referring to fall and spring semesters, respectively, and numbers indicating the last two digits
of each year (e.g., “F21" refers to fall 2021 and “S25" refers to spring 2025). The coefficients on
these indicators, shown here as B, through B,, describe the change in average standardized test
scores attributable to each semester, relative to fall 2020.

We control for a set of district characteristics, DCHAR 44, including the proportions of students
in each district-grade who are female, of different races/ethnicities, economically
disadvantaged, eligible for special education services, and English learners. We mean-center
these characteristics so that a value of zero represents the state average, allowing us to interpret
the constant term (B,) as the predicted achievement for an average district in fall 2020. §,is a
grade fixed effect which controls for differences in standardized tests scores unique to a
particular grade level, allowing for cross-grade comparisons within the same model. To ease
interpretation of these values, we convert each standardized test score estimate to a percentile
rank that describes where Michigan students’ average achievement falls along the pre-
pandemic national norming distributions for each assessment. For example, a percentile rank
of 50 indicates that Michigan students scored at the pre-pandemic national average.

We estimate additional variations of this model that include interactions between each semester-
specific time indicator with subgroup indicators to estimate results separately by race/ethnicity,
economically disadvantaged status, and access to in-person instruction during the 2020-21 school
year. For our instructional modality analysis, we assign students to subgroups based on the
number of months their district offered in-person instruction during the 2020-21 school year: zero
months, one to four months, five to eight months, or all nine months.

To assess changes over time across a consistent group of students, we include only cohorts that
remained within the K-8 grade range (and therefore participated in benchmark assessments)
across all five years. Given concerns about the reliability of fall 2020 benchmark assessment
scores for lower elementary students (discussed in detail in our fall 2021 report), we limit our
main models to cohorts of students who were in the 3™ or 4™ grade in 2020-21. However, we
also fit an alternate model that includes students who were in kindergarten, 15, or 2" grade in
2020-21. This model includes interactions between each grade-level indicator and the semester-
specific time indicators, allowing us to estimate separate trends for each individual grade level.
We estimate separate variations of these models for the samples of districts that used the MAP
Growth and i-Ready assessments, as well as a combined model with both groups of districts. In
the combined model, we include a “vendor” fixed effect to account for differences between
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these tests. We exclude the Star 360 and Smarter Balanced samples due to low student and
district counts within some grade levels and subgroups of interest for these analyses.

Proficiency Rates

To provide a general understanding of how Michigan students’ performance on benchmark
assessments compares to state standards for grade-level proficiency, we use information from
each benchmark assessment provider to map students’ benchmark assessment scores to
approximate M-STEP proficiency levels.

NWEA, Curriculum Associates, and Renaissance Learning each developed crosswalks between
their benchmark assessment scale scores and M-STEP proficiency levels using an equipercentile
linking method (Curriculum Associates, 2020b; NWEA, 2020; Renaissance Learning, 2019). This
means that, for a group of students who took both the M-STEP and a particular benchmark
assessment, they identified score cut-offs for their benchmark assessments so that the
percentage of students in each proficiency category would perfectly match the percentages of
students who scored within the same category on the M-STEP (e.g., if 20% of students in this
sample scored in the “advanced” level on the M-STEP, the benchmark assessment vendors
would have set their cut-off so that exactly 20% of students fall within their “advanced” category
as well). This process was unnecessary for the Smarter Balanced assessments, as DRC designed
both the M-STEP and Smarter Balanced Assessments and derives the scores for these
assessments from the same underlying scale (MDE, 2019; Smarter Balanced Assessment
Consortium, 2021) allowing direct conversion of M-STEP score cut-offs for each proficiency
category to Smarter Balanced scale scores.

After using these crosswalks, we compare M-STEP proficiency equivalencies to the actual M-
STEP proficiency rates for students in the same districts in 2018-19. This provides a reference
point to gauge how Michigan students’ achievement from 2020-21 to 2024-25 differs from the
achievement of students who attended the same districts in 2018-19.

Student Growth

Although we can compare average scale scores and regression-adjusted trends across grades,
it is important to note that the “typical” amount of test score growth over the course of a school
year often differs by grade level, subject, and initial achievement level. To account for these
differences, we compare changes in students’ scale scores between the fall and spring of each
school year to pre-determined norms for “typical growth” on a particular assessment, subject
area, and grade level for students who scored within the same range on their fall assessment.

The growth norms for each assessment are defined in slightly different ways and have slightly
different meanings. For students who completed MAP Growth assessments, we use the 50th
percentile of the fall-to-spring conditional growth distribution for students with the same initial
percentile rank as a growth norm (Thum & Kuhfeld, 2020). For Curriculum Associates, we use
“typical growth” targets from the i-Ready assessment growth models, which indicate the median
growth of students in the same grade level with the same initial placement level (nationwide
before the pandemic (Curriculum Associates, 2020a). For Star 360 and Smarter Balanced ICA
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assessments, we use pre-pandemic scale score distributions to identify “typical growth” as the
change in scale score necessary for a student to maintain the same percentile rank in the spring
as in the fall (Renaissance Star Assessments, 2021a, 2021b, 2021c; Smarter Balanced
Assessment Consortium, 2020). These measures represent the scale score increase necessary
for a Star 360 or Smarter Balanced ICA student who scored, for example, in the 25th percentile
in fall 2020 to also score in the 25th percentile on their spring 2021 benchmark assessment.

While these growth thresholds help us gain a better understanding of academic growth among
Michigan students during the COVID-19 pandemic, it is important to note that we are using
summary tables from each assessment provider to assign growth norms to groups of students.
The assessment providers have each developed and use their own sophisticated student-level
models to derive growth measures; we are unable to perfectly replicate those measures from
just the summary tables and the aggregate district-level data made available under the Return
to Learn law. For example, in their growth calculations, most assessment providers account for
the number of instructional days between the two testing occasions, based on the test dates
and the district's instructional calendar. For our aggregate, statewide analyses, we cannot
account for the exact amount of instructional time between each student's annual fall and
spring assessments and accordingly, we assign growth norms as though the timing were the
same for all students.

PURPOSE AND FRAMING OF SUBGROUP COMPARISONS

The content we include in this series of legislatively mandated reports must fulfill specific
requirements outlined in state law, one of which is to disaggregate data about student
achievement and growth on benchmark assessments by demographic group (2021 PA 48,
2023 PA 103, 2024 PA 120).

We believe that these types of analyses are important for understanding the disparate
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, targeting resources and interventions toward the schools
and students who experienced the most severe effects, and monitoring their recovery. At
the same time, we understand that comparisons between students of different
races/ethnicities often frame educational inequities through a deficit lens, unfairly
attributing differences to students instead of systems and reinforcing harmful stereotypes
about students of color.

With these considerations in mind, we limit the race/ethnicity comparisons in this report to just
regression-adjusted percentile ranks and student growth outcomes, as these parts of our
analysis account for additional factors that affect students’ performance on benchmark
assessments like their baseline achievement levels and the types of schools they attend. When
discussing these results, we primarily focus on how changes in growth or achievement during
pandemic-affected school years differed across subgroups, and only reference differences in
their achievement or growth levels when examining the extent to which achievement gaps
worsened in 2020-21 and improved in subsequent years.
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To assess students’ actual growth relative to “typical growth,” we first calculate the difference
between each student's spring and fall scale scores from the same school year, then compare
this fall-to-spring change to the appropriate growth norm (i.e., the typical scale score increase
based on the assessment provider, grade level, subject, and the student's initial achievement
level). Before aggregating the data to the district level, we group students into three categories
based on their fall-to-spring growth for each school year: (1) students who did not demonstrate
any growth at all (i.e., their scale scores remained the same or decreased from fall to spring); (2)
students who achieved partial growth (i.e., their scale scores increased from fall to spring, but
the increase was less than the typical growth for their grade, subject, and initial achievement
level); and (3) students who met or exceeded their growth targets (i.e., their scale scores
increased by an amount equal to or greater than the typical growth for their grade, subject, and
initial achievement level). We examine patterns in the percentages of students in each of these
categories in each year and subject area, overall and by assessment vendor, grade level,
demographic group, and mode of instruction.

SUMMARY

The analyses in this report are based on data representing 84% of districts (710 of the 844 total
districts) and 81% of K-8 students in the state (763,917 of the 940,677 total students). However,
those represented in our analyses may not be reflective of those who are not included.
Moreover, some of our analyses are limited to certain subsets of the full dataset, depending on
the type of data needed for the analysis and the information available about each assessment.
Table 2.5 summarizes the specific samples, grade levels, and assessments that are represented
in each of our analyses.

Table 2.5. Analytic Samples, Grade Levels, and Assessments
Included in Each Analysis

Analysis Sample Grades Assessments Notes

Average Achievement | Longitudinal K-8 MAP Growth, Grades 1-8 only for
Trajectories growth i-Ready, Star 360 Star Math
Variation in Student Full sample K-8 MAP Growth, Grades 1-8 only for
Achievement P i-Ready, Star 360 Star Math
Regression-Adjusted Longitudinal MAP Growth & Some models also
. 3-8 . .
Percentile Ranks growth i-Ready include K-2
Proficiency Rates Full sample 3-7 Al M-STEP grade
levels only
student Growth School-year K-8 All AI.I grades/vendors
growth with growth norms

Notes: The average achievement trajectory and regression-adjusted percentile rank analyses include district-
provided aggregate data. We do not include kindergarten scores for Star Math because the assessment is only
normed for students in 1st grade and above. The exact grade levels included in our student growth analysis vary
across vendors, as we can include only grade levels for which the vendor has growth norms available.
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While it is important to keep in mind the data limitations when interpreting results, the report
nonetheless helps deepen our understanding of how Michigan public school students
progressed academically between the fall 2020 and the spring 2025 semesters. The analyses
presented in Section Three continue to expand on the descriptive results presented in our
previous reports, providing a more refined estimate of academic growth by incorporating
another year of assessment data and comparing academic trajectories of Michigan students to
pre-pandemic trajectories of students from across the country.
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Section Three:
Results

In this section, we summarize outcomes for Michigan students on benchmark assessments
that districts administered each semester between fall 2020 and spring 2025. We first
present trends in scale scores on each individual assessment, examining shifts in average
achievement as well as distributional changes. We then estimate the state’s overall
achievement trajectory using a series of regression models that adjust for differences
across assessments, grade levels, and the demographic composition of students within
each district. To better understand how these achievement trends relate to Michigan-
specific grade level standards, we present benchmark assessment results in terms of M-
STEP proficiency levels. Finally, we compare Michigan students’ test score growth in the
2020-21 through 2024-25 school years to growth norms that each assessment provider
established before the COVID-19 pandemic and examine how growth outcomes vary across
student populations and instructional modalities.

Not all districts use the same benchmark assessment. While the MDE-approved
assessments all measure similar constructs (e.g., math or reading achievement), there are
slight differences in their design, intended purposes, and content coverage. Moreover, each
assessment has its own unique scale, and scores are not comparable across assessments.
For these reasons, we conduct certain analyses separately by vendor. Where possible, we
include combined analyses that rely on standardized metrics that have similar meanings
across assessments. These combined analyses provide insight into what the results from
the separate assessments collectively tell us about student learning and recovery for the
state as a whole.

Due to changes in district participation over time and retroactive corrections to historical data,
some data points for the 2020-21 through 2023-24 school years are slightly different from those
in our prior reports. These differences are very small and do not meaningfully change any
results or conclusions from past reports.

AVERAGE ACHIEVEMENT TRAJECTORIES

Average scores on vertically-scaled assessments typically increase over time and across
grade levels, with slight decreases during the summer months—often referred to as the
“summer slide” (e.g., see McEachin & Atteberry, 2017; Quinn et al., 2016). As students grow
older and advance to higher grade levels, year-to-year increases in average scores typically
become smaller and gaps between higher- and lower-achieving students widen (von Hippel,
2020). However, students’ learning experiences during and following the COVID-19
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pandemic have been far from “typical.” To understand how Michigan student achievement
trajectories from fall 2020 to spring 2025 differ from past norms, we examine trends in
average scale scores for students who participated in both fall and spring benchmark
assessments all five years.

In previous reports, we showed that average scores for students in most grade levels were
generally close to or slightly below pre-pandemic norms in the fall of 2020 and fell further
below norms by spring 2021.5 Over the next two years, average scores increased at about
the same rate as the pre-pandemic norms, meaning that Michigan students did not fall any
further below the norms but also did not experience the accelerated rate of learning needed
for their scores to “catch up” to pre-pandemic levels. In 2023-24, Michigan students made
substantial progress on many math benchmark assessments, often reaching or surpassing
pre-pandemic norms, but generally remained below the norm on most reading
assessments. Figures 3.1 to 3.3 extend the trend analyses from our past reports to include
new data from the fall 2024 and spring 2025 testing periods.

Although Michigan students made particularly large math gains on the MAP Growth
assessments in 2023-24, data from the subsequent year suggests that some of this growth
was temporary and did not persist through the summer. As Figure 3.1 shows, decreases in
average scores between the end of 2023-24 and the beginning of 2024-25 exceeded typical
“summer slide.” After reaching or surpassing pre-pandemic national norms in all grade
levels in spring 2024, several grade cohorts fell below the norms when students returned
to school in the fall. Despite some loss of progress over the summer, average math scores
increased at an accelerated rate during the 2024-25 school year, with all grades except 5t
and 6t once again reaching or exceeding pre-pandemic national norms by spring 2025.

HOW TO INTERPRET FIGURES 3.1-3.3

In these figures, green and blue points represent average math and reading scale scores,
respectively, in each testing period. Average scores for the same cohort of students are connected
by solid lines, showing the cohort's achievement trajectory over time. Each point is labeled to show
what grade level students were in during a particular testing period. Dashed lines represent pre-
pandemic norms for a given assessment, subject area, and grade level. The shaded area between
pairs of solid and dashed lines shows the difference between the average score for Michigan
students and the pre-pandemic norm.

The y-axis scales in each figure extend approximately from the kindergarten fall norm for each
assessment to the 8" grade spring norm. Although the exact numbers on the scale differ slightly
between subjects and differ greatly across vendors, the total distance from the bottom to the top of
each y-axis always represents the range of grade-level norms from the beginning of kindergarten to
the end of 8" grade.
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Rising 15t through 3™ graders also experienced notable decreases in reading achievement
on the MAP Growth assessments over the summer, followed by average or slightly
accelerated growth between fall 2024 and spring 2025. Students in 4" through 8™ grade
generally maintained their reading achievement levels over the summer but fell further
below national norms over the course of the 2024-25 school year. In spring 2025, only
kindergarten and 1st grade students scored at or above national reading norms on the MAP
Growth assessments.

Results from the i-Ready assessments in 2024-25 mirror those from the previous year. As
shown in Figure 3.2, middle school students began and ended the year performing above
pre-pandemic norms in math, while students in kindergarten through 5t grade started near
or below their norms and fell slightly further behind by spring 2025.° In reading, elementary
students scored close to pre-pandemic norms in both fall 2024 and spring 2025. Middle
school students began the year above reading norms but made less-than-typical gains
between the fall and spring semesters, with 6™ and 7t graders moving closer to their norms
and 8™ graders falling below the norm in spring 2025.

Consistent with the MAP Growth results, data from the Star 360 assessments show notable
math declines between the spring 2024 and fall 2024, followed by accelerated growth during
the 2024-25 school year. Figure 3.3 shows that, by spring 2025, average Star math scores
for 1st through 5% grade students were above national norms, though to a lesser degree
than they were the previous year. Results from the Star reading and early literacy
assessments differ across grade levels but generally reflect the patterns observed in 2023-
24, Students in kindergarten through 2" grade began the 2024-25 school year very close to
national norms, while average scores for students in 37 through 8" grade were below
national norms. By spring 2025, 2" through 4™ graders had surpassed their respective
norms, while 5™ graders grew closer to the norm and 6™ through 8t grade students fell
further below their norms.

Some of the differences we observe in achievement trends across vendors or grade levels
may be driven by differences in the populations of students and districts that participated
in each benchmark assessment. For instance, the i-Ready sample consists primarily of
students from urban districts that operated remotely in 2020-21, whereas the Star 360
sample primarily consists of smaller districts in suburbs, towns, and rural areas that were
more likely to stay in-person during 2020-21 (see Section Two of this report). In some
instances, differences in performance across grade levels on the same assessment may also
reflect differences in the populations of participating students. For example, some districts
may administer the Star 360 assessments to all elementary students but use it only as a
progress monitoring tool for middle school students receiving certain interventions, which
could result in very different achievement trends across grade levels.
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Figure 3.1. Trends in Average Scale Scores, MAP Growth

MAP Growth Mathematics MAP Growth Reading
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Notes: Dashed lines represent pre-pandemic national norms. Averages include only students with benchmark assessment scores for every possible testing period. The y-
axis scales range from the kindergarten fall norm to the 8% grade spring norm, which differ slightly across subjects.
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Figure 3.2. Trends in Average Scale Scores, i-Ready

i-Ready Mathematics i-Ready Reading
Average i-Ready diagnostic scale score Average i-Ready diagnostic scale score
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Notes: Dashed lines represent the 2018-19 median for Ml students. Averages include only students with benchmark assessment scores for every possible testing period.
The y-axis scales range from the kindergarten fall norm to the 8" grade spring norm, which differ slightly across subjects.
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Figure 3.3. Trends in Average Scale Scores, Star 360

Star Math Star Reading/Early Literacy
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Notes: Dashed lines represent pre-pandemic national norms. Averages include only students with benchmark assessment scores for every possible testing period. The y-
axis scales range from the kindergarten fall norm to the 8% grade spring norm, which differ slightly across subjects.



Michigan’s 2024-25 Benchmark Assessments | November 2025

VARIATION IN STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

While Figures 3.1 through 3.3 help us understand how Michigan students performed on average,
these trends do not necessarily reflect all students’ learning experiences or achievement
outcomes. To better understand variations in student achievement trends, we examine changes
in the distribution of scale scores over time. Figures 3.4 to 3.6 show spring score distributions
for the pre-pandemic norming sample, the first COVID-affected year (spring 2021), and spring
2025. Appendix Figures A.2.1 to A.2.6 show the score distributions for all possible spring and
fall testing periods, providing additional information about year-to-year distributional changes
throughout the study period.

As expected on a vertically scaled test, the centers of these distributions (both for the national
norming samples and for Michigan students) move upwards across grade levels, indicating
that students’ scores increase as they advance in age and grade level. The distributions also
span wider ranges of scale scores in upper grade levels, indicating that there is more variation
in students’ achievement at higher grade levels. As discussed in our prior report, median
scores for Michigan students in 2020-21 were below pre-pandemic national medians, and
gaps between Michigan’'s higher- and lower-achieving students that year were wider than
those for the pre-pandemic national norming samples. In most grade levels, median scores
changed relatively little between the 2020-21 and 2022-23 cohorts, with distributions
remaining wider than pre-pandemic norms. On most assessments, the lowest-scoring
Michigan students (those in the bottom 10%) had much lower scores than the bottom 10% of
the national norming sample, while the highest-scoring students (top 10%) scored similarly to
or slightly below the top 10% of the norming sample. These patterns suggest that disruptions
to student learning and instruction during the COVID-19 pandemic had a disproportionate
effect on lower-achieving students.

Scale score distributions for many benchmark assessments show notable improvements in
performance between 2020-21 and 2024-25. For instance, the top panel of Figure 3.4 shows
that by spring 2025, median math scores on the MAP Growth assessment were higher in every
grade level compared to spring 2021, with the largest increases in grades 2 through 8. In these
same grade levels, the 10t™, 25™, 75", and 90" percentiles also shifted upwards, indicating
improvements in math achievement across the entire distribution of students. However, score
distributions generally remain wider than would have been expected before the pandemic,
especially in upper elementary grade levels.

While improvements in median scores for kindergarten and first grade students over the same
period are smaller in comparison, they were above the national pre-pandemic median in both
spring 2021 and spring 2025. As we've discussed in previous reports, differences in students’ at-
home testing environments in 2020-21 make it difficult to interpret test results for Michigan’s
youngest test-takers thatyear. The year-by-year distribution comparisons (available in Appendix
Figures A.2.4 through A.2.6) show unusually high performance in these grade levels—especially
among the upper half of the distribution—in spring 2021 compared to subsequent years.
Comparing spring 2025 scores to spring 2022 (after most students returned to in-person
schooling) instead of spring 2021, we see more prominent increases in median scores.
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HOW TO INTERPRET FIGURES 3.4 TO 3.6

These figures show the distribution of benchmark assessment scores for students in each grade
level in a particular testing period. We use lighter shades of green and blue to depict the distribution
of scores for the pre-pandemic norming sample, and darker shades of the same colors to depict
the distributions of Michigan students’ benchmark assessment scores.

goth
T percentile
et
percentile
Soth
percentile
25"
percentile
‘Ioth 4 1
percentile
Each vertical line shows the While each rectangle shows The horizontal white line
10* and 90* percentiles the 25 and 75" percentiles. near the center of each
of students’ spring scores. rectangle represents the

50* percentile or median.

We use a “box-and-whisker” design to show the average achievement and how achievement varied
across a group of students. Comparing the positions of boxes and whiskers across groups of
students tells us how achievement levels differed among the groups. Comparing the total lengths
of boxes and whiskers across groups of students tells us how the variation in student
achievement differs between the groups.

Although Michigan students’ average reading scores on the MAP Growth assessment did not
increase to the same extent as their math scores (as we showed in Figure 3.1), the bottom panel
of Figure 3.4 highlights other encouraging patterns. In several grade levels, the 10t or 25"
percentiles increased between spring 2021 and spring 2025, while the 50t, 75%, and 90t
percentiles remained about the same. This pattern suggests that the lowest-performing
students in the most recent cohort achieved higher reading scores than their counterparts in
spring 2021, possibly reflecting districts' use of instructional interventions targeting the students
who were the furthest behind. As a result of these distributional shifts, gaps between the
highest- and lowest-performing students have become smaller, especially in middle school
grade levels. It is also important to note that median reading scores in early stages of the
pandemic were much closer to national norms than median math scores. Despite relatively little
change in average reading performance since 2020-21, median scores in both subjects were
close to pre-pandemic norms at the end of 2024-25.
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We find similar patterns on the i-Ready assessments. As Figure 3.5 shows, the distributions of i-
Ready math scores for upper elementary and middle school students shifted upward between
spring 2021 and spring 2025, indicating increases in performance for Michigan students at all
achievement levels. Math score distributions in lower elementary grades narrowed between
2020-21 and 2024-25 but generally remained wider than the norm. Results from the i-Ready
reading assessments show notable increases in test scores at the lower end of the distribution,
narrowing gaps between higher- and lower-performing students. For students in 4% through 8t
grade, these improvements extend to other parts of the distribution as well, suggesting more
widespread progress across achievement levels. This pattern could reflect differences in how
districts approached pandemic learning recovery across grade levels, with more targeted
supports for lower-performing students in the earlier grades and broader (e.g., schoolwide)
interventions in later grades.

Test score distributions for the Star 360 assessments, shown in Figure 3.6, also show
improvements between 2020-21 and 2024-25. In math, median scores for every grade level
were higher in spring 2025 than in spring 2021, with notable gains at the 75% and 90t
percentiles as well. Improvements in reading were less pronounced, and in several grades gains
occurred only at the lower end of the distribution. The spread of scores within grades changed
little, suggesting that gaps between higher- and lower-performing students have remained
about the same as in spring 2021. While average math achievement has largely returned to pre-
pandemic norms, reading remains below norms in all grade levels except kindergarten.
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Figure 3.4. Distribution of Spring Scale Scores by School Year and Grade Level, MAP Growth
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Figure 3.5. Distribution of Spring Scale Scores by School Year and Grade Level, i-Ready
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Figure 3.6. Distribution of Spring Scale Scores by School Year and Grade Level, Star 360
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REGRESSION-ADJUSTED
PERCENTILE RANKS

The trends in Figures 3.1 to 3.6 illustrate how Michigan
students in a particular grade level who took a particular
assessment performed on average and the extent to which
their performance varied. However, it is difficult to discern
what these separate trends for each grade and assessment
mean for the population of Michigan students overall,
given the vast differences in the types of districts and
students who participated in each test (shown in Table 2.2)
and in achievement norms across grade levels. To assess
the overall performance of Michigan students, we use a
regression analysis that controls for differences across
grade levels, assessment vendors, and the demographic
composition of students within each district (i.e.,
percentages of students enrolled in each district by gender,
race/ethnicity, economically disadvantaged status, special
education status, and English learner status). We show the
results from these analyses in Figures 3.7 to 3.10. We
provide separate results for each individual assessment
vendor and grade level in Appendix Figures A.3.1 to A.3.2.

While the data for this study does not include test scores
from before the 2020-21 school year, evidence from
Michigan's state summative assessments suggests that
student learning rates had already declined somewhat
between the initial school closures in March 2020 and the
fall 2020 testing period, especially in math (Strunk et al.,
2023). We find that, on average, students began the 2020-
21 school year slightly above pre-pandemic norms in
reading and below norms in math. As Figure 3.7 shows,
average MAP Growth and i-Ready scores for students in fall
2020 were at the 53 percentile in reading and in the 45"
percentile in math, relative to students across the country
who took the same assessments pre-pandemic.”

By spring 2021, Michigan students’ scores had fallen
below pre-pandemic reading norms and further below
pre-pandemic math norms. Although declines in reading
were steeper than in math, spring 2021 percentile ranks
in math were still lower than those in reading, as math
scores were already below national norms at the start of
the school year.

HOW TO INTERPRET
FIGURES 3.7 TO 3.10

These figures show adjusted trends
in average math and reading scores,
standardized relative to pre-
pandemic national norms for each
vendor, grade, subject, and testing
period. To ease interpretation of
these values, we convert each
estimate to a percentile rank to
show where Michigan students’
average scores fall relative to the
national norming distributions for
each assessment.

A percentile rank of 50 indicates
that Michigan students scored at
the pre-pandemic national
average. If students learned at a
rate consistent with pre-pandemic
norms, we would see a flat trend
line, indicating that Michigan
students maintained the same
percentile rank over time. If
students learned at a slower rate
than the norming sample, we would
see a decreasing trend. If students'’
relative achievement decreased
during the pandemic, they would
need to learn at a faster rate than
the norming sample to achieve the
same percentile ranks they did
before the pandemic.

The shaded areas above and
below each trend line show the
95% confidence interval for each
percentile rank estimate. This
represents the range of values that
the “true” percentile rank for
Michigan students is likely to fall
within, given that our estimates are
based on a sample of students and
not the full population. If the
shaded area overlaps with the grey
dashed line, this means that the
estimate is not significantly different
from the pre-pandemic national
average.
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Over the next four years, average reading scores for this same group of students held steady,
remaining at roughly the same percentile rank. This pattern suggests that students learned at a
rate comparable to the pre-pandemic norming sample, but not at the accelerated rate
necessary to regain their higher relative standing from fall 2020. Math achievement, on the
other hand, showed a stronger rebound. Average math scores returned to their fall 2020
percentile rank in spring 2022, dipped slightly the following year, and then rose sharply.
Between fall 2023 and spring 2024, Michigan students’ average math performance climbed from
the 43 to the 50t percentile, surpassing their reading performance for the first time within the
span of this study. Despite a sizable dip in fall 2024, math achievement accelerated once again
during the 2024-25 school year, reaching its highest point at the 515 percentile (just above the
pre-pandemic norm) in spring 2025.

Figure 3.7. Regression-Adjusted Percentile Ranks
(MAP Growth & i-Ready, 37-8" Grade)
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Notes: These regression estimates are based on district-grade average scores across students with MAP Growth or
i-Ready scores in every possible testing period. We standardized scores relative to pre-pandemic national norms
for each assessment and converted all estimates into percentile ranks. Models control for student demographics.

We use a similar approach to estimate gaps in average achievement across student subgroups,
controlling for differences among tests, grade levels, and the composition of students within a
district. Trends in regression-adjusted math achievement for students who are economically
disadvantaged and their more advantaged peers (shown in Figure 3.8) differ sharply during the
initial pandemic-affected year (2020-21) but generally mirror each other in subsequent years,
with both resembling the overall trends in Figure 3.7.



Michigan’s 2024-25 Benchmark Assessments | November 2025

Figure 3.8. Regression-Adjusted Percentile Ranks by Economic Status
(MAP Growth & i-Ready, 3rd-8th Grade)
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Notes: These regression estimates are based on district-grade average scores across students with MAP Growth or
i-Ready scores in every possible testing period. We standardized scores relative to pre-pandemic national norms
for each assessment and converted all estimates into percentile ranks. Models control for student demographics.

Between fall 2020 and spring 2021, economically disadvantaged students experienced a
significant decline in math performance, dropping from the 37" percentile to the 329, while
their more advantaged peers maintained a consistent percentile rank (58™) all year. As a result,
the gap between the two subgroups widened. Both groups of students experienced relatively
little change in math performance in 2021-22 and 2022-23, followed by rapid growth in 2023-24
and 2024-25. These recent gains were similar in magnitude for students who are and are not
economically disadvantaged, elevating both groups above their fall 2020 percentile ranks but
maintaining the widened gap between them.

Both subgroups of students experienced declines in reading achievement in 2020-21, though
the decline was sharper for economically disadvantaged students than for their peers. Between
the fall and spring of that year, reading scores for economically disadvantaged students
dropped from the 45% to the 39t percentile (a 6 percentile-point change), while those for
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students who are not economically disadvantaged decreased from the 66" to the 62"
percentile (a 4 percentile-point change). Over the next four years, students who are
economically disadvantaged maintained and at times slightly improved their percentile ranks,
ending the 2024-25 school year at the 415t percentile.

During the same period, students who are not economically disadvantaged experienced
continued declines, with average reading scores dropping by about one percentile point each
school year until reaching the 58" percentile in spring 2025. Although this means that Michigan
students who are not economically disadvantaged grew at a slower rate, on average, than students
in the pre-pandemic national norming samples, their achievement levels remained above national
norms throughout the full 5-year period. In other words, their baseline achievement was high
enough that these decreases in relative performance moved their scores closer to the pre-
pandemic national norm but never below it.

We also find notable differences in relative achievement trends for students of different racial
and ethnic groups. Our prior reports showed that the initial achievement declines in 2020-21
were steeper for students of color than for their White peers. These early declines widened
longstanding gaps in math and reading achievement. As Figure 3.9 shows, the gap between
Black and White students’ percentile ranks was about 20 percentile points in math and 19
percentile points in reading in fall 2020, growing to 32 and 26 percentile points, respectively, by
spring 2021. Similarly, the gap between Latino and White students’ relative achievement
increased from 12 to 19 percentile points in math and increased from 15 to 17 percentile points
in reading. Gaps between Black and Latino students widened as well, growing from 8 to 13
percentile points in math and 4 to 9 percentile points in reading.

On average, students of color experienced a greater degree of learning recovery than their
White peers in subsequent years, lessening these gaps. For instance, Figure 3.9 shows that
White students’ relative math achievement decreased during the 2022-23 school year, while
Latino students maintained their percentile rank and Black students increased theirs. Similarly,
White students’ relative reading achievement decreased between the fall and spring of the
2022-23,2023-24, and 2024-25 school years, while Black and Latino students either maintained
or improved their relative performance. In several instances, Black students made additional
gains during the summer months, returning to school in the fall with higher relative
performance than at the end of the prior year, while their White and Latino peers either
experienced declines or a lesser degree of growth.

As a result of these differential trends, gaps in reading achievement across students of different
races/ethnicities narrowed, reaching a smaller level in spring 2025 than at any other time over
the past 5 years. The gap in math achievement between Black and White students had narrowed
to 23 percentile points by spring 2025, far smaller than in spring 2021 but still wider than in fall
2020. Gaps in reading achievement narrowed more drastically, as Black and Latino students'’
relative reading performance increased year after year while White students experienced
continued declines. In spring 2025, the gap between Black and White students’ relative reading
achievement was only 12 percentile points, notably smaller than the 19 percentile-point gap in
fall 2020 and less than half the size of the gap in spring 2021.
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Figure 3.9. Regression-Adjusted Percentile Ranks by Race/Ethnicity
(MAP Growth & i-Ready, 3rd-8th Grade)
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Notes: These regression estimates are based on district-grade-average scores across students with MAP Growth or
i-Ready scores in every possible testing period. We standardized scores relative to pre-pandemic national norms
for each assessment and converted all estimates into percentile ranks. Models control for student demographics.
We do not show results for students who are Asian, Native American, Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, or two or more
races due to low sample sizes within some of the grade levels and assessment vendors in our analysis.

Students’ learning trajectories differed depending on their access to in-person instruction
during the 2020-21 school year. As shown in prior reports, average math achievement
decreased for students in all types of districts except those that offered in-person instruction in
all 9 months (September through May) of the 2020-21 school year. Although all districts that
were hybrid or remote for at least part of that year experienced declines, the extent of those
declines varied depending on the amount of in-person instruction the district offered. Declines
were smallest in districts that offered in-person instruction for more than half (5-8 months) of
the year, followed by those that were in-person for less than half (1-4 months) of the year, and
steepest in districts that did not offer in-person instruction at all. Initial declines in reading
achievement followed a similar pattern, except that districts that offered in-person instruction
experienced slight declines, albeit to a lesser extent than other districts.
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As a result of these differential declines in 2020-21, gaps in achievement between districts
offering different modes of instruction became larger. For example, Figure 3.10 shows that
average math scores in fall 2020 were at the 46t percentile in districts that offered in-person
instruction all year and the 39t percentile in those that did not offer in-person instruction at
all, a 7 percentile-point gap. By spring 2021, this increased to a 20 percentile-point gap, with
math scores for districts offering the most and least in-person instruction at the 49t and 29t
percentiles, respectively.

Figure 3.10. Regression-Adjusted Percentile Ranks by Access to In-
Person Instruction in 2020-21 (MAP Growth & i-Ready, 3rd-8th Grade)
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Note: These regression estimates are based on district-grade-average scores across students with MAP Growth or
i-Ready scores in every possible testing period. We standardized scores relative to pre-pandemic national norms
for each assessment and converted all estimates into percentile ranks. Models control for student demographics.
Modality categories are based on the mode(s) of instruction (in-person, hybrid, or remote) that each district
reported offering in each month of the 2020-21 school year.

Gaps in reading achievement also widened that year, increasing from 8 percentile points in
fall 2020 to 16 percentile points in spring 2021. Between spring 2021 and spring 2025,
achievement gaps between districts that offered in-person instruction throughout all of 2020-
21 and those that did not offer in-person instruction decreased from 20 to 14 percentile points
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in math and decreased from 16 to 9 percentile points in reading. While both gaps have
reduced significantly, the reading gap remains nearly 30% larger and the math gap remains
twice as large as in fall 2020.

Across all ten testing periods, math and reading achievement were consistently highest in
districts that were in-person for the first pandemic-affected school year (all 9 months from
September 2020 to May 2021), followed by those that were in-person for more than half (5-8
months) of the year, and those that were in-person for less than half (1-4 months) of the year,
and consistently lowest for districts that did not offer in-person instruction at all in 2020-21.
Gaps in reading achievement between districts that were in-person all year and those that were
in-person for part of the year were generally smaller than the gaps between districts that were
in-person for part of the year and those that were not in-person at all. Math gaps, on the other
hand, are similar in size between consecutive modality categories. This pattern suggests that
each increasing level of access to in-person instruction was associated with a similar increase in
math achievement, whereas in reading, having access to any in-person instruction at all was
associated with a large increase in achievement, and further increases in in-person instruction
were associated with smaller increases in achievement comparatively. In both subjects, gaps
between districts that offered in-person instruction for most or all of the 2020-21 school year
start to converge in later years, suggesting a faster rate of recovery among districts with shorter-
lasting disruptions to in-person learning.

PROFICIENCY RATES

For a general understanding of how Michigan students’ performance on benchmark
assessments compares to state standards for grade-level proficiency, we map student
benchmark assessment scores to approximate M-STEP proficiency levels. Figure 3.11 shows the
percentages of Michigan 3- to 7t-grade students classified into each of the four M-STEP
proficiency levels, based on the scale score ranges that each assessment provider uses to map
students’ benchmark assessment scores to equivalent M-STEP proficiency categories. To
understand how these proficiency rates compare to similar students’ performance pre-
pandemic, we show the actual proficiency rates from the 2018-19 M-STEP among all students in
the districts that provided benchmark assessment data for the 2024-25 school year.?

As shown in our previous report, proficiency rates for Michigan students were substantially
lower on 2020-21 benchmark assessments than on the 2018-19 M-STEP, with more students
scoring within the “not proficient” category and fewer in the “proficient” and “advanced”
categories. Despite slight increases in scale scores over the next two years, the distribution of
students across proficiency levels remained about the same in 2021-22 and 2022-23, before
improving substantially in math and slightly in reading in 2023-24.

Newly available data for the 2024-25 school year show proficiency holding steady, maintaining
the previous year's levels but not improving significantly beyond them. Figure 3.11 shows that,
across all 3 through 7"-grade students and all benchmark assessment providers, the
percentages of students scoring within each proficiency level changed only slightly between
spring 2024 and spring 2025. In math, we see a slight shift of students from the “proficient”
category to the “advanced"” category, with the bottom two levels (“not proficient” and “partially
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proficient”) staying about the same size. This pattern is consistent with the increases in average
math achievement observed in earlier subsections of this report. In reading, the percentages of
students scoring in each of the middle two proficiency levels increased slightly, while the
percentages in the highest and lowest levels decreased slightly, possibly reflecting the
decreasing variation in reading achievement we observed in our distributional analyses (Figures
3.4 through 3.6).

Figure 3.11. M-STEP Proficiency Levels and Vendor-Defined
Benchmark Assessment Equivalencies, Grades 3-7

Math (All Vendors) Reading (All Vendors)

. 8 Advanced
e [ H B N 17.3

183184 18.6

. Advanced
. Proficient

Partially Partially
Proficient Proficient

Not Not
Proficient Froficient
249249249
e 26.1 |26.0
31337354352 338336

2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
(M-STEP) (M-STEP)

Notes: These percentages include all 3rd- through 7th-grade students with benchmark assessment data for the
spring 2025 testing period on any state-approved benchmark assessment.

These patterns are consistent with M-STEP data from the same group of school districts. As
Figure 3.12 shows, proficiency rates on the 2025 M-STEP were very similar to those in 2024. The
slight shifts we observe between proficiency levels on the M-STEP assessments mirror those
estimated from the benchmark assessment data in Figure 3.11. For instance, the percentage of
3rd to 7t graders who scored within the “advanced” performance level on the M-STEP math
assessment increased by 0.3 percentage points, mirroring the 0.2 percentage-point increase we
estimated based on benchmark assessment scores. Similarly, the percentage of students whose
M-STEP ELA scores were in the “proficient” range increased by 0.4 percentage points, matching
our estimate from the benchmark assessment data.

Although these aggregate changes in proficiency are negligible, our vendor-specific analyses
(available in Appendix Figure A.1.1-A.1.8) show more notable changes among some groups of
districts. In particular, i-Ready and Star 360 districts show consistent improvements over time,
with the percentage of students scoring in the “not proficient” range decreasing in both subjects
in each year from 2022 to 2025. Proficiency trends among MAP Growth districts, on the other
hand, closely resemble the overall trend.
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Figure 3.12. M-STEP Proficiency Levels, Grades 3-7
(All Districts With 2024-25 Benchmark Assessment Data)
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Note: These percentages include all 3rd- through 7th-grade students in districts that provided benchmark
assessment data for any state-approved assessment for the spring 2025 testing period.

STUDENT GROWTH

Considering the wide variation we observed in Michigan students’ achievement levels in Figures
3.4 to 3.6, changes in average performance over time are unlikely to fully reflect the types or
extents of growth that many Michigan students experience throughout each school year. To
understand the extent of student learning progress and its variation across the state, we
examine the percentage and characteristics of students who exhibited different types of growth
patterns each school year. We compare these patterns to pre-pandemic norms for “typical
growth” and assess changes for Michigan students from year to year.

We define “typical growth” as the median increase in scale scores between the fall and spring
testing periods of the same school year for students from the pre-pandemic national norming
samples who were in the same grade level, took the same assessment, and had similar baseline
scores on their fall assessments. Thus, before the COVID-19 pandemic, we would expect about
50% of students to meet or exceed “typical growth” each year.® Figures 3.13 through 3.18 show
the percentages of students each year whose growth between the fall and spring testing periods
fell into each of the following three categories:

1. met or exceeded typical growth (i.e., the increases to their scale scores between the
fall and spring testing periods met or surpassed the growth norm for students in their
grade level with similar prior achievement scores);

2. made less than typical growth (i.e., their scale scores increased by less than the
pre-pandemic growth norm for students in their grade with similar prior scores); and

3. did not demonstrate growth (i.e., their scale scores either did not change or
decreased from fall to spring).
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Figure 3.13 shows overall growth outcomes for each school year, averaged across all
assessment providers, grade levels, and initial performance quintiles. As we showed in prior
reports, students in 2020-21 were less likely to meet or exceed typical growth and more likely
to not demonstrate any growth at all, compared to students nationwide before the pandemic.
While more students reached their growth targets and fewer made no growth at all in 2021-22,
2022-23, and 2023-24 than in 2020-21, the percentage who did not demonstrate any growth still
exceeded pre-pandemic norms.

Figure 3.13. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year
Math (All Vendors)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall
and spring. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, which
vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and students’initial achievement on their fall benchmark assessment.
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Figure 3.13 shows slight improvements but relatively little change in growth outcomes between
2023-24 and 2024-25. For the fourth consecutive year in math and the third consecutive year in
reading, at least 50% of students met or exceeded the pre-pandemic growth norm for their
grade, assessment, and initial achievement level. Specifically, 62% of students achieved this level
of growth on their math benchmark assessments (about the same as in 2023-24) and 51% did
so on their reading assessments (slightly more than in 2023-24). These rates indicate that
Michigan students were more likely to reach their targets in math and about equally as likely to
reach their targets in reading, compared to similar students nationwide who took the same
assessments before the pandemic.

As shown earlier in this section, these four years of accelerated math growth resulted in many
Michigan students “catching up” to pre-pandemic math norms. Although just over 50% of
Michigan students achieved a “typical” year of reading growth in 2022-23, 2023-24, and 2024-
25, their reaching achievement has not yet caught up to pre-pandemic levels. Students’ growth
targets are based on where they started at the beginning of each school year, meaning that
students who were already behind grade-level standards in the fall would need to achieve more
than a typical year's growth to both “catch up” to standards for students entering their current
grade level and learn the new content expected for students advancing to the next grade level.
For example, a student who begins the school year half a grade level behind would need to grow
by one and one-half grade-levels to “catch up” by the end of the year.

In addition to showing these general trends across all MDE-approved benchmark assessments,
we provide results separately for each individual assessment in Appendix Figures A.4.1 through
A.4.4. Although just over 50% of students in the overall sample reached or exceeded their
reading growth targets, this appears to be driven by the higher rate of growth among i-Ready
districts, where about 59% of students met or surpassed typical reading growth each year,
whereas fewer than 50% of students in MAP Growth and Star 360 districts reached their reading
targets. As we noted in our prior report, the vendor-specific figures show a sudden surge in
performance on the MAP Growth math assessment in 2023-24. While this change is consistent
in direction with the overall results shown in Figure 3.13, it is much larger in magnitude than
corresponding improvements on the Star and i-Ready assessments, and contrasts with national
MAP Growth trends (Lewis & Kuhfeld, 2024). This improvement does not appear to be a one-
time outlier, as students met their MAP Growth math targets at similarly high rates in 2024-25.

While there were more students in each of the past five school years who did not demonstrate
growth than would have been expected before the pandemic, these were generally not the
same students year after year. For the sample of students with growth data from all five school
years, Table 3.1 shows the percentage who achieved each growth outcome a particular number
of times over the five-year period. For example, the leftmost cell in the third row of the table
indicates that just under two-thirds of students demonstrated at least some math growth all
five years (i.e, 64% were never in the “did not demonstrate growth” category). The
corresponding cell in the bottom panel indicates that 37% of students demonstrated at least
some reading growth in all five years. Virtually all students demonstrated some growth over the
5-year period, and the overwhelming majority (98% and 96% in math and reading, respectively)
met or exceeded typical growth at least once. On average, students’ math growth exceeded pre-
pandemic medians in at least three of the five years.
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Table 3.1. Frequency of Each Growth Outcome for the
Same Students Across Five School Years

Percent of Students by
Frequency of Growth Outcome

10f5 20of5 30of5 40of 5 All5
Years Years Years Years Years

MATH

Never

Met or Exceeded Typical Growth 1.7% 9.0% 21.5% | 31.3% | 26.3% | 10.2%
Made Less Than Typical Growth 18.0% | 34.7% | 29.6% | 13.8% 3.5% 0.4%
Did Not Demonstrate Growth 64.2% | 26.7% 7.4% 1.4% 0.2% 0.0%

READING

Met or Exceeded Typical Growth 42% | 16.5% | 29.5% | 293% | 16.5% 4.0%

Made Less Than Typical Growth 19.5% | 33.7% | 28.2% | 13.9% 4.1% 0.5%

Did Not Demonstrate Growth 36.5% | 37.1% 19.2% 6.1% 1.1% 0.1%

Notes: Percentages include only students with fall-to-spring growth data for all five school years. Thresholds for
“typical growth” are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, which vary depending on the
subject area, grade level, and students’ initial achievement on their fall benchmark assessment.

Across all grade ranges, growth outcomes have improved continually over the last five years.
For upper elementary and middle school students, Figure 3.14 shows annual increases in
students meeting or exceeding pre-pandemic growth norms in earlier years, leveling off in later
years. Reading growth follows a similar pattern at the lower elementary level, while math growth
among students in this grade range continued to improve through the 2024-25 school year.

Results for each individual grade level (available in Appendix Figures A.5.1 to A.5.3, both overall
and separately for the MAP Growth and i-Ready assessments) show some variation from these
overall patterns.’® For instance, both math and reading growth among 8t-grade students
increased every year, while growth in other middle school grades either tapered or decreased
slightly in later years. The abrupt overall improvements that we observed for the MAP Growth
assessments are evident across all individual grade levels, while i-Ready math growth is far
steadier over time in comparison.

Although overall growth rates differ substantially across grade ranges, these differences are
consistent with pre-pandemic national norms. For instance, norms for the MAP Growth
assessment (available in our Fall 2021 report) show that the percentage of students expected
to not demonstrate growth increases across grade levels and the percentage expected to make
less than typical growth decreases (by definition, the percentage expected to meet or exceed
typical growth is constant at 50% for all grade levels). The relative shares of Michigan students
in the top and middle segments of the stacked bars in Figure 3.14 and Appendix Figures A.5.1
through A.5.3 all exhibit this same pattern across grade levels.
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Figure 3.14. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes
by School Year and Grade Range
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall
and spring. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, which
vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and students’initial achievement on their fall benchmark assessment.

Growth trends vary across students with different baseline achievement levels, based on the
percentile rank of their fall benchmark assessment scores. As Figure 3.15 shows, more than 50%
of students in the lowest initial achievement quintile (i.e., those with fall percentile ranks of 20
or below) met or exceeded their growth targets each year. This indicates that, even in the first
pandemic-affected year (2020-21), growth among Michigan students with the lowest baseline
performance exceeded pre-pandemic norms. The same was true for the 2" and 3" math
quintiles (i.e., students with fall math scores in the 21t through 60" percentiles). For students
in higher initial performance quintiles, growth trailed behind pre-pandemic norms in 2020-21
but increased in subsequent years. By 2024-25, more than 50% of students in each initial
performance quintile met or exceeded typical math growth, as did those in the first three
quintiles of initial reading performance. The top two reading quintiles (i.e., students with initial
scores in the 615t percentile or above) remain less likely than students in the pre-pandemic
national norming sample to reach their growth targets.

As Appendix Figures A.5.4 and A.5.5 show, this pattern does not extend to all benchmark
assessments. While reading growth outcomes decrease across initial performance quintiles on
the MAP Growth assessment, these outcomes are consistent across quintiles on the i-Ready
assessments. Across all initial achievement levels, growth on the i-Ready reading assessments
trailed behind pre-pandemic norms in 2020-21 and surpassed pre-pandemic norms in all
subsequent years.
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Figure 3.15. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Initial Performance Quintile
Math (All Vendors)
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Growth trends across demographic subgroups, shown in Figures 3.16 through 3.18 and by
vendor in Appendix Figures A.6.1 through A.6.6, generally resemble the overall growth trends
in Figure 3.13. Students in most subgroups were similarly or slightly more likely to meet or
exceed typical math growth in 2024-25 compared to 2023-24. The only two exceptions to this
pattern are Black students and students who are economically disadvantaged, who were slightly
less likely to reach their math growth targets in 2024-25 than in the prior year, but still more
likely to do so than students in the pre-pandemic norming sample. The percentages of students
not demonstrating any growth increased slightly for these two subgroups, whereas they
decreased slightly or remained the same for other subgroups. Reading growth remained steady
between 2023-24 and 2024-25 across all subgroups.

We noted in our previous report that most of the initial improvements in student growth
outcomes took place in districts that either did not offer in-person instruction at all in 2020-21
or did so for only part of the year. As Figure 3.19 shows, more than 50% of students in districts
that offered in-person instruction all year met or exceeded typical math and reading growth in
2020-21 (meaning that they were more likely than students in the pre-pandemic national
norming samples to reach these growth targets), while fewer than 50% of those whose districts
did not offer in-person instruction throughout the full school year met or exceeded growth
targets in either subject. Each increase in access to in-person instruction (i.e., none, less than
half of the year, more than half of the year, all year) was associated with an increase in the share
of students meeting or exceeding their growth targets and a decrease in the share not
demonstrating growth at all. Growth outcomes for students whose districts did not offer in-
person instruction in at least part of 2020-21 improved substantially the following year, while
growth outcomes stayed about the same for those whose districts offered in-person instruction
all year. In subsequent years, the percentages of students who met or exceeded typical growth
remained above 50% in math and close to 50% in reading regardless of their level of access to
in-person instruction in 2020-21.

Consistent with the overall trend, the percentage of students meeting or exceeding typical math
growth increased substantially for each district modality subgroup in 2023-24. In 2024-25,
students in districts that were remote for at least part of the 2020-21 school year saw an
additional increase in math growth, with districts that were remote all year experiencing the
starkest improvement. In contrast, the percentage of students making typical math growth
decreased slightly between 2023-24 and 2024-25 in districts that offered in-person instruction
throughout all of 2020-21. However, students in these districts were still more likely than their
counterparts in other districts to meet their growth targets. In reading, districts that did not
offer any in-person instruction in 2020-21 were the only group to experience a non-negligible
increase in growth in 2024-25, while growth in districts that were in-person for all or some of
the year remained relatively stable. Our vendor-specific analyses (available in Appendix Figures
A.7.1-A.7.2) show similar patterns for the i-Ready assessments, but less differentiation across
district modality subgroups on the MAP Growth assessments.
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Figure 3.16. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Demographic Subgroup

Math (All Vendors)
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Female Male Not Economically Economically
Disadvantaged Disadvantaged

Reading (All Vendors)
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Female Male Not Economically Economically
Disadvantaged Disadvantaged

Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based
on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, which vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and students’ initial achievement on their fall benchmark
assessment.
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Figure 3.17. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Student Subgroup

Math (All Vendors)

Percent of
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growth
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Reading (All Vendors)
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General Special Not English English
Education Education Learner Learner

Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based
on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, which vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and students’ initial achievement on their fall benchmark
assessment.
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Figure 3.18. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Student Race/Ethnicity

Math (All Vendors)

61.8f 595634 65.5

63.5§163.9
g 57.7 § 594 5260516 56.2 @575 54.0 5320510 55.7 1574

52 431 45.9

20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25  20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25  20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25
White Black Latino Asian Other Race/Ethnicity

Reading (All Vendors)

: 4.3 54.7 | 548 55.
476493 54.3f54.7 | 54.8 55.2

a1olaz.0l44.1 4. 0.4 46 47.4047.0 f 46.4 [l 48.6

42.5 476 48.7 §49.4 4 48.8
34.0

20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25  20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25
Other Race/Ethnicity

20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25
White Black Latino Asian

Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based
on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, which vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and students’ initial achievement on their fall benchmark
assessment. The “Other Race/Ethnicity” category includes students who are Native American, Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, or two or more races; we cannot show separate

bars for each of these groups due to low sample sizes.
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Figure 3.19. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and
Access to In-Person Instruction in 2020-21

Math (All Vendors)

Percent of
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did not
demonstrate
growth
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growth
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Reading (All Vendors)
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Offered all year Offered for more than Offered for less than Not offered at all
half of the year half of the year

Access to in-person instruction in 2020-21

Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based
on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, which vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and students’ initial achievement on their fall benchmark
assessment. Modality categories are based on the mode(s) of instruction (in-person, hybrid, or remote) that each district reported offering in each month of the 2020-21
school year.
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Very few students (only about 1%) were still learning in a remote or hybrid format in 2024-25,
mostly those who attend charter schools that have always operated virtually. Figure 3.20
compares growth outcomes between this small group of students and the 99% who
participated in in-person instruction in 2024-25. We show these same students’ growth
outcomes in prior school years as well, even if they did not participate in the same mode of
instruction in those years. For example, the 2020-21 percentages for remote and hybrid
students in Figure 3.20 show how the students who received remote instruction in 2024-25
performed four years earlier.

Figure 3.20. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes
by School Year and Mode of Instruction

Math (All Vendors)

Percent of
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growth
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Reading (All Vendors)

Percent of
students who...

did not
demonstrate
growth

made less than
typical growth

met or exceeded
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In-Person Remote or Hybrid
Mode of instruction in 2024-25

Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the
fall and spring. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider,
which vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and students’ initial achievement on their fall benchmark
assessment. Modality categories reflect the primary mode in which a student received instruction in 2024-25.
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For students who learned in-person in 2024-25, Figure 3.20 shows yearly improvements in math
growth through 2023-24 and little change in 2024-25. Reading growth among this group of
students increased in 2021-22 and 2022-23, leveling off in later years. In contrast, students who
learned in a hybrid or remote setting in 2024-25 became less likely to demonstrate growth on
their benchmark assessments each year after 2021-22 (i.e., the percentages who did not
demonstrate growth increased). However, it is important to consider that hybrid and remote
modalities are most common among students in higher grade levels. Growth norms also change
as students advance to higher grade levels; changes in scale scores over the course of a school
year tend to be smaller and the likelihood of not demonstrating any growth increases as
students become older. Thus, the patterns in Figure 3.20 may at least partially reflect expected
changes in growth over a 5-year period for students in the age groups most likely to participate
in hybrid or remote instruction.
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Section Four: Takeaways
and Implications

This report furthers our analyses of Michigan student learning during and after the COVID-19
pandemic by examining math and reading benchmark outcomes throughout the past five
school years. We explore trends in achievement and growth, as measured by math and reading
benchmark assessments for grades K-8, and compare Michigan student results to those of other
students nationwide who took the same assessments pre-pandemic. We examine how these
patterns differ across subgroups of Michigan students and how they have changed between fall
2020 and spring 2025.

While this report deepens our understanding of how Michigan public school students
progressed and learned during the 2020-21 through 2024-25 school years, we must consider
several data limitations when interpreting results. Most importantly, our analyses are based
on imperfect and incomplete data, representing only a subset of the K-8 student population
across the state. This is notable because students who were most affected by the pandemic
may have been less likely to participate in benchmark assessments and therefore may be
underrepresented. Additionally, given that many districts administered benchmark testing
virtually in the fall of 2020, it is difficult to assess fall 2020 performance or interpret growth
measures that use fall 2020 achievement as a baseline. Moreover, the data available for this
study does not include any prior test results for Michigan students from before fall 2020.
While we can use national norms for each assessment from before the pandemic as
comparison points to see how Michigan students’ performance compares to students across
the country in a “typical” school year, these norms may not reflect how Michigan students
would have performed.

The key findings described below show that Michigan students have made meaningful
progress but have not yet fully recovered from the pandemic-era disruptions to student
learning. Policymakers, educators, and other stakeholders should use these data to inform
the work of local and state education agencies as they continue to address the COVID-19
pandemic’s tremendous effects. As we move further from the height of the pandemic,
benchmark assessment data can continue to provide valuable information about student
learning and support evidence-based decision-making and continuous improvement
throughout the state.
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KEY FINDINGS

Michigan students made large short-term math achievement gains in both 2023-24
and 2024-25 but only a portion of these gains persisted over the summer.

Michigan students experienced rapid growth in math achievement in 2023-24, advancing from
the 43 to the 50™ percentile (relative to pre-pandemic national norms) between the fall and
spring testing periods. However, their relative achievement fell to just the 47t percentile when
they returned to school the following fall. Accelerated math growth during the 2024-25 school
year enabled students to regain lost progress and reach their highest percentile ranking yet
(51% in the spring of 2025.

Although math growth surpassed national norms in each of the past two years, achievement
declines in between the two years exceeded typical levels of “summer slide.” This could mean that
focusing on within-year gains alone may overstate students’ longer-term progress. For instance,
despite the state average math performance increasing by 4 percentile points between the fall
and spring of 2024-25, students ended the year only 1 percentile point above their spring 2024
rank. Michigan’s cumulative math growth across school years is more consistent than its rapid
within-year growth with the modest levels of recovery on benchmark and summative assessments
nationally (Curriculum Associates, 2025; Dewey et al., 2025; Lewis & Kuhfeld, 2025).

Although average reading achievement remains stagnant, gaps between
Michigan'’s highest- and lowest-performing readers are improving.

On average, reading achievement has not yet rebounded from the declines in the early stages
of the pandemic. Michigan students began the 2020-21 school year above national norms in
reading, with average scores at the 537 percentile. By the end of that year, reading
achievement fell to the 49t percentile (just below the national median), and has remained
within 1 percentile point of this ranking ever since. This stagnation in reading, and its contrast
from trends in math performance, is consistent with national results from the MAP Growth
and i-Ready assessments (Curriculum Associates, 2025; Lewis & Kuhfeld, 2025).

The distribution of achievement widened during the pandemic, meaning that students’
academic levels varied to a greater extent than would have been expected in earlier years.
Although average reading scores remain stagnant, we find evidence of improvements among
Michigan’s lowest-scoring readers, especially in middle school grades. As a result of these gains
at the lower end of the distribution, gaps between high- and low-performing readers are
shrinking. Although these gaps are narrowing, they have not yet fully recovered to pre-
pandemic norms. Demographic gaps in reading achievement, which also widened during the
pandemic, have narrowed significantly. In spring 2025, gaps in reading performance between
students of different racial groups and economic statuses had not only recovered to their fall
2020 levels but improved beyond them. In contrast, math gaps between these student
subgroups have improved to some extent since spring 2021 but remain larger than in fall 2020.
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Districts that were fully remote in 2020-21 are “catching up” to the rest of the state
in terms of student growth but remain behind in achievement.

In the early stages of the pandemic, drastic gaps in average achievement emerged between
school districts offering fully in-person instruction and those that were fully remote. Between
the fall and spring of the 2020-21 school year, the gap in reading scores between these districts
doubled, and the gap in math scores nearly tripled. While students in districts that offered in-
person instruction all year met targets for “typical” growth at similar rates to the pre-pandemic
norming samples for their assessments, this was not the case for those in districts that were
remote for at least part of the year. Students whose districts offered no in-person instruction at
all in 2020-21 were the least likely to meet their growth targets and the least likely to
demonstrate any growth at all.

Student growth outcomes improved across all groups of districts in subsequent years, but were
consistently lowest among the districts that were fully remote in 2020-21. In 2024-25, the
districts that were fully remote saw continued increases in growth, while growth remained
stagnant for all other groups of districts. For the first time, students in fully remote districts grew
at similar—and in some cases even higher—rates than their peers who had access to at least
some in-person instruction in 2020-21. This accelerated growth helped to narrow achievement
gaps between fully remote and fully in-person districts but was not enough to completely offset
their differential declines in 2020-21. As of spring 2025, there is still a 14 percentile-point gap in
average math scores between these districts—twice the size of their 7 percentile-point gap in
fall 2020, but significantly smaller than their 20 percentile-point gap in spring 2021. The reading
gap has nearly diminished to its initial size, at 9 percentile points in spring 2025 compared to 8
percentile points in fall 2020.

IMPLICATIONS

Sustaining recovery beyond short-term gains.

The strong academic growth observed in recent years, particularly in math, shows that
recovery is possible when sustained investments and coordinated strategies are in place.
However, the large summer declines and uneven persistence of gains underscore the
complexity of academic recovery and the need to reach beyond short-term remediation to
support sustained learning over time. It remains unclear whether these patterns reflect
temporary effects of specific recovery strategies, differences in assessment timing or
conditions, or missed opportunities to extend progress through the summer months.
Continued monitoring and research can help to identify effective strategies and inform state
investments to foster long-term results rather than temporary rebounds.

Continued emphasis on early literacy.

The slower and less consistent recovery in reading is part of a broader pattern: Michigan’s
elementary reading performance has been declining since before the pandemic (National
Center for Education Statistics, 2024). The state has already taken significant steps to strengthen
early literacy through new dyslexia screening requirements, continued implementation of the
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Read by Grade Three Law (excluding the retention provision), and new state budget allocations
to support early literacy initiatives. These policy efforts provide a strong foundation for
addressing new and longstanding concerns about early literacy in Michigan.

Variation in learning levels and instructional needs.

Even as achievement gaps between student groups begin to narrow, the overall range of
academic performance within classrooms remains wider than before the pandemic. This
variation—while improving modestly in some subjects and grades—presents ongoing
challenges for instruction, staffing, and curriculum design. Schools and districts may need to
strengthen tiered support systems, expand access to interventionists and specialists, and
ensure that curricula and assessment tools are appropriate for addressing a broader spectrum
of student needs. Continued professional learning and resource investment will be crucial to
support teachers in meeting their students where they are.
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Endnotes

" This number is smaller than the 704 districts that provided student-level data for the 2024-25
school year because 13 of those districts provided only data for fall 2024 but not for spring 2025.

2 This is largely driven by Detroit Public Schools Community District, which is the largest school
district in Michigan and accounts for more than one-fifth of all students who took an i-Ready
assessment despite there being 88 districts that used i-Ready.

3 The results we present in this report are aggregated to the state level. To prevent
identification of any individual students from very small subgroups, we do not show results for
any cells that represent fewer than ten students.

4Some vendors have published new norms for their benchmark assessments since this study
began. For comparability across school years and report iterations, we have continued to use
the same norms that were in place for each assessmentin 2020-21.

> A notable exception to this pattern is that fall 2020 scores for students in lower elementary
grades were often substantially above pre-pandemic norms. We attribute this mostly to more
favorable at-home testing conditions for younger students rather than a true reflection of
their achievement at that time. We discuss this finding in greater detail in our report on
Michigan’s Fall 2021 Benchmark Assessments.

6 Given the differences in characteristics of students from i-Ready districts relative to the state
average (see Section Two of this report), we use the distributions of scale scores from
Michigan districts that completed the i-Ready assessments in 2018-19 as comparison points
instead of national norms. Michigan students’ average i-Ready scores, both before and during
pandemic-affected years, are very far below the national norms for these assessments,
making it difficult to interpret visual trends when we use these as comparison points. While
the Michigan-specific medians from 2018-19 do not represent the same exact groups of
students or districts who participated in these assessments in 2020-21 through 2024-25, they
represent a more comparable population than the national norming sample.

7 These estimates are slightly different than the ones we showed in prior reports for the same
testing periods. This is because we limit our regression analyses to just the students and
districts with comparable benchmark assessment data for every possible testing period, as
this ensures that the trends in the figures reflect changes in achievement among a consistent
group of students rather than changes in test participation. Given that benchmark
assessments are no longer required by law, fewer districts and students participated in 2023-
24 and 2024-25 and therefore no longer meet the inclusion criteria for this analysis. As a
result, our estimates for earlier time periods are based on a slightly different sample than our
estimates for the same time periods in past reports.

8 While we do not know exactly how students would have performed on benchmark
assessments in 2018-19, we consider the M-STEP proficiency rates from that year to be a
reasonable approximation, given the close alignment between actual M-STEP proficiency rates
and our estimates based on benchmark assessments in the years when data from both types
of assessments are available.


https://epicedpolicy.org/michigans-fall-2021-benchmark-assessments/
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° We note that this definition of “typical growth” or “growth target” differs in meaning from the
way practitioners use similar terms, such as “growth goals,” in the classroom. In classroom
contexts, teachers likely set student growth goals or targets that represent what the teacher
expects an individual student to achieve in a given period. This is different from the targets for
“typical growth” that we use in this report, which indicate the median growth that students
with similar prior scores achieved before the pandemic.

10 Although we include data from all four benchmark assessment vendors in our overall
growth analyses, we provide only appendix figures with vendor-specific subgroup breakdowns
for MAP Growth and i-Ready. This is because there are too few students in the Star 360 and
Smarter Balanced ICA samples to make meaningful comparisons across subgroups.
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Appendix:

Figure A.1.1. M-STEP Proficiency Levels and Vendor-Defined Benchmark
Assessment Equivalencies, Grades 3-7 (MAP Growth)

MAP Growth Math MAP Growth Reading

. Advanced
. Proficient

. Advanced
. Proficient

Partially Partially
Proficient Proficient
Not . Not
Proficient Proficient

2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
(M-STEP) (M-STEP)

Notes: These percentages include all 3rd- through 7th-grade students with benchmark assessment data for the
spring 2025 testing period from a MAP Growth assessment.

Figure A.1.2. M-STEP Proficiency Levels and Vendor-Defined Benchmark
Assessment Equivalencies, Grades 3-7 (i-Ready)

i-Ready Math i-Ready Reading

14.4 15.0 . Advanced
- . Proficient
‘ >Mcalli70 16.7

. Proficient

. Partially . Partially
Proficient Proficient

Not Not
24.2\8954 Proficient

25.5

27.0

27.1

2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
(M-STEP) M-STEP)

(

Notes: These percentages include all 3rd- through 7th-grade students with benchmark assessment data for the
spring 2025 testing period from an i-Ready assessment.
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Figure A.1.3. M-STEP Proficiency Levels and Vendor-Defined Benchmark
Assessment Equivalencies, Grades 3-7 (Star 360)

Star Math Star Reading

. Advanced
20.6

. Proficient

. Advanced
. Proficient

. Partially . Partially

Proficient Proficient
Not Not

Proficient Proficient

2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
(M-STEP) (M-STEP)

Notes: These percentages include all 3rd- through 7th-grade students with benchmark assessment data for the

spring 2025 testing period from a Star 360 assessment.

Figure A.1.4. M-STEP Proficiency Levels and Vendor-Defined Benchmark
Assessment Equivalencies, Grades 3-7 (Smarter Balanced ICA)

Smarter Balanced ICA Math Smarter Balanced ICA ELA

. Advanced
. Proficient

. Advanced
. Proficient

Partially Partially
Proficient Proficient
Not Not
Proficient Proficient

2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
(M-STEP) (M-STEP)

Notes: These percentages include all 3rd- through 7th-grade students with benchmark assessment data for the

spring 2025 testing period from a Smarter Balanced ICA assessment.
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Figure A.1.5. M-STEP Proficiency Levels, Grades 3-7
(MAP Growth Districts)

M-STEP Math M-STEP ELA

16.3 [ 157 |l 15.5 .Ad"é”‘cEd
.Proficient

. Partially
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17.4 14.7 155 162 163 . Advanced

. Proficient
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Proficient
Not Not
Proficient Proficient
29.4
30,6 259 280 R 285 251 [l 252 [l 250 [l 25 2
25.2
2019 2022 2023 2024 2025 2019 2022 2023 2024 2025

Notes: These percentages include all 3rd- through 7th-grade students in districts that provided MAP Growth data
for the spring 2025 testing period.

Figure A.1.6. M-STEP Proficiency Levels, Grades 3-7 (i-Ready Districts)

M-STEP Math M-STEP ELA

156 152 [l 155 .Ad"a“CEd

. Proficient

16.7 ER:] 14.8 15.8 165 . Advanced

. Proficient

20.1 18208137 M 188 . Partially 22.4 23.4 . Partially
Proficient Proficient
Not Not
256 o Proficient Proficient
‘ > 25.4
o 255 - 227 229 2 224
2019 2022 2023 2024 2025 2019 2022 2023 2024 2025

Notes: These percentages include all 3rd- through 7th-grade students in districts that provided i-Ready data for
the spring 2025 testing period.
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Figure A.1.7. M-STEP Proficiency Levels, Grades 3-7 (Star 360 Districts)
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16.2
. Proficient

M-STEP Math M-STEP ELA
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23.4 = e . Proficient . Proficient
Not
Proficient . Proficient
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Notes: These percentages include all 3rd- through 7th-grade students in districts that provided Star 360 data for
the spring 2025 testing period.

Figure A.1.8. M-STEP Proficiency Levels, Grades 3-7
(Smarter Balanced ICA Districts)

M-STEP Math M-STEP ELA

15.5 . Advanced
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Not
Proficient

28.4 [l 29.3 [ 291 26.9 [l 26.3 209 [ *%7

2019 2022 2023 2024 2025 2019 2022 2023 2024 2025

Notes: These percentages include all 3rd- through 7th-grade students in districts that provided Smarter Balanced
ICA data for the spring 2025 testing period.
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Figure A.2.1. Distribution of Fall Scale Scores by School Year and Grade Level, MAP Growth (All Years)

MAP Growth Math (Fall)
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Figure A.2.2. Distribution of Fall Scale Scores by School Year and Grade Level, i-Ready (All Years)

i-Ready Math (Fall)
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Figure A.2.3. Distribution of Fall Scale Scores by School Year and Grade Level, Star 360 (All Years)

Star Math (Fall)
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Figure A.2.4. Distribution of Spring Scale Scores by School Year and Grade Level, MAP Growth (All Years)

MAP Growth Math (Spring)
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Figure A.2.5. Distribution of Spring Scale Scores by School Year and Grade Level, i-Ready (All Years)

i-Ready Math (Spring)

_— Kindergarten 1st Grade 2nd Grade 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade

650

600

550 . TT T

n i e e e Y

R A IIILI IR - T T HH ===== =====

450 D e e ---=- EmEEN --.EE .._Lil IR 11111
¥ ek | TEEEmE | (WEEER T L] 11

0] im I LIL | TWmmmm CTT T +

350 M= R R o o

300+

T T T T T
Norm 21 22 23 24 25

i-Ready Reading (Spring)

T T T T T
Norm 21 22 23 24 25

T T T T
Norm 21 22 23 24 25

T T T T T T
Norm 21 22 23 24 25

L L L
Norm 21 22 23 24 25

T T T T T
Norm 21 22 23 24 25

LN S E SO SO S SR S N S S S S
Norm21 22 23 24 25 Norm21 22 23 24 25 Norm21 22 23 24 25

700
650
600
550
500
450+
400+
350+

TTTTTT ;TT;TE
(11111 NARREE ;iiiii HHHHRH
cadas EREEEE|CRERRR|TARARE RANER TRERRE| TRERAN
T T (1 1] | LFTITL I
4 i I !
thiadd | TEEREE l||Tll IMTIIT - TILL Il
rloril SumRmn| (TPITT| LIIL]
L L L SRR

3004

T L]
Norm21 22 23 24 25

T T
Norm 21 22 23 24 25

T L. T
Norm 21 22 23 24 25

T % L L. .t
Norm 21 22 23 24 25

T L lo.F .1 T T T T T T 1 T T 1 T LT T 0 L L]
Norm21 22 23 24 25 Norm21 22 23 24 25 Norm21 22 23 24 25 Norm21 22 23 24 25 Norm21 22 23 24 25

Notes: Each vertical line shows the 10" and 90" percentiles of students’ spring benchmark assessment scores, while each rectangle shows the 25%, 50", and 75" percentiles.
Each lighter-shaded box and whisker represents the pre-pandemic national norming distribution.




Michigan’s 2024-25 Benchmark Assessments | November 2025

Figure A.2.6. Distribution of Spring Scale Scores by School Year and Grade Level, Star 360 (All Years)

Star Math (Spring)
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Each lighter-shaded box and whisker represents the pre-pandemic national norming distribution. The Star Math assessment is only normed for 1% grade and above.
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Figure A.3.1. Regression-Adjusted Percentile Ranks by Semester and Grade Level (MAP Growth)
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Notes: These regression estimates are based on district-grade-average scores across students with MAP Growth scores in every possible testing period. We standardized scores
relative to pre-pandemic national norms for each assessment and converted all estimates into percentile ranks for interpretability.
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Figure A.3.2. Regression-Adjusted Percentile Ranks by Semester and Grade Level (i-Ready)
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Notes: These regression estimates are based on district-grade-average scores across students with i-Ready scores in every possible testing period. We standardized scores
relative to pre-pandemic national norms for each assessment and converted all estimates into percentile ranks for interpretability.
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Figure A.4.1. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year
(MAP Growth)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the
fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based on pre-pandemic norms from each
assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on
their fall benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.4.2. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year (i-Ready)
i-Ready Mathematics
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the
fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based on pre-pandemic norms from each
assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on
their fall benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.4.3. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year (Star 360)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the
fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based on pre-pandemic norms from each
assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on
their fall benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.4.4. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year
(Smarter Balanced ICA)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the
fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based on pre-pandemic norms from each
assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on
their fall benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.5.1. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Grade Level (All Vendors)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”
are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall
benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.5.2. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Grade Level (MAP Growth)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”
are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall
benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.5.3. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Grade Level (i-Ready)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”
are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall
benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.5.4. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Fall Achievement Level (MAP Growth)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”
are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall

benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.5.5. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Fall Achievement Level (i-Ready)

i-Ready Mathematics

Percent of
students who...

did not
demonstrate
growth

made less
than t%pica\
growt

5270537 0557 0533 20561 ) 54 525 0564 556 553 549 [ 604 Q604 QE13 metor

421 J 44.1 exceeded
typical

growth

20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25
0-20th Percentile 21st-40th Percentile 41st-60th Percentile 61st-80th Percentile 815t-99th Percentile

i-Ready Reading

Percent of
students who...

did not
demonstrate
growt

made less
than tgp\ca\
growt

met or
exceeded

typical
growth

20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25
0-20th Percentile 21st-40th Percentile 41st-60th Percentile 61st-80th Percentile 81st-99th Percentile

Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”
are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall
benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.6.1. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Demographic Subgroup (MAP Growth)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”
are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall
benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.6.2. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Demographic Subgroup (i-Ready)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”

are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall
benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.6.3. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Student Subgroup (MAP Growth)

MAP Growth Mathematics

Percent of
students who...

did not
demonstrate
growth

made less
than tﬁpica\
growt

met or
exceeded
typical
growth

20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25

General Special Not English English
Education Education Learner Learner

MAP Growth Reading

Percent of
students who...

did not
demonstrate
growth

made less
than tﬁpica\
growt|

met or
exceeded
typical
growth

20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25

General Special Not English English
Education Education Learner Learner

Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”
are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall
benchmark assessment.

83



EPIC | Education Policy Innovation Collaborative

Figure A.6.4. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Student Subgroup (i-Ready)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”
are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall

benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.6.5. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Student Race/Ethnicity (MAP Growth)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”

are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall
benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.6.6. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year and Student Race/Ethnicity (i-Ready)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”
are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall

benchmark assessment.
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Figure A.7.1. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by Access to In-Person Instruction in 2020-21 (MAP Growth)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”
are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall
benchmark assessment. Modality categories are based on the mode(s) of instruction (in-person, hybrid, and/or remote) that each district reported offering in each month
of the 2020-21 school year.
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Figure A.7.2. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by Access to In-Person Instruction in 2020-21 (i-Ready)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth”
are based on pre-pandemic norms from each assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on their fall
benchmark assessment. Modality categories are based on the mode(s) of instruction (in-person, hybrid, and/or remote) that each district reported offering in each month

of the 2020-21 school year.
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Figure A.7.3. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year
and Mode of Instruction in 2024-25 (MAP Growth)
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Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the
fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based on pre-pandemic norms from each
assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on
their fall benchmark assessment. Modality categories reflect the primary mode in which a student received
instruction in 2024-25.
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Figure A.7.4. Fall-to-Spring Growth Outcomes by School Year
and Mode of Instruction in 2024-25 (i-Ready)

i-Ready Mathematics

Percent of
students who...

did not
demonstrate
growth

made less than
typical growth

met or exceeded
typical growth

20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25

In-Person Remote or Hybrid
Mode of instruction in 2024-25

i-Ready Reading

Percent of
students who...

did not
demonstrate
growth

made less than
typical growth

met or exceeded
typical growth

20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25

In-Person Remote or Hybrid
Mode of instruction in 2024-25

Notes: The percentages for each school year include only students with benchmark assessment scores in both the
fall and spring of that year. Thresholds for “typical growth” are based on pre-pandemic norms from each
assessment provider, and vary depending on the subject area, grade level, and a student’s initial achievement on
their fall benchmark assessment. Modality categories reflect the primary mode in which a student received

instruction in 2024-25.
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