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Our Vision

-

.

~

Create a positive learning

environment for all D97 students
that is equitable, inclusive, and

focused on the whole child.

/




District Goals

We will share our collective expertise to help every D97 student
experience or achieve the following goals:

Known, nurtured, and celebrated LEARNER
Empowered and passionate SCHOLAR
Confident and persistent ACHIEVER

Creative CRITICAL THINKER & GLOBAL CITIZEN



Agenda

Objective

e High-level overview & reflection
on student performance in
2016-2017

Peeling the Onion Protocol

e Presentation: 10 minutes
e Whip Arounds: 10 minutes
® Questions: 10 minutes




Modified Peeling the Onion Protocol

1. The keepers of the data present and describe the data to the
group.

2. Clarifying questions from group members to the presenters -
these must be purely informational.

3. Peeling the Onion Whip Around:

a. Around where everyone says: “What | heard [the presenters say] is...”

b. Around where everyone says: “A question this raises for meis...”

c. Around where everyone asks: “What if..?” Or, “Have we thought about...?” Or,
“I wonder...? Questions in this round focus on short-term, or immediate
ideas.

d. Another round where everyone asks: “What if..?” Or, “Have we thought

about...?” Or, “l wonder...? Questions in this round now focus on long-term
ideas or strategies.



Continuum of Adopting Data-Driven
Instruction

s “Question #3 is poorly worded.”
Challenging the test “Answer ‘b’ is a trick answer.”
“The students made silly mistakes.”

CR— “How can two questions establish mastery?”
FEEl-Ii"Ig madequate “We don’t teach it in this format.”
or distrustful

_ “This is too much! _
Confusion, overload How can I really use all of this?"

“The wrong answers show that students can’t
L ooki ng for causes tell the difference between a summary
and a theme.”

Changing teaching practice and
improving stud

SOURCE: "Using Test Score Data to Focus Instruction”
by Susan Trimble, Anne Gay, and Jan Matthews in
Middfe School Journal, March 2005



Data tells you what...

it doesn’t necessarily tell you why...




PARCC ELA Performance Levels

PARCC ELA Performance Levels
Spring 2017

mlevel1 olevel2 olevel3 olevel4 mlevel 5

State ELA Overall 5%
District 87 ELA Overall 14%I | 26%| | | 42|% | | 9%
Comp Districts ELA Overall - 15% | l 25%| l l 42|% l l
State ELA Grades 3-5 ZU%I | 27:% | 3?;%
District 97 ELA Grades 3-5 - I11% 2|4% | ! l 47"}|E: |
Comp Districts ELA Grades 3-5 - | 15% l 25% | l 4%%
State ELA Grades 6-8 21% | 21% | 31%
District ELA Grades 6-8 - 17|‘3.{, l 2|7% l l |3ﬁ% l
Comp Districts ELA Grades 6-8 - 19% l l 2ﬁ%| | l 39';'3 l
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PARCC ELA Performance Over Time

70%

65 %

60 %

55%

50%

45%

40%

35%

30%

PARCC ELA % Meets/Exceeds
Over Time
g State of [IL
aliie [} OF Overall

s Comp Districts Overall
68%

.\

N

52%

51%

50%

38% 379, ——

qﬁ—-—_a

20156 2016 2017

0%

65 %

60 %

55%

50%

45%

40%

35%

0%

PARCC ELA % Meets/Exceeds
Over Time
=g State Grades 3-5
==} 97 G rades 3-5
s omp Districts Grades 3-5
68%

62%

i,

- §2%
51% 51% >
38% —

Wﬁ’
2015 2016 2017

0%

B5%

60%

55%

50%

45%

40%

5%

0%

PARCC ELA "% Meets/Exceeds
Over Time
o State Grades 6-8
e[} 97 G rades 6-8
s (C omp Districts Grades 6-8

65%

\

AN

2%

50% 0%

48%

\ 37%

L 38%

———

38% 37°%,

2015 2016 2017



PARCC Math Performance Levels

PARCC Math PerformancelLevels
Spring 2017

mlevel1 olevel2 olevel3 olevel4 mlevel 5

State Math Overall 24‘3!:', I 29% |
District 97 Math Overall 1?|% l 26% l l |38% l l 8%
Comp Districts Math Overall 1 ?%l l 29|% l | é?% l l

State Math Grades 3-5 m 1BI% | 2I?% | | I3ﬁ% |
District 97 Math Grades 3-5 |14% | I25% | l ! 44%', |
Comp Districts Math Grades 3-5 m l 16% | l 2?%| l | 3&% l

State Math Grades 6-8 | 25I% | | 29%I I I25%

District Math Grades 6-8 i | 21% l | 27|% | l 32;}.’;

Comp Districts Math Grades 6-8 l 18‘3r|‘{: | 3111% | | l 35% l
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PARCC Math Performance Over Time
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PARCC 7% Meets/Exceeds by Race

PARCC ELA % Meets/Exceeds, PARCC Math % Meets/Exceeds,
by Race Over Time by Race Over Time
==p==\V hite =@=Black —+—Hispanic ====Asian == Multiracial =gV hite =l=Black —+—=Hispanic ===Asian == Multiracial
90% 90%
82%
80% - - 80%
69% 69%
70% 70% .
61% ; \54:{]
% r = . il oy 63% 62% ——— 58%
e . _+ _+_
58% = 58% ' .
50% - — 55% 50% L 55% =
| L 51%
40% 44%, aqy, | 40%
o 36% s | 36% 36% A
G ——— | 20% 15% 16% 15%
22% -
20% — —il
10% ; ; | 10% ; ; .
2015 2016 2017 2015 2016 2017




PARCC 7% Meets/Exceeds by Lunch Status
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PARCC 7% Meets/Exceeds by Lunch Status
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PARCC Participation Rates

% Participated

# Tests”
Refused 442 606 773
# Tests* Other 107
R 99 53 Includes 80 private
easons school students

* # of tests higher than # of students (1-2 tests per student)



The implementation dip
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Next Steps & Initiatives for 2017-2018

PARCC Participation

MTSS

K-5 Curricular Resources
nstructional Coaching
_eadership Coaching

FAR

School Improvement Planning




Modified Peeling the Onion Protocol

1. The keepers of the data present and describe the data to the
group.

2. Clarifying questions from group members to the presenters -
these must be purely informational.

3. Peeling the Onion Whip Around:

a. Around where everyone says: “What | heard [the presenters say] is...”

b. Around where everyone says: “A question this raises for meis...”

c. Around where everyone asks: “What if..?” Or, “Have we thought about...?” Or,
“I wonder...? Questions in this round focus on short-term, or immediate
ideas.

d. Another round where everyone asks: “What if..?” Or, “Have we thought

about...?” Or, “l wonder...? Questions in this round now focus on long-term
ideas or strategies.



Questions?



