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Overall Performance

Overall Performance

1 (4.5%) 2 (9.1%)
6 (27.3%) — |'

13 (59.1%)

PLC Guiding Questions:

Was the performance breakdown
what you expected?

What action will you take with
each subgroup that is
differentiated to the needs of the
group?




Standards Summary

Summary

Avg. % Correct Students % Not Mastered % Mastered

73.5% 22 31.8% 68.2%

Standard Performance

CCSS.LA.7.RL.7.2 15 (68.2%)

I Not Mastered [l Mastered

PLC Guiding Questions:

|s the proficiency breakdown what
you expected?

With reflection, were the questions
you chose the best platform to allow
students to demonstrate proficiency
of these standards?

What are your next steps to:

1. Improve students’ understanding
of the standards?

2. Broaden students’ opportunities
to demonstrate their
understanding of these
standards?

@




Subgroup Gaps
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Subgroup Achievement Gaps
Each Subgroup Compared to Students Not in That Subgroup (Comparing Avg. % Correct)

Avg. % Correct:
64.3%
(1 students)
Black or African
American

1.5

Avg. % Correct:
75.0%
(1 students)
Filipino

Avg. % Correct:
73.7%
(19 students)
Hispanic

Avg. % Correct:
78.6%
(1 students)
Two or More
Races

Avg. % Correct:
76.8%
(2 students)
Special Ed

Avg. % Correct:
73.2%
(20 students)
Socio-Economic
Disadvantaged

PLC Guiding Questions:

Which subgroups performed the best
and the worst?

|s this consistent with what you would
have predicted?

If predictable, what are the reasons
the subgroups performed the way
they did?

What action will you take to address
the achievement gap in the students’
ability to demonstrate proficiency and

interrupt the predictability of
A

subgroup achievement?




Item Analysis (Response Frequency)

Response Distribution Percent Correct

PLC Guiding Questions:

o On which questions did students
perform the worst/best? Why?
| 7 | | | | | | For the worst performing questions,
which distractors were chosen most
) , | often? What does this tell us about

i the students’ gap in understanding?
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Non Rubric
" ™ What reteaching steps can be taken
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Item Analysis (Matrix Report)

PLC Guiding Questions:

Question 1 2 3 4 5 [} 7 8 a 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Class Percent Correct 409% | 529% | 329% | 469 | 383% | 419% | 491% | 373 | 37% | 43% | 429% | 339% | 393% | 28% | 42% | 349% | 383% | 34% | 41% | 429% | 45%
Rubric 10 X X b X X X X % X X
o x| X x| x X x ] x fx X What were individual students’

Ponts Possible/Correct Answer 22.00 D c 1 1 1 ABE D 1 1 1 1 1 c c D D B A 2 2

Aanestad, Karen My

responses to questions? What

Aanestad, Naveed

Abarca, Spenser

patterns am | seeing?

Abass, Drew

Abdelmuti, Chris

Abernathy. Juliane Kim

Abney, Kimwilson

Which questions did students

Abrudan, Mary Ann

struggle the most with?

Abukartomy, Caeser

Abukartomy, Marchelle

Abukartomy, Taek

Aceitunc, Marisssa

Which students are doing well but

Acfalle, Carlomario

Achong, Elsa

have specific gaps in understanding?

Acosta, Jonn L

Adam, Tuenglan

Addal, Janis

How do | group students for

Advincula, Kelly In

Aetonu, Igra

reteaching?

Afalava, Myngoc

Aguiniga, Lena

Aguirez, Danual

Anuet, Shaelene

Akashi, Nahu

Aker, Shavvon

Alatorre, Narady

Albies, Alishia




Peer Comparison

Kt Sie P Conprson PLC Guiding Questions:

Teacher: (1516) Ala Edmond  (613) Beasly, April, (1434) e Lo e

o TR o R, iy % e i i A Which teachers’ students are showing high levels
Performance Band Distribution of success on each standard?

Standard Standard NearlyStandard Not Yet  Not Total #
Exceeded (4) Standard Met (3)™ o0 Met (1) Mastered M351er8d roqiag

Ala, Edmond 43,\ 10‘3'& Dox 96

o > A What instructional strategies are being used to
unn 100% % .

P o drive those areas of success? What can be

Hobloway, Jorge

W o implemented widely?

100% 0%
208 0 105

100% 0%
123 0 123

----------------- e T s e L Where are we seeing lower levels of success?

*Stadents susociated wik maltoie teachers e Doy Countad Bace i T overal 100N Mawrver Bese sluiens dre iodéd In 190 Hotaly by Seachie. The sum OF fo1als By 1Rachar My 707 e2ul) the eversll dotal

—————— Why might that be?

100

Howell, Natalie

Presswood, Varina

50

Ala, Edmond Beasley, April Dolph, Dunn Garcia, Justin Holloway, Jorge  Howell, Natalie Presswood, Varina NOTE: Comparing peer reSUItS reqUireS a high
¢ Mot Mastery % ot Mastery degree of trust within a PLC (likely not appropriate
Pla;zen( of Students Scoring al. "Each Performfrfce Level : . = fo r n eW P L CS) .

59 ea 55 58 60 61 61
50 {
Ala, Edmond Beasley, April Dolph, Dunn Garcia, Justin Holloway, jorge Howell, Natalie Presswood, Varina

B Standard Not Yet Met (1) Standard Nearly Met (2) [ Standard Met (3) B Standard Exceeded (4)



Growth (Band-Jumpers)

PLC Guiding Questions:

PlVOt TableRGﬂ(m Selected hsse&ﬁmems Student Count This report compares the student Performance Levels

on 20162017 Warld Histoey Fall Benchmark and 2014-

Performance Level 2016.2017 WORLD HISTORY FALL BENCHMARK 460 2017 Warld History Sping Benchmark. Only studerts
- 2 ke N that hava results for both selected data zets are
Pivot Table 2016 201 WORLD HISTORY SPRING BENCHWARK bekt What was the growth for

students between two
assessments?

2005 200 WORLD HISTORY FA|

S* 3 - 1 2

|
o

= LY i vancad ; 5+
:i: e it 17 21 1 32 8 - ;L’)I'Ihtr ™ é
¥ = Below Basic =2
= 80 27 22 14 17 - 1 =FarBalow Basic = . :
= @ & Which students gained levels
s 90 1 38 21 14 15 2 AT 200 WORLT HISTORY SPRIN = s2 54 i ] . .
| 5 - e 2 OO P ¢ of proficiency, lost levels of
: Basio Ls { X Al £ P
i N ) Below Bk g @ - proficiency, and stayed
1 =FarBelow Basc &~ <
e S stagnant?
20062050 WORLD HISTGHY SFRING BENCHMASK 1 g 5%
2016207 WORLD HISTORY SPRING BENCHMARK
- - NESSH
Performance Level 2006 200 WORLD HISTORY FALL BENCHMARK 200162007 WORLO HISTORY SEAMG BENCHMARK CHANGE CHANGE
Percent Change
Advanced 1% &) Advanced 3% (15) -2% b d
Proficient 17% (79) Proficient 21% (95) -4% e
17% (80) 11% (s1) 6%
Below Basic 20% (90 Below Basic 23% (105) -3% -l;ru
Far Below Basic 45% (207)  gar Below Basic 42% (194) 3% R
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Multiple Assessments Performance

PLC Guiding Questions:

Muitiple Assessment Summary e
1:;:3 mln i S :d::)u (ms;;:m Race Special Ecucation Socio-Economic English Proficiencies 1
Simpn P e e SR ‘ How did students perform
. : R : overall across a series of
2011-12 Math Benchmarks 2, Grade 1 2011-12 Math Benchmarks 1, Grade 1 2012-13 HM Reading - Grade 2, November 2012-13 HM Reading - Grade 1, November assessmentS?
Performance Band Distribution [ percentage (count) ] Wh ich assessme nts d id
bt students perform best/worst
. - B m on? Why?
Advanced . 52% (41) 39% (31) 7% (6) 36% (31)
b 35% 09 38% 9 62% (3 54% (49 What patterns do we see (if
Basic 9% (7) 19% (15) 19% (16) 7% () any) based on the assessment
Below Basic 3% (2 5% (4) 9% (8) 2% (2)
g _ performance breakdowns?
Far Below Basic 1% (%) 0% (0) 2% (2) 0% (0)

Mastery Distribution [ percentage (count) ]

Not Mastered

Mastared . 87% (69) 76% (67) 69% (59) 91% (77)
. 13% (10) 24% (°9) 31% (26) 9% ()

Test Rank 2 3 4 1

A
\
&
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Data Protocols Templates

Data Analysis Protocol - Teachers

Team: Members Present: Date:

Assessment: Assessment Date:

Most Successful SKills oveniew Page or Response Frequency Report (view by standard or question group)

Least Successful Skills overview Page or Response Frequency Report (view by standard or question group)

© 2020 Illuminate Education
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DOWNLOAD: https://go.illuminateed.com/I/124881/2020-05-06/fbbyh4

Collaborative Reflection Data Cycle «( i
7 education
bit lyfilluminatepic
Teacher Course: Assessment:
Meeting Date: Period: Date Given:
o e

s

IDENTIFIED
TARGET AREAS

HE

Celebrate & What are WHOIF GROUP : SMALI GROUP
reflect on why common What strategi What strategi
d pic does our team does our team
demonstrated | /errors we agree agree on for agree on for
his) and made? g whole ing small
where the team group? group?
has concerns.
Look for Share Strategies { Share Strategies
WHOLE GROUP
|dentify and Discuss Discuss Logistics:
TWO strengths SMALL GROUP [ Logistics:
and trends. What materials are
ONE area of What materials needed?
concem. are needed?
- e e mm e o o When will
Assessment RBesponse When will reteaching occur?
Qverview Page Ereguency reteaching occur?
Repodt How will
How will effectiveness be
= USRI fie cti be ?
’ i measured?
Matrix Reporf

Analyze the Analyze the Determine evidence
curriculum & assessment used to needed to
make e ine any e growth,
What will the teacher
do to foster growth?
Short Term: What changes, if
Throughout the any, need to be What will students do
remaining made to this to demonstrate
lessons/unit, | assessment or any growth?
needto ... future assessments?
Long Term: Whatistheprocess fm mm m wn o o o ey
Next year/next for this change to PROGRESS REPORT
time | teach this, | | take place? Plvot Table Report
needfo ...

How will these
changes be
communicated with
my team?

Based on this
information,
determine what
goal(s) to set.

What goal am |
setting?

How will this goal{s}
be measured?

- e o o owm
NEXT
ASSESSMENT
DATE:

NEXT MEETING
DATE:

DOWNLOAD: https://go.illuminateed.com/I/124881/2020-05-06/fbc1zl



https://go.illuminateed.com/l/124881/2020-05-06/fbbyh4
https://go.illuminateed.com/plc-collaboration-protocol-example.pdf
https://go.illuminateed.com/l/124881/2020-05-06/fbbyh4
https://go.illuminateed.com/l/124881/2020-05-06/fbc1zl

Many Questions Lead to Deeper Questions

« The more you dig into the data, the more questions you’ll have

* Look for root causes

« What other factors may be involved?

» What other questions does this make us ask?

* What other data do we need to answer our questions?
* Follow lines of inquiry

« Sometimes our initial hypothesis isn’t actually the root cause

» Data gives us visibility into root causes, true gaps, patterns (cohorts, subgrounds), trends (by
school, by year), inequitable practices

« Data helps us avoid assumptions and blind spots

@
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Are your PLCs looking for support? llluminate provides:

e Standards-aligned assessment creation and administration for (common, interim, and

formative)

e Highest-quality items for formative checks and common assessments, including distractor
rationales i

e Instant reporting around standards mastery, item analysis, peer comparison, | gl |
and more | ]

e Custom reporting to support the specific questions of your PLCs S LT

e Professional learning for PLCs and data teams T
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https://www.illuminateed.com/solutions/mtss/
https://www.illuminateed.com/request-a-demo/
http://bit.ly/DemoIE

