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Good morning ladies and gentlemen of the panel, audience members and fellow colleagues.  Today I would like to share my professional development experiences with assessment and standards-based instruction.

Since the beginning of my teaching career, I’ve always had a love for data. This intrigue started in 1998, when in my first year of teaching my principal informed me that a Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) official was coming to observe my class. The RIDE official that came to observe me, did not revoke my teaching certification, instead she invited me to join her summer workshops. The next three years working with the Rhode Island Department of Education’s Office of Assessment & Accountability teacher committees, I learned a lot. 

I became sold on the idea of using rubrics to assess students’ work. I was also sold on the idea that our assessments and what we teach should be closely aligned to state standards. And I became proficient at looking at standardized test results to inform my instruction. 

The idea of using rubrics to assess instruction was being introduced in our district around 1999. Using criteria charts went hand-in-hand with using rubrics. The criteria chart was the “cheat sheet” portion of the rubric. Criteria charts were posted around classrooms before and during assessment tasks to allow students to know what they had to do to get attain proficiency.  The tests were then graded by teachers or other students in the class. Occasionally, I would have students grade their own work according to the rubric and then compare it with the grade I gave them to see if it’s the same. This is how I would test whether my rubrics were clearly written.

The SIP model (Standards in Practice) See SIP Powerpoint APPENDIX has become an essential piece of Professional Development for teachers, administrators, and curriculum coordinators. The SIP model encourages colleagues to come together and discuss student work in terms of how the work demonstrates proficiency in the math concept or Grade Level Expectation being targeted. Colleagues are prohibited from discussing the student but rather discussing the work itself. 

In the SIP (Standards in Practice) process, at first, everyone assesses a bunch of student work on their own and then in small groups colleagues have discussions regarding the grades they gave to each piece of work. When discrepancies arise, colleagues are asked to reexamine the student work and the rubric to come to an agreement.  The process allows educators to share ideas and perspectives with one another. 

A typical rubric can be based on the numbers 1-4.  1 is below proficiency, 2 is partially proficient, 3 is proficient, and 4 is proficient with distinction. 

As you can see, the use of rubrics has permeated every aspect of our school community.  It has been a powerful tool for us as teachers to keep the main the main thing. More and more we are learning not to judge student work based on personal bias or family history but more on what the student was actually able to produce on paper. 

Since then, I’ve became a math coach. Being a math coach allows me to integrate standards and assessment into my practice.  One of the things I do often in team meetings is look at New England Common Assessment Program’s (NECAP) Released Items provided by the Rhode Island Department of Education annually see Grade 7 Released Items APPENDIX. As a practice 25% of the New England Common Assessment Program (NECAP) items are released annually. 

One of the things we do with these released items is align them to a specific Grade Level Expectations and Norman Webb’s Depth of Knowledge levels. Then we compare our answers to those found on the Released task’s answer page. 

Norman L. Webb’s Depth of Knowledge in Mathematics consists of four levels of proficiency. The fourth which is Level 4 is the most rigorous type of assessment item. It requires higher order thinking skills than the other three. The New England Common Assessment Program does not assess at level 4. 

The first Depth of Knowledge level is 1. Level 1 assessment items may consist of simple recall or recognition of facts or math terms and/or application of a well-known algorithm.  The other levels require more and more thinking skills such as comparing and contrasting (Depth of Knowledge level 2) or making and/or justifying conjectures (Depth of Knowledge level 3).

Integrating Depth of Knowledge into assessment items makes room for rigorous instruction.  As a result, teachers have to go beyond just hitting the surface of math concepts, we have to build the kind of understanding that allows kids to make conjectures and draw conclusions. As a result, we know we have to spend more time on math concepts and we have to introduce them in many different contexts. 

I would love to see more of my colleagues receive professional development in the ways that I have described above. I believe it has helped raise our school’s and district’s student achievement scores in math and empower us as teachers to own what we teach. 

New England Common Assessment Program Mathematics scores (In response to NCLB, NECAP has only been administered in the last two years in Rhode Island, NH, & VT):
	My School’s scores

2005
	My School’s scores

2006
	My District’s scores

2005
	My District’s scores

2006

	23%
	41%
	24%
	31%


APPENDICES 

1. Standards in Practice (SIP) Power Point 

SIP PP for Principals.ppt
2. Norman L. Webb’s Depth of Knowledge Descriptors   Norman Webb's Depth of Knowledge Descriptors in Math(page 20 & 21 of this file).pdf
3. Sample NECAP Released Items 

Sample of NECAP Released Items 2006.pdf  

Sample of NECAP Released Items Supporting Materials & Rubrics.pdf
4. District’s NECAP scores math 

District's NECAP 2006 Results.pdf
NECAP 2005-2006 District and Schools Results.pdf
5. Individual Schools NECAP math scores 2005-2006 

NECAP School Results 2005-2006.pdf
