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K-12 Standardized TestAchievementi North Shore SchoolS ciick For Table of contents

Performance Over Time

New York State Math Assessment Grades 3to 7

Cohortsof studentsre indicated by a common color. Cohorts perform at a level similar to or
higher than the previous year as proficiency and mastery rates in mathematics rise for each
cohort of students as they move from grade 3 to grade 7.

| | 2013 | 2014 [ 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Proficiency Rates %

66 |78 |68 83 89
69 |74 |75 |81 93
61 |79 |79 |82 82 92

62 |68 |67 |66 80 |88
57 |61 |60 |75 72 |80 |92
Mastery Rates %

29 |34 |26 46 53
29 |43 |[37 |45 69
28 |37 |40 |44 |45 71

29 |30 |31 [39 [B3 |57
10 [17 [18 |22 |21 |37 60

Mathematics Regents Examination$ Middle School and High School

While proficiency rates in Mathematics examinations has remained near 100% or moved toward
that level, there is still room for growth in the area of mastery. Nevertheless, mastery rates have
grown considerably higher from 2014 to 2019.

| 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 [ 2019
Proficiency Rates %
1100 | 100 [99 [100[99 |[100
92 98 |98 |98
99 99 |99 [100

Algebra

Geometry
Algebra 2

Algebra 21 |53 66 |42 |53

17 29 |45 |51
44 45 |50 |56

Geometry
Algebra 2




K-12 Standardized Test Achievemerit North Shore Schools

Performance Over Time

Science Assessments and Regents Examinations

Similarly, proficiency and mastery rates in Science assessment performance have grown
considerably higher from 2013 to 2019.

| 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Proficiency Rates %
100 |98 |98 |99 |98 100 | 99

Grade 4

Physical Setting/Earth
Science

89 |91 |94 92 |91 98 95

M 82 87 91 94 97 89 96
Setting/Chemistr
79 91 |96 |92 |84 82 |94
Setting/Physics

Mastery Rates %

Grade 4 [84 [87 [75 |73 [78 |87 |80
EEISVICICi e 66 (67 |65 [59 |65 72 | 68
IVSIEIRERNGl=EMUN 63 |55 (56 [59 |62 74 70

Science

Physical 29 |34 |32 |46 |44 |37 |45
Setting/Chemistry

Physical 36 |51 |53 |47 |30 33 |62
Setting/Physics

EVOIGVIGLIGEN 09 | 100 | 98 97.7199.6 | 98 99.5




Grades4-7 New York State Standardized Test Achievementaick For Table of Contents
Student Growth Over Time

Students Who Showed Stronger Performanc€ompared to the Prior Year

From 20162017 From 20172018 From 20182019
Grade 4 33% 47% 37%
Grade 5 27% 32% 29%
Grade 6 28% 32% 19%
Grade 7 18% 16% 28%

The chart above demonstrates that with consistency, students not only demonstrate proficiency ¢
more challenging content compared to a previous school year, but they actually perform at a highe
level with more complex content.

North Shore has the highst filearning rateo in Nassau County

North Shore CSD demonstrates the highest year to year learning growth in Nassau County (alor
with Garden City). Our learning rate of 20% as documented by the nationwide Stanford
Education Opportunity proje¢thttps://edopportunity.ord/ is also higher than any of our
comparison districts, some of which measure higher in overall wektiilearning rate is based
on changes in average test scores from each yegraael to the next year and grade (e.g.
changes from 2015 3igrade scores to 2016 4g¢inade scores). The learning rates are calculated
using standardized math and English Language Arts (ELA) tests taken by public school students
in grades 3 through 8 beter 2009 and 2016
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t v in New York « New York Q MAP  «® CHART SN CHART + M/
- Data for all students:
(o)
Q' RATE ) — 20% 50
SES — 1 03 O\ Find a city, county, district, or school

Students learn 20% more each grade

;“LL than the U.S. average. Socioeconomic
S b.@ = status is far above national average.
_ﬁii'/ LEARNS -60% LESS LEARNS 60% MORE
. EE—— —
~
NATIONAL AVERA
e
ot = Colors show how much students learn each year relative
< tot ational average (grades 3-8, 2009-2016).
60%
&

-60%

Learning Rates
|

avg
<« POORER RICHER P
School District Socioeconomic Status (SES)

HIDE CHART v



https://edopportunity.org/

K-12 New York State Standardized Test Achievement ciick For Table of Contents

New York State Assessments

Comparison to Similar Districts

Elementary Mathematics

New Garden Manhasset Jericho Syosset Great Port Roslyn East Oyster Locust Rockville District Rank
Shore York City Neck Washington Williston Bay Valley Centre Out Of
State Comparison
L Districts
Proficiency Rate%o
Math 3 89 55 84 85 86 87 85 68 80 89 68 83 85 1
Math 4 90 50 78 85 90 89 83 69 79 86 78 90 71 1
Math 5 92 46 72 7 88 85 85 67 79 87 60 82 71 1
Mastery Rate%o
Math 3 53 24 48 52 61 55 59 27 47 55 29 36 49 4
Math 4 71 26 43 56 7 60 65 35 53 68 47 69 34 2
Math 5 71 24 37 45 70 61 60 34 55 63 29 61 37 1
Elementary Science
North New Garden Manhasset Jericho Syosset Great Port Roslyn East Oyster Locust Rockville District Rank
Shore York City Neck Washington Williston Bay Valley Centre Out Of
State Comparison
Districts
Proficiency Rate%o
Science 4 I [99 [o97 [98 [100 [94 [ 96 [ 92 97 98 100 [ 99 [2
Mastery Rate8o
Science 4 JEI [75 [ 80 [88 [81 [74 |69 [ 58 78 73 88 |76 [3
Middle School Mathematics
North New Garden Manhasset Jericho Syosset | Great Port Roslyn East Oyster Locust Rockville District Rank
Shore York City Neck Washington Williston Bay Valley Centre Out Of
State Comparison
Districts
Proficiency Rate%o
Math 6 87 I 86 85 91 88 80 77 81 89 70 75 64 4
Math 7 7P 43 88 80 89 87 84 81 81 89 73 77 73 1
Mastery Rate$6
Math 6 B 23 46 60 71 59 62 44 50 65 37 55 25 5
Math 7 O 21 72 43 65 56 59 52 50 66 36 40 27 4




K-12 New York State Standardized Test Achievement

Mathematics Regents Examinations

Algebra | (North Shore Middle Schoo)

Comparison to Similar Districts

North New Garden Manhasset Jericho Syosset Great Port Roslyn East Oyster Locust Rockville District Rank
Shore York City Neck Washington Williston Bay Valley Centre Out Of
State Comparison
Districts
Proficiency Rates
Algebra 1l JETI 71 [ 100 [ 99 [99 [98 [98 [93 | 97 | 96 [86 91 [90 [ 1
Mastery Rates
Algebra 1 16 [65 |73 [77 [64 [63 [45 [65 [51 [25 [50 [37 [ 7
Geometry
New Garden Manhasset Jericho Syosset Great Port Roslyn East Oyster Locust Rockville District Rank
Shore York City Neck Washington Williston Bay Valley Centre Out Of
State Comparison
Districts
Proficiency Rates
Geometry JEEJIl 70 [ 98 [ 99 [98 94 J98 |89 [92 [92 [80 [88 [86 [1
Mastery Rates
Geometry B 22 [57 [ 70 [78 [51 [e0 |38 [46 [ 43 [31 46 [31 [ 4
Algebra 2
New Garden Manhasset | Jericho | Syosset | Great Port Roslyn East Oyster | Locust | Rockvile | District Rank
Shore York City Neck Washington Williston Bay Valley Centre Out Of
State Comparison
Districts
Proficiency Rates
Algebra 2 83 [100 [ 100 [98 [100 [98 |96 [98 [ o4 [94 J91 Jo1 [1
Mastery Rates
Algebra 2 22 [54 [65 [73 [59 [57 [4 [46 [ 43 [32 [36 [19 [ 5




K-12 New York State Standardized Test Achievement

Comparison to Similar Districts

Science Regents Examinations

Living Environment (North Shore Middle School)

North New Garden Manhasset Jericho Syosset | Great Port Roslyn East Oyster Locust Rockville District

Shore York City Neck Washington Williston Bay Valley Centre Rank Out Of
State Comparison
Districts

Proficiency Rates

Living 99.5 WK 99 98 99 99 98 92 98 98 93 90 98 1
Environment

MasteryRates
Living 68.3 Kl 88 75 88 76 76 55 79 62 60 56 61 5
Environment
Physical Setting/Earth Science
New Garden Manhasset Jericho Syosset Great Port Roslyn East Oyster Locust Rockville District Rank
Shore York City Neck Washington Williston Bay Valley Centre Out Of
State Comparison
Districts
Proficiency Rates
Earth 95 69 97 97 95 97 92 93 88 97 82 87 86 2
Science
Mastery Rates
Earth 70 32 78 74 79 73 68 67 46 79 48 46 49 5
Science
Physical Setting/Chemistry
Nassau Garden Manhasset Jericho Syosset Great Port Roslyn East Oyster Locust Rockville District Rank
County City Neck Washington Williston Bay Valley Centre Out Of
Comparison
Districts
Proficiency Rates
Chemistry JEHl 73 [ 99 [ 96 [97 [97 [95 [94 [94 [ 95 [81 [81 [78 [3
MasteryRates
Chemistry [ 22 [44 [50 [59 [46 [55 |49 [39 [44 [38 [32 [19 [ 6
Physical Setting/Physics
New Garden Manhasset Jericho Syosset Great Port Roslyn East Oyster Locust Rockville District Rank
York City Neck Washington Williston Bay Valley Centre Out Of
State Comparison
Districts

Proficiency Rates

Physics JEZEl 82 [98 |89 [98 [94 [95 97 [67 [93 [85 [88 [85 [4

Mastery Rates

Physics 2N 43 [ 78 |57 [83 [56 [64 |75 [17 |21 [44 59 [34 [5




Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureat®erformance click For Table of Contents

Advanced Placement Performance

North Shore students perform earn more scores of 3,4 and 5 than students in other schools within our region. This pattern ha
grown from 2013 to 2019.

2013 2014 2015 2018 2019
School# | Region | School# | Region | School# | Region | School# | Region | School# | Region
Score 1 34 57.6 42 58.7 46 69.3 22 66.6 28 67.6
2 118 129.6 115 132.0 114 150.5 79 177.6 922 180.2
3 196 198.7 210 205.9 197 217.9 130 243.5 168 246.1
4 136 169.2 157 163.1 171 173.2 141 198.9 126 193.6
5 69 111.5 85 104.4 109 107.7 50 135.8 76 131.4
# Schools Surveyed 53 54 55 53 55
Total Tests Taken* 553 609 637 422 490
Participation Index
(Enrollment Tested**) 254 231 271 232| 275 252| 19| 279| 225 284
Total Scoring 3,4,5 401 479.4 452 473.4 477 498.8 321 578.2 370 571.1
o 19;:'22@“;"; a5 | 725% | 71.9% | 74.2% | 713% | 74.9% | 69.4% | 76.1% | 70.3% | 75.5% | 69.7% |
8 d 2 1.66 2.06 1.75 1.51 1.96 1.70 1.98

Mathematics

AP Mean Score

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Calculus AB 3.55 4.47 1.69 2.96 3.13
NYS Average (2.96)
Calculus BC 470 4.40 3.36 4.05 471
NYS Average3.91)
Statistics 2.89 2.70 2.06 3.18 3.21
NYS Average (B5)

IB 7 Mean Score

2017 2018 2019
Math Studies SL | 6.13 6.09 6.04

World Average(4.3) World Averageg(4.21) | World Average(4.16)
Mathematics SL | 5.33 4.88 5.00

World Average(4.38) | World Average(4.26) | World Average(4.18)




Individual Math Exam Data

May 2019 AP Exam Result Summary

EXAM: Calculus AB- exam required with enrollmentin AP Calculus AB
DATE: May 2019

Total number of students taking the exam: 32

Total pumber at level 3,4,5: 20 Percent at level 3,4,5: 60.61%
Total pumber at level 4,5 12 Percent at level 4,5: 36.36%
Level Number of % (Percent)
students
| I 3.13%
2 ' | 34.38%
3 8 25.00%
4 ' 7 21.88%
5 ' 5 15.63%

NSHS Mean: 3.13

NYS Mean: 2.95

1C




May 2019 AP Exam Result Summary

EXAM: Calculus BC- exam required with enrollment in AP Calculus BC

DATE: May 2019

Total number of students taking the exam: |4

Total pumber at level 3,4,5: 14 Percent at level 3,4,5: 100%
Total pumber atlevel 45 13 Percent at level 4,5: 92.86%
Level Number of % (Percent)
_ students
I 0 0.00%
2 ' 0 0.00%
3 | 7.14%

100%
92.86%

NSHS Mean: 471

NYS Mean: 3.91

May 2019 AP Exam Result Summary

EXAM: Statistics- exam required with enrollment in AP Statistics

DATE: May 2019

Total number of students taking the exam: 29

Total pumber at level 3,45: 23 PBercent at level 3,45 79.31%
Total pumber at level 4,5 I Percent at level 4,5 37.93%
Level Number of % (Percent)
students

I I 3.45%
2 5 17.24%
3 12 41.38%
4 9 31.03%
5 2 6.90%

NSHS Mean: 3.21

NYS Mean: 2.85

11




May 2019 IB Exam Result Summary

EXAM: Math 5L DATE: May 2019
Total number of students taking the exam: 28

Total number at level 4,5,6,7:
Total pumber at level 6,7:

25 Bercentat level 4,5,6,7:

10 Bercent ar level 6,7: 3571%

8929%

Level Number of % (Percent)
students
| 0 0.00%
2 | 3.57%
3 2 7.14%
4 6 21.43%
5 9 32.14%
6 7 25.00%
7 3 10.71%
MNSHS Mean: 5.00
Global Mean: 4.18
May 2019 IB Exam Result Summary
EXAM: Math Studies SL DATE: May 2019
Total number of students taking the exam: 26
Toul mutmr sl 67 20 e b tens
Level Number of % (Percent)
students
| 0 0.00%
2 0 0.00%
3 0 0.00%
4 0 0.00%
5 6 23.08%
6 13 50.00%
7 7 26.92%

NSHS Mean: 5.00

Global Mean: 4.18

Mathematics AP and IB ExamsAnalysis:

North Shorestudentperformance on both AP and IB examinations in Mathematics continues to
stay well above the regional average (world average in the case of IB) and increase over time or

12




most examinations. As fhe pattern with Regents examinations, a goal is to increase the
percentage of students who attain mastery levels on these examinations.

Science

AP Mean Score

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Biology 3.55 3.08 3.48 3.61 3.24
NYS Average3.00
Chemistry 3.56 2.67 3.75 3.18 3.36
NYS Average (29
Physics 1 3.06 3.13 3.68 4.15
NYS Average (89
Physics C 4.1 3.83 3.18 4.00 4.29
NYS Average3.81)
IB i Mean Score
2017 2018 2019
Biology HL 4.23 4.50 4.94
World Average(4.32) | World Average(4.35) | World Average(4.34)
Chemistry SL | 4.71 4.00 3.77
World Average(3.96) | World Average(3.99) | World Average(4.00)
Physics HL 3.55 4.06 4.69
World Average(4.65) | World Average(4.65) | World Average(4.65)

Individual ScienceExam Data

May 2019 AP Exam Result Summary

EXAM:
DATE:

Tatal number of students taking the exam: B8

Biology- exam required with enroliment in IB/AP Biology HL |
May 2019

Total pumber at level 3,45 72 Percent at level 3,45 B1.82%
Total pumber at level 45 33 Percent at level 4,5: 37.5%
Level Number of % (Percent)
students
I I.14%

2 15 17.05%
3 39 44.32%
4 28 31.82%
5 - 5 5.68%

NSHS Mean: 3.24

NYS Mean: 3.0




May 2019 AP Exam Result Summary

EXAM: Chemistry- exam required with enrollment in IB/AP Chemistry SL
DATE: May 2019

Total number of students taking the exam: 14

Total number at level 3.45: 12 Percent at level 3.4.5: 85.71%
Total number ac level 45 6 Percent at level 4,5 42.86%
Level Number of % (Percent)
students
| | 7.14%
2 | 7.14%
3 6 42.86%
4 4 28.57%
5 ' 2 14.29%

NSHS Mean: 3.36

NYS Mean: 2.99

May 2019 AP Exam Result Summary

EXAM: Physics |- exam not required, students in this session were enrolled in
IB Physics HL | and opted to take this exam
DATE: May 2019

Total number of students taking the exam: 13

Total number at level 3,45: 13 Percent at level 3,4,5: 100%
Total number at level 45: 10 Percent at level 4,5 76.92%
Level Number of % (Percent)
_ students
I 0 0.00%
2 [ 0 0.00%
3 3 23.08%
4 5 38.46%
5 5 38.46%

NSHS Mean: 4.15

NYS Mean: 2.89

14




May 2019 AP Exam Result Summary

EXAM: Physics C- exam not required, students in this session were enrolled in
IB Physics HL | and/or IB Physics HL 2 and opted to take this exam
DATE: May 2019

Total number of students taking the exam: 7

Total pumber at level 3,45: 7 Bercent at level 3,4,5: 100%
Tortal number art level 4,5 6 Percent ar level 4,5: B5.71%
Level Number of % (Percent)
[ students
| 0 0.00%
2 0 0.00%
3 | 14.29%
4 3 42.86%
5 ' 3 42.86%

NSHS Mean: 429

NYS Mean: 3.81

May 2019 IB Exam Result Summary

EXAM: Biology DATE: May 2019
Total number of students taking the exam: 33

Total pumber at level 4.56.7: 33 Bercent at level 45,67 100%
Total pumber atlevel 67: 6 Bercent at level 6.7: 18.18%
Level Number of % (Percent)
students

I 0 0.00%

2 0 0.00%

3 0 0.00%

4 9 27.27%

5 18 54.55%

6 5 15.15%

7 I 3.03%

NSHS Mean: 4.94

Global Mean: 4.33

15




May 2019 IB Exam Result Summary

EXAM: Chemistry DATE: May 2019
Total number of students taking the exam: |3
Total number at level 4.5.6.7: 7 Percentat level 4567 53 85%
Total pumber at level 67: | Percent at level 6,7 7.69%
Level Number of | % (Percent)
students
I I 7.69%
2 I 7.69%
3 4 30.77%
4 3 23.08%
5 3 . 23.08%
6 0 0.00%
7 I 7.69%

NSHS Mean: 3.77

Global Mean: 4.00

May 2019 IB Exam Result Summary

EXAM: Physics HL DATE: May 2019
Total number of students taking the exam: 13
Total pumber at level 4,5,6.7: 10 Percent at level 4,5,6,7: 76.92%
Total pumber at level 6,7: 3 Percent at level 6,7: 23.08%
Level Number of | % (Percent)
students
' 0 0.00%
B 0 0.00%
3 3 23.08%
4 | 7.69%
5 6 46.15%
6 3 23.08%
7 0 0.00%

NSHS Mean: 4.69

Global Mean: 4.64

ScienceAP and IB ExamsAnalysis:

Biology continues to be our strongest performing AP exam by most metrics used.

Physics is a standout ftire 100% quality index in 2019Also, aur quality index (levels 3,4,5) on all

exams continues to outpace thgioa.

16




Chemistry is a one year SL class that also prepares students to take the AP exam. Students must come
from Honors Chemistry in grade 10 in order to be fully prepared (prerequisite). Chemistry students must
also complete the IA (internal assessmant) the group 4 project which could negatively impact AP
performance becatimsee it fAeats upo cl ass

Since our Chemistry and Physics AP teachers also teach regents sections, they are well versed in NGSS
practices that serve to help instruction at alklsvThis is not the case in Biology where exposure to

NGSS only takes place at Professional Developméfghave observethat AP Biology teachers still

pull from NGSS strategies and try and incorporate them when possible. The NGSS is designed to take a
shorter but deeper dive into science topics. Many AP classes have far too much content to properly utilizq
these practices. Our teachers do a good job of deciding what works best for their students.

4 rz

AP/IB Bioldgy HL -1 students modeling secondary and tertiary structures of proteins

17




Standardized Test Participation and Equity Analysis Click For Table of Contents

Opt-Out Percentages/Participation Rate$ 2019 Snapshot

Participation rates in all assessments, including bavement
increased since 2013. Students who do not participate represent a typical distribution of students (in terms of academic
performance at North Shore) and therefore we do not believe that 100% participation in elementary assessments would lead to
drastically lower proficiency rates. Common assessments and the new universal screening tools such as the Renaissance STA
assessmentsill help us to provide a more quantitative comparison of this assertion in the future.

Assessment/Examination Participation Number
Grade 3 Mathematics 152/210
Grade 4 Mathematics 145/196
Grade 5 Mathematics 121/182
Grade 6 Mathematics 112/197
Grade 7 Mathematics 89/199

Algebra 1 182

Geometry 179

Algebra 2 218
Grade 4 Science 163/193

Living Environment 208
Earth Science 179
Chemistry 230

Physics 65

Gender and Performance- Longitudinal View: 2017 to 2019
The data irthethree- year analysi®elowshows ngattern in differential performance between male and lfestadents.

Grade 3 Math

Male Proficiency% Female Proficiency% | Male Female
Mastery% Mastery%
2019 87.4 89.2 51.7 53.8
2018 85.1 87.9 58.1 40.9
2017 80.8 83.8 47.1 44.2
Grade 4 Math
Male Proficiency% Female Proficiency% | Male Female
Mastery% Mastery%
2019 92.2 88.2 71.4 70.6
2018 91.8 94.4 68.5 70.4
2017 75.9 81.4 51.7 51.4
Grade 5 Math
Male Proficiency% Female Proficiency% | Male Female
Mastery% Mastery%
2019 91.8 91.8 68.5 75.5
2018 89.5 84.6 64.6 53.9
2017 74.6 86.9 36.5 52.5
Grade 6 Math
Male Proficiency% Female Proficiency% | Male Female
Mastery% Mastery%
2019 85.7 87.5 60.7 57.1
2018 87 87.9 53.7 60.3
2017 81.8 78.0 50.9 52.5
Grade 7 Math
Male Proficiency% Female Proficiency% | Male Female
Mastery% Mastery%
2019 87.2 97.6 51.1 69.0
2018 73.7 85.2 40.4 34.4
2017 75.4 67.9 23.1 18.9

18




Algebra

Female Proficiency%

2019

100

Female
Mastery%

2018

100

53.4

2017

Geometry

100

46.6

61.5

Female Proficiency%

2019

97.8

Female
Mastery%

2018

96.9

53.9

2017

92.5

42.5

Algebra 2

32.7

Female Proficiency%

2019

100

Female
Mastery%

2018

100

50.5

2017

98.9

52.9

Grade 4 Science

52.2

Female Proficiency%

2019

98.7

Female
Mastery%

2018

100

83.1

2017

97.6

88.1

Living Environment

77.6

Female Proficiency%

2019

100

Female
Mastery%

2018

100

64.4

2017

88.9

42.9

Earth Science

33.3

Female Proficiency%

2019

94.3

Female
Mastery%

2018

97.3

70.5

2017

91.6

70.9

Chemistry

65.4

Female Proficiency%

2019

96.4

Female
Mastery%

2018

89.2

44.1

2017

96

41.2

Physics

49

Female Proficiency%

2019

92

Female
Mastery%

2018

84

52

2017

84

42

22
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Disability Statusi Longitudinal View: 2017 to 2019

The datan the three year analysis below shows that in almost all cases, proficiency and mastery rates for students with
disabilities increased from 2017 to 2019. This is still an area where continued progress is necessary and will e attended
through supeiision, professional development and curriculum writing.

Grade 3 Math
Non-Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Mastery %
2019 90.6 54.3
2018 89.1 51.2
2017 87.5 51
Grade 4 Math
Non-Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Mastery %
2019 91.9 72.8
2018 94.5 74.5
2017 82.9 54.7
Grade 5 Math
Non-Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Mastery %
2019 94.3 74.5
2018 93.7 63.8
2017 85.9 50
Grade 6 Math
Non-Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Mastery %
2019 95 65
2018 91.9 63.6
2017 83.5 56.3
Grade 7 Math
Non-Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Mastery %
2019 97.4 66.7
2018 84.9 40.6
2017 77.6 23.4
Algebra
Non-Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Mastery %
2019 100 57.9
2018 99.3 45.1
2017 100 69.8
Geometry
Non-Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Mastery %
2019 100 55.4
2018 99.1 49.8
2017 95.3 34.3
Algebra 2
Non-Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Mastery %
2019 100 58.4
2018 100 55.8
2017 100 48.1
Grade 4 Science
Non-Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Mastery %
2019 99.3 83.6
2018 100 90.2
2017 98.6 81.8
Living Environment
Non-Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Mastery %
2019 100 76
2018 98.7 79.9
2017 99.5 71.3

20




Earth Science

Disabled Non-Disabled Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Proficiency% Mastery% Mastery %
2019 81.8 97.9 33.3 76.9
2018 87.5 99.5 85 80.7
2017 75.8 94 9.1 71.9
Chemistry
Disabled Non-Disabled Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Proficiency% Mastery% Mastery %
2019 82.6 97.5 8.7 48.7
2018 72 91.5 4 42.4
2017 86.2 98.8 17.2 48.2
Physics
Disabled Non-Disabled Disabled Non-Disabled
Proficiency% Proficiency% Mastery% Mastery %
2019 100 93.4 0 65.6
2018 90 80.9 40 32.6
2017 83.3 84 33.3 29.2

21




Race, Ethnicity and SocieEconomic Statusi 2019 Snapshot Detail
An analysis of the 2019 New York State assessments and Regents examinations shows some patterns of difference in
performance proficiency and mastery for ELL eligible students and students who are categorized as coming filocoméow

family. This pattem warrants further investigation as to why these differences exist. The performance of ELL eligible students is

benefitting within North Shore internal assessments and examinations because of the stron¢ethieg and support
program that has beentaislished by our administrative team in consultation with Ana Aguiar.

Grade 3 Math 2019

Final Level %at Level %at Level %at Level %at
Total % of  Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level L3+14 %atl3
Students  Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 + L4
Asian 14 9.2% 620.1 1 7.1% 0 0.0% 3 214% 10 71.4% 13 92.9%
Hispanic or Latino 22 14.5% 610.5 1 4.5% 4 18.2% 8  36.4% 9  40.9% 17 77.3%
Multiracial 8 5.3% 610.0 0 0.0% 1 125% 4 50.0% 3 37.5% 7 87.5%
White 108 71.1% | 614.7 1 0.9% 10 9.3% 39 36.1% 58 53.7% 97 89.8%
Not Low Income 137 90.1% 615.0 2 1.5% 12 8.8% 46 33.6% 77 56.2% 123 89.8%
Poverty - From Low Income Family 15 9.9% | 608.8 1 67% 3 20.0% 8 53.3% 3 20.0% 11 73.3%
ELL Eligible 2 1.3% 629.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0%
Not ELL Eligible 150 98.7% 614.2 3 2.0% 15 10.0% 53 35.3% 79 52.7% 132 88.0%
Total | 152] 100.0%]| 6144 3 20% 15 99% 54 355% 80 52.6% 134 88.2%
Grade 4 Math 2019
Final Level 9%at | Level 9%at Level %at Level %at
Total % of  Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level L3+1L4 Y% atl3
Students  Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 +L4
Asian 5 3.4% 630.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 100.0% 5  100.0%
Hispanic or Latino 20 13.8% 612.3 1 5.0% 1 5.0% 6 30.0% 12 60.0% 18 90.0%
Multiracial 3 2.1% 627.7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 100.0%
White 117 80.7% 619.1 0 0.0% 12 10.3% 22 18.8% 83 70.9% 105 89.7%
Not Low Income 132 91.0% 619.0 1 0.8% 12 9.1% 24 18.2% 95  72.0% 119 90.2%
Poverty - From Low Income Family 13 9.0% 615.8 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 4 30.8% 8 61.5% 12 92.3%
ELL Eligible 6 4.1% | 601.0 1 16.7% 1 16.7% 3 50.0% 1 16.7% 4 66.7%
Not ELL Eligible 139 95.9% 619.4 0 0.0% 12 8.6% 25 18.0% 102 73.4% 127 91.4%
Total 145' 100.0% I 618.7 1 0.7% 13 9.0% 28 19.3% 103 71.0% 131 90.3%
Grade 5 Math 2019
Final Level %at Level %at Level %at Level %at
Total % of  Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level L3+L4 %atl3
Students | Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 + L4
Asian 13| 10.7% 625.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 154% 11 84.6% 1l 100.0%
Hispanic or Latino 11 9.0% 615.0 1 9.1% 2 18.2% 3 27.3% 5 45.5% 8 72.7%
Multiracial ] 4.9% 624.7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 5 83.3% 6 100.0%
White 92| 75.4% 622.3 2 2.2% 5 5.4% 19  20.7% 66 71.7% 85 92.4%
Not Low Income 113 | 92.6% 622.2 3 2.7% 6 5.3% 24 21.2% 80 70.8% 104 92.0%
Poverty - From Low Income Family 9 7.4% | 620.0 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 1 11.1% 7 77.8% 8 88.9%
ELL Eligible i 0.8% 619.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
Not ELL Eligible 121 | 99.2% 622.1 3 2.5% 7 5.8% 25 20.7% 86 71.1% 111 91.7%
Total 122 | 100.0% | 622.0 3 2.5% 7 5.7% 25 20.5% 87 71.3% 112 91.8%
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Grade 6 Math 2019

Final Level 9%at Level 9%at Level 9%at Level %at
Total % of  Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level L3+L4 %atl3
Students  Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 + L4
Asian 9 BO%| 6244 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 7 77.8% 9 100.0%
Black or African American 1 09%| 6100 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Hispanic or Latino 15 13.4%| 618.1 2 13.3% 2 133% 1 67% 10 66.7% 11 73.3%
Multiracial 5  45%)| 6164 0 0.0% 1 200% 1 200% 3 60.0% 4 80.0%
White 82| 73.2%| 6172 3 3% 7 85% 26 3L7% 46 56.1% 72 87.8%
Not Low Income 98| 87.5% | 619.1 3 31% 7 71% 26 265% 62 63.3% 88 89.8%
Poverty - From Low Income Family 14 125%| 6085 2 143% 3 214% 5 357% 4 286% 9 643%
Not ELL Eligible | 112 100.0% I 617.8 5 a5% 10 89% 31 277% 66 58.9% | 97 86.6%
Total | 122] 1000% ]| 6178 5 45% 10 89% 3L 27.7% 66 58.9% | 97 86.6%
Grade 7 Math 2019
Final Level 9%at Level 9%at Level %at Level %at
Total | %of Numeric 1  Level 2  level 3  Level 4  Level L3+L4 %atL3
Students | Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 + L4
Asian 9| 10.1%| 6214 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 33.3% 6 66.7% 9 100.0%
Hispanic o Latino 6| 6.7%| 6160 1 167% 1 167% 0 0.0% 4 66.7% 4 667%
Multiracial 3| 3.4%)| 623 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 333% 2 667% 3 100.0%
White 71| 79.8% | 619.4 1 14% 4  56% 25 352% 41 5.7% 66 93.0%
Not Low Income 83| 93.3%| 6197 2 24% 5 60% 26 313% 50 60.2% 76 91.6%
Poverty - From Low Income Family 6 67%| 6178 0 00% 0.0% 3 50.0% 3 50.0% 6  100.0%
ELL Eligible 1| 11%]| s080 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Not ELL Eligible 88| 98.9% | 619.7 2 23% 5 57% 28 318% 53 60.2% 81 920%
Total | 89 100.0% | 619.6 2 2.2% 5 56% 29 32.6% 53 59.6% 82 921%
Algebra 1
Final Level %at | Level 9%at Level %at Level %at Level %at % atL3
Total % of  Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Level L3+Ll4 +L4+
Students  Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count Count 4 Count 5 + L5 LS
American Indian or Alaska 1| o05%| ss0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
Native
Asian 12 6.6%| 858 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 83% 4 333% 7 58.3% 12 100.0%
Black or African American 2| 1a%| 830 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0%
Hispanic or Latino 13 7.1%| 841 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 154% 6 46.2% 5 38.5% 13 100.0%
Multiracial 6 33%| 838 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 50.0% 0 0.0% 3 50.0% 6  100.0%
Native Hawaiian/Other 1| o05%| 810 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Pacific Islander
White 147 80.8% | 85.3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 18 12.2% 50 34.0% 79 537% 147 100.0%
Not Low Income 160 87.9% | 855 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 18 11.2% 52 32.5% 90 56.2% 160 100.0%
Poverty - From Low Income 22 121% | 827 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 27.3% 10 455% 6 27.3% 22 100.0%
Family
ELL Eligible 1| os5%| 780 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Not ELL Eligible 181 99.5% | 852 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 23 127% 62 34.3% 9%  53.0% 181 100.0%
Total |  182]100.0%| ss2 0 0.0% 0 00% 24 132% 62 341%| 96| 52.7%| 182 100.0%
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Geometry

Final Level 9%at | Level %at Level %at Level %at Level % at % at L3
Total % of  Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Level L3+L4 +L4+
Students  Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 Count 5 + L5 LS5

American Indian or Alaska 1 0.6% | 73.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Native

Asian 12 6.9% | 875 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 25.0% 1 83% 8 66.7% 12 100.0%

Black or African American 1 0.6% 80.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%

Hispanic or Latino 12 6.9% 81.4 0 0.0% ] 0.0% 6 50.0% 3 25.0% 3 25.0% 12 100.0%

Multiracial 7 4.0% 88.7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 1 14.3% 5 71.4% 7 100.0%

White 141 81.0% 85.0 0 0.0% 3 2.1% 36 25.5% 29 20.6% 73 51.8% 138 97.9%

Not Low Income 155 89.1% | 852 0 0.0% 3 1.9% 39 252% 33 21.3% 80 51.6% 152 98.1%

Poverty - From Low Income 19 10.9% 83.5 0 0.0% ] 0.0% 8 42.1% 2 10.5% 9  47.4% 19  100.0%
Family

Not ELL Eligible 174 ‘ 100.0% | 85.0 0 0.0% 3 1.7% 47  27.0% 35  20.1% 89 51.1% 171 98.3%

Total 174 100.0% | 850 0 00% 3 17% 47 270% 35 201%| 89| 511%| 171 983%

Algebra 2
Final Level 9%at Level 9%at Level %at Level %at Level %at % at L3
Total % of  Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Level L3+L4 +L4+
Students  Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 Count 5 + L5 L5

American Indian or Alaska 1 0.5% 91.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ] 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
Native

Asian 7 3.3% 87.7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 57.1% 3 429%% 100.0%

Black or African American 2 0.9% 80.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ] 0.0% 2 100.0% 1] 0.0% 100.0%

Hispanic or Latino 20 9.3% 84.6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4  20.0% 8 40.0% 8 40.0% 20  100.0%

Multiracial 4 1.9% 90.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 3 75.0% 4 100.0%

White 180 84.1% 87.3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 3.9% 69 38.3% 104 57.8% 180  100.0%

Not Low Income 194 90.7% 874 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9 4.6% 71 36.6% 114 58.8% 194  100.0%

Poverty - From Low Income 20 9.3% 83.6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 10.0% 13 65.0% 5 25.0% 20 100.0%
Family

Not ELL Eligible 214 ‘ 100.0% | 87.1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 11 5.1% 84 39.3% 119  55.6% 214 100.0%

Total 214| 100.0% | 87.1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 11 5.1% 84 39.3% I 119 I 55.6% I 214  100.0%
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Grade 4 Science

Final Level 9%at Level %at Level %at Level %at
Total % of  Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level L3+L4 | %atl3
Students | Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 + L4
Asian 7 4.3% 91.7 0 0.0% 1] 0.0% 2 28.6% 5 71.4% 7 100.0%
Hispanic or Latino 21| 12.9% 86.2 0 0.0% 1 4.8% 5 23.8% 15 71.4% 20 95.2%
Multiracial 3 1.8% 97.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 100.0%
White 132 81.0% 89.7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 25 18.9% 107 81.1% 132 100.0%
Not Low Income 149 | 91.4% 89.7 0 0.0% 1 0.7% 27 18.1% 121 81.2% 148 99.3%
Poverty - From Low Income Family 14 8.6% 86.9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 357% 9 64.3% 14 100.0%
ELL Eligible 6 3.7% 77.3 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 3  50.0% 2 333% 5 83.3%
Not ELL Eligible 157 | 96.3% 89.9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 29  18.5% 128 B81.5% 157 100.0%
Total 163' 100.0% | 89.4 0 0.0% 1 0.6% 32 19.6% 130  79.8% 162 99.4%
Living Environment
Final Level 9%at Level %at Level 9%at Level %at
Total % of  Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level L3+L4 %atl3
Students | Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 + L4
American Indian or Alaska Native 1 0.5% 96.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
Asian 11 5.3% 90.5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 18.2% 9 81.8% 11 100.0%
Black or African American 2 1.0% 93.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0%
Hispanic or Latino 23 11.1% 80.9 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 12 52.2% 10 43.5% 22 95.7%
Multiracial 3.8% 87.1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 50.0% 4  50.0% &  100.0%
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 1 0.5% 86.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
White 162 77.9% 87.7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 47  29.0% 115 71.0% 162 100.0%
Not Low Income 178 85.6% 87.8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 52 29.2% 126  70.8% 178  100.0%
Poverty - From Low Income Family 30 14.4% 83.5 0 0.0% 1 33% 13 43.3% 16 53.3% 29 96.7%
ELL Eligible 4 1.9% 68.8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0%
Not ELL Eligible 204 98.1% 875 0 0.0% 1 0.5% 61 29.9% 142 69.6% 203 99.5%
Total 203] 100-0%] 87.1 0 0.0% 1 0.5% 65 31.2% 142  68.3% 207 99.5%
Earth Science
Final Level %at Level 9%at Level %at Level %at
Total % of Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level L3+1L4 %atl3
Students  Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 + L4
American Indian or Alaska Native 1 0.6% 62.0 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0%
Asian 12 6.8% 88.1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 25.0% 9 75.0% 12 100.0%
Black or African American 1 0.6% 80.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Hispanic or Latino 14 8.0% 74.9 1 7.1% 4 28.6% 5 357% 4 28.6% 92 64.3%
Multiracial 7 4.0% 88.1 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 1 14.3% 5 714% 6 85.7%
White 141 80.1% 88.5 2 1.4% 0 0.0% 36 25.5% 103 73.0% 139 98.6%
Not Low Income 154 87.5% 88.2 2 1.3% 3 1.9% 38 247% 111 721% 149 96.8%
Poverty - From Low Income Family 22 12.5% 80.6 1 4.5% 3 13.6% 8 36.4% 10 45.5% 18 81.8%
Not ELL Eligible 176‘ 100.0% I 87.2 3 1.7% 6 3.4% 46 26.1% 121 68.8% | 167 94.9%
Total 176| 100.0% | 87.2 3 1.7% 6 3.4% 46 26.1% 121 68.8% | 167 94.9%
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Chemistry

Final Level % at Level %at Level %at Level %at
Total % of  Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level L3+L4 %atl3
Students | Total Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 + L4

American Indian or Alaska Native 1| 05%]| 860 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%

Asian 8 3.6% 86.2 0 0.0% 1 125% 1 12.5% 6 75.0% 7 87.5%

Black or African American 1 0.5% 85.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ] 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%

Hispanic or Latino 20, 9.0% | 766 0 0.0% 2 10.0% 14 70.0% 4 20.0% 18 90.0%

Multiracial 5 2.3% B1.6 0 0.0% 1 200% 2 40.0% 2 40.0% 4 80.0%

White 187 | 84.2% | 825 1 05% 4 21% 97 51.9% 85 45.5% 182 97.3%

Not Low Income 201 90.5% 82.7 1 0.5% 5 2.5% 103 51.2% 92  45.8% 195 97.0%

Poverty - From Low Income Family 21 9.5% 76.3 0 0.0% 3 143% 11 52.4% 7 333% 18 85.7%

Not ELL Eligible 222 | 100.0% | 82.1 1 0.5% 8 3.6% 114  51.4% 99 44.6% | 213 95.9%

Total 222| 100.0% | 82.1 1 05% 8  3.6% 114 51.4% 99 44.6% | 213 95.9%
Physics

Final Level 9%at Level %at Level %at Level %at
Total % of  Numeric 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level L3+1l4 %atl3
Students  Total  Score  Count 1 Count 2 Count 3 Count 4 + 14

Asian 6| 9.2% 83.8 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 2 333% 3 50.0% 5  833%

Hispanic or Latino 5 7.7% 84.4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 3 60.0% 5  100.0%

Multiracial 2 31% 89.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0%

White 52| B80.0% | 86.0 1 1.9% 2 38% 17 32.7% 32 61.5% 49 94.2%

Not Low Income 57| 87.7% 85.8 1 1.8% 3 5.3% 17 29.8% 36 63.2% 53 93.0%

Poverty - From Low Income Family 8| 12.3% 85.6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4  50.0% 4 50.0% 8 100.0%

Not ELL Eligible 65| 100.0% I 85.8 1 1.5% 3 46% 21 32.3% 40  61.5% | 61 93.8%

Total 65| 100.0% | 5.8 1 15% 3 46% 21 323% 40 6L5%)| 61  93.8%
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Elementary Math: Strengths and Needs AnalysiSciick For Table of contents

Analysis of Third Grade Math Performance ~ District
Performance by Domain

Standard/Key Idea Question #  District%  Region%  District Gap
Geometry CCSS. Math.Content.3.G. A2 13-MC 86.18% 77.03% 9.15%
Average 86.18% 77.03% 9.15%
Measurement and Data CCSS.Math.Content.3.MD.A. | 36-CR 79.93% 63.77% 16.17%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.MD.A.2 12-MC 93.42% 87.01% 6.41%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.MD.B.3 19-MC 78.29% 71.86% 6.43%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.MD.B.3 29-MC 84.87% 77.99% 6.88%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.MD.C.5b 28-MC 97.37% 95.14% 2.23%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.MD.C.6 38-CR 70.07% 51.01% 19.05%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.MD.C.7a 24-MC 80.92% 72.54% 8.38%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.MD.C.7¢ 15-MC 74.34% 61.91% 12.44%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.MD.C.7d 31-MC 64.47% 39.37% 25.10%
Average 80.47% 69.60% 10.87%
Numbers and Operations CCSS.Math.Content.3.NBT.A. 1 22-MC 51.97% 50.93% 1.05%
Base Ten CCSS.Math.Content.3.NBT.A.3 37-CR 78.29% 57.65% 20.64%
Average 65.13% 54.29% 10.84%
Numbers and Operations

Fractions CCSS.Math.Content.3.NF.A. 1 39-CR 85.53% 69.33% 16.20%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.NF.A.3a 08-MC 71.71% 68.42% 3.29%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.NF.A.3a 10-MC 86.18% 74.84% 11.35%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.NF.A.3b 26-MC 94.74% 89.88% 4.86%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.NF.A.3¢ 18-MC 31.58% 37.72% -6.15%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.NF.A.3d 35-CR 60.86% 48.40% 12.45%
Average 71.77% 64.77% 7.00%
Operations and CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A A1 01-MC 97.37% 94.71% 2.65%
Algebraic Thinking CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.A.2 03-MC 92.11% 87.42% 4.69%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.A.2 30-MC 87.50% 76.90% 10.60%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.A.3 06-MC 84.21% 79.51% 4.70%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.A.3 27-MC 94,08% 85.22% 8.85%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.A3 40-CR 86.40% 75.97% 10.43%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.A4 21-MC 82.89% 78.48% 4.42%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.A4 25-MC 98.68% 94.82% 3.87%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.B.5 16-MC 63.16% 56.80% 6.35%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.B.5 32-MC 90.13% 78.45% 11.68%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.B.6 34-CR 85.53% 69.73% 15.80%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.D.8 05-MC 70.39% 65.39% 5.01%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.D.8 07-MC 64.47% 42.82% 21.66%
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.D.8 33-MC 65.13% 54.61% 10.52%

CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.D.9 02-MC 90.13% 86.36% 3
CCSS.Math.Content.3.0A.D.9 23-MC 71.05% 67.29% 3.76%
Average 82.70% 74.66% 8.05%

Strengths ~ Third Grade Math District

Overall

On 12 of the 27 multiple choice items for which data are available, over 85% of North Shore students responded
correctly to the item. On 3 of the 7 constructed response items, North Shore students, on average, received over 85

of the points available.

Across all items, the average percentage of North Shore students who responded correctly to an item was 79.2%.
This was 9.0% higher than the average percentage of students in the region who responded correctly to an item.
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On 33 of the 34 items for which @aare available, North Shore students outperformed the students in the region by
percentages ranging from 1.1% to 25.1%.

Curriculum Standards

An analysis of performance by domain suggests that Geometry, Measurement and Data, Numbers and Dperations
BaseTen, and Operations and Algebraic Thinking are areas of particular strength. The average performance of
North Shore students on the items within the Geometry domain was 86.2%. The average gaps between the
performance of North Shore students and the staderhe region for the domains of Geometry, Measurement and
Data, Numbers and Operatioh8ase Ten, and Operations and Algebraic Thinking were 9.2%, 10.9%, 10.9%, and
8.1%, respectively.

Geometry
Students demonstrated their understanding of the dosh&@eometry on one multiple choice items.

On the single multiple choice items in this domain, more than 86.2% of the North Shore students answered the item|
correctly. On the item, North Shore students outperformed students in the region by 9.2%.

Measurenent and Data

Students demonstrated their understanding of the domain of Measurement and Data on seven multiple choice itemgd
and two constructed response items.

On two of the seven multiple choice items in this domain, more than 85% of the North Sdergsanswered the
item correctly. On all items within the domain, North Shore students outperformed students in the region, with
associated percentages ranging from 2.2% to 25.1%.

Areas of particular strength in this domain, as indicated by the stude¥sth Shore outperforming students in the
region by percentages greater than or equal to 10%, included 4 of the 9 items related to the following Standards:

1 CC.3.MD.1 which requires students to tell and write time to the nearest minute and measure time intervals
in minutes as well as to solve word problems involving addition and subtraction of time intervals in
minutes, e.g., by representing the problem ooraber line diagram.

1 CC.3.MD.6 which requires students to measure areas by counting unit squares (square cm, square m,
square in, square ft., and improvised units.

I CC.3.MD.7c which requires studentsuse tiling to show in a concrete case that the area of a rectangle
with wholenumber side lengths a and b + c is the sum of a x b and a x ¢ and to use area models to
represent the distributive property in mathematical reasoning.

1 CC.3.MD.7d which requirestudents to recognize area as additive and to find areas of rectilinear figures by
decomposing them into nesverlapping rectangles and adding the areas of thewerapping parts,
applying this technique to solve real world problems.

Numbers and Operiins in Base Ten

Students demonstrated their understanding of the domain of Numbers and Operations in Base Ten on one multiple
choice item and one constructed response item.

On both of the items, North Shore students outperformed students in the vatfigrercentages ranging of 1.1%
and 20.6%.

An area of particular strength in this domain, as indicated by the students in North Shore outperforming students in
the region by percentages greater than or equal to 10%, included an item related to thegfSlilamdard:
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ACC.3.NBT.3 which requires students to multiply atigit whole numbers by multiples of 10 in the rang@d®
(e.g., 9 x 80, 5 x 60) using strategies based on place value and properties of operations.

Number and OperationsFractions

Students demonstrated their understanding of the domain of Numbers and Operatasi®ons on four multiple
choice items and two constructed response items.

On two multiple choice items and one constructed response item in this domain, more than &BwdhtiShore
students answered the item correctly. On five of the six items, North Shore students outperformed students in the
region, as indicated by percentages ranging from 3.3% to 16.2%.

Areas of particular strength in this domain, as indicated @égtidents in North Shore outperforming students in the
region by percentages greater than or equal to 10%, included three items related to the following Standards:

1 CC.3.NF.1 which requires students which requires students to understand a fractiotid Apuastity
formed by 1 part when a whole is partitioned into b equal parts; understand a fraction a/b as the quantity
formed by a parts of size 1/b.

I CC.3.NF.3a which requires studentstglain equivalence of fractions in special cases, and compare
fractions by reasoning about their size. Specifically, students must understand two fractions as equivalent
(equal) if they are the same size or the same point on a number line.

I CC.3.NF.3d which requires students to compare two fractions with the same tauroethe same
denominator by reasoning about their size, to recognize that comparisons are valid only when the two
fractions refer to the same whole, and to record the results of comparisons with the symbols >, =, or <, and
justify the conclusions, e.doy using a visual fraction model.

Operations and Algebraic Thinking

Students demonstrated their understanding of the domain of Operations and Algebraic Thinking on
fourteen multiple choice items and two constructed response items.

On seven of the fowren multiple choice items in this domain, more than 85% of the North Shore students
answered the item correctly. On both constructed response items, North Shore students, on average,
received over 85% of the available points. On all 15 items, North Shalents outperformed students in

the region by percentages ranging from 2.7% to 21.7%.

Areas of particular strength in this domain, as indicated by the students in North Shore outperforming
students in the region by percentages greater than or equébtantiiuded six items related to the
following Standards:

ACC.3.0A.2 which requires students todarpret wholenumber quotients of whole numbers, e.g., interpret 56 + 8 as
the number of objects in each share when 56 objects are partitioned equdlgliates, or as a number of shares
when 56 objects are partitioned into equal shares of 8 objects each.

I CC.3.0A.3 which requires students to use multiplication and division within 100 to solve word problems in
situations involving equal groups, arraysgdaneasurement quantities, e.g., by using drawings and

equations with a symbol for the unknown number to represent the problem.

CC.3.0A.5 which requires students to apply properties of operations as strategies to multiply and divide.
CC.3.0A.6 which requés students to understand division as an unkriaetor problem.

CC.3.0A.8 which requires students to solvetstep word problems using the four operations, represent
these problems using equations with a letter standing for the unknown quantitgsassl the

reasonableness of answers using mental computation and estimation strategies including rounding.

=a =4 =4

28




ltem Type

On average, North Shore students responded correctly to 79.5% of the multipletelnascior which data
are available, exceeding the performance of the region by 7.2%.

Moreover, on average, North Shore students received 78.1% of the available points on constructed respong
items, exceeding the performance of the region by 15.8%, suggtse strength of the students in
responding to complex problems, showing their work, and explaining their thinking.

Areas of Focus ~ Third Grade Math - District
Curriculum Standards

Measurement and Data
On two items within this domain, the gap between the performance of North Shore students and the performance of

the students in the region was less than 10% while the percentage of students responding correctly to the item was
less than 85%.

Item Standard | Percentage | Performance
Correct Gap
19-MC
Not Released 3IMD.B.3 | 78.29% 6.43%
24-MC
Not Released 3.MD.C.7a | 80.92% 8.38%

This suggests the need to review and reinforce understanding of and proficiency with the associated Standards:

e (CC.3.MD.3 which requires students to draw a scaled picture graph and a scaled bar graph to represent a
data set with several categories and to solve one- and two-step “how many ore™ and “how many less”
problems using information presented in scaled bar graphs.

¢ (CC.3.MD.7a which requires students to find the area of a rectangle with whole-number side lengths by
tiling it, and show that the area is the same as would be found by multiplying the side lengths.

Numbers and Operations — Base Ten
On one of the items within this domain, the gap between the performance of North Shore students and the

performance of the students in the region was less than 10% while the percentage of students responding correctly to
the item was less than 85%.

Item Standard | Percentage | Performance
Correct Gap

22-MC

A number is rounded to the nearest hundred. The result is 500. Which number
could not be the number before it was rounded to the nearest hundred?

A 458
B 463
C 547
D 559 3NBT.A.l1 | 51.97% 1.05%

Following is an overview of the way in which our students responded to item 22:

Item Blank Response 1 Response 2 Response 3 Response 4
22 f Yo fi Yo # Yo # Yo # Yo
0 0 13 9% 13 9% 47 31% 79 52%
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This suggests the need to review and reinforce understanding of and proficiency with rounding, as required by the
associated Standard:

e CC.3.NBT.1 which requires students to use place value understanding to round whole numbers to the
nearest 10 or 100.

Numbers and Operations — Fractions
On two of the items within this domain, the gap between the performance of North Shore students and the

performance of the students in the region was less than 10% while the percentage of students responding correctly to
the item was less than 85%.

Item Standard | Percentage | Performance
Correct Gap
8-MC
Which two fractions should be plotted at the same location on a number line?
3 4
A " and r
B 1 2
: and g
2 4
C 1 and 2
D ! and 2
2 [
3.NF.3a 71.71% 3.29%
18-MC
Not Released 3.NF.3¢ 31.58% -6.15%

Following is an overview of the way in which our students responded to item 8:

Item Blank Response 1 Response 2 Response 3 Response 4
8 # Yo # Yo # Yo # Yo # Yo
0 0 10 % 109 72% 24 16% 9 6%

Notably, there was confusion related to equivalent fractions,
Overall, the data suggests the need to continue to focus on developing all students’ understanding of and facility
with fractions, particularly related to the following Standards:

e (CC.3.NF.3a which requires students to understand two fractions as equivalent (equal) if they are the same
size, or the same point on a number line and to generate simple equivalent fractions as well as to explain
why the fractions are equivalent, e.g., by using a visual fraction model.

e (CC.3.NF.3c which requires students to express whole numbers as fractions, and recognize fractions that are
equivalent to whole numbers.
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Operations and Algebraic Thinking.

On five of the items within this domain, the gap between the performance of North Shore students and the
performance of the students in the region was less than 10% while the percentage of students responding correctly to

the item was less than 85%.

Item

Standard

Correct

Percentage | Performance

Gap

6-MC

Jess scored 18 points during her last basketball game. Each basket she made was
worth 2 points, How many baskets did she make?

20

16

O N = >
w

3.0A.A3

84.21%

4.70%

21-MC
Which equation is true when the missing number is the number 77
A 7x_7 =42
B 7x_2 =49
C 8x_72 =40
D

8x_2 =48

3.OA.A4

82.89%

4.42%

16-MC

Which expression is equivalent to (5 + 2) x 8?

(8x5)+(8x2)
(5x8)+ (5x2)

Hx(5%x2)

0O N = >

(5x8)x2

3.0A.B.5

63.16%

6.35%
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5-MC
Not Released 3.0A.D.8 | 70.39% 5.01%
23-MC
Which statement is true?
A The product of 5 x 2 is even because both of the factors are even.
B The product of 4 x 4 is odd because both of the factors are even.
C  The product of 2 x 7 is even because both of the factors are odd.
D  The product of 5 x 3 is odd because both of the factors are odd.
3.0A.D.9 | 71.05% 3.76%
Following is an overview of the way in which our students responded to item 6:
Item Blank Response 1 Response 2 Response 3 Response 4
6 # Y% # Y% # % # %o # %
0 0 14 9% 4 3% 128 84% 6 4%
Following is an overview of the way in which our students responded to item 21:
Item Blank Response 1 Response 2 Response 3 Response 4
21 # Y% # % # Y% # % # Y%
0 0 14 9% 126 83% 5 3% 7 5%
Following is an overview of the way in which our students responded to item 16:
Item Blank Response 1 Response 2 Response 3 Response 4
16 # Y% # Y% # Y% # Y% # Y%
0 0 96 63% 21 14% 20 13% 15 10%
Following is an overview of the way in which our students responded to item 23:
Item Blank Response 1 Response 2 Response 3 Response 4
23 # Y% # Y% # Y% # % # Y%
0 0 21 14% 17 11% 6 4% 108 71%
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Analysis of Fourth Grade Math Performance ~ District
Performance by Domain

Question District Region District
Domain Standard/Key Idea # Yo Yo
Geometry CCSS.Math.Content.4.G.A.2 41-CR 78.62% 63.44% 15.18%
CCSS.Math.Content.4.G.A.3 28-MC 72.41% 65.64% 6.77%
Average 75.52% 64.54% 10.98%
Measurement and
Data CCSS.Math.Content.3.MD.B.4 38-MC 81.38% 65.72% 15.66%
CCSS.Math.Content4.MD.A.3 21-MC 73.10% 55.81% 17.29%
CCSS.Math.Content.4. MD A3 44-CR 84.83% 68.02% 16.81%
CCSS. Math.Content.4.MD .B.4 22-MC 74.48% 53.84% 20.64%
CCSS.Math.Content.4.MD.C.5a 29-MC 48.97% 51.08% 2.11%
CCSS.Math.Content.4.MD.C.5b 34-MC 90.34% 72.58% 17.77%
CCSS.Math.Content.4.MD.C.6 36-MC 79.31% 68.83% 10.48%
CCSS.Math.Content.4.MD.C.7 09-MC 05.86% 83.43% 12.43%
Average 78.53% 64.91% 13.62%

Numbers and
Operations - Base

Ten CCSS . Math.Content. 4 NBT. A1 24-MC 68.28% 45.77% 22.51%
CCSS . Math.Content.4 NBT.A. 1 43-CR 76.21% 61.86% 14.35%
CCSS.Math.Content. 4 NBT.A.2 40-CR 87.24% 63.66% 23.58%
CCSS. Math.Content. 4 NBT.A.3 20-MC 87.59% 72.66% 14.93%
CCSS . Math.Content. 4 NBT.B.5 |5-MC 06.55% 80.52% 16.03%
CCSS Math.Content.4 NBT.B.5 45-CR 69.20% 49.97% 19.22%
CCSS.Math.Content. 4. NBT.B.6 16-MC 91.72% 79.40% 12.33%
CCSS.Math.Content. 4. NBT.B.6 33-MC 91.72% 80.69% 11.04%

Average 83.56% 66.82% 16.75%

Numbers and

Operations -

Fractions CCSS.Math.Content. 4 NF A1 08-MC 83.45% 71.65% 11.80%
CCSS.Math.Content. 4 NF.A.1 37-MC 03.79% 84.24% 0.55%
CCSS . Math.Content. 4 NF. A2 03-MC 83.45% 80.06% 3.39%
CCSS.Math.Content.4 NF.A.2 [ 1-MC 88.97% 69.58% 19.39%
CCSS.Math.Content. 4 NF.B.3a 27-MC 89.66% 77.22% 12.43%
CCSS.Math.Content. 4 NF.B.3¢ 13-MC 81.38% 62.80% 18.58%
CCSS . Math.Content. 4 NF.B.3d 42-CR 80.00% 67.52% 12.48%
CCSS Math.Content.4 NF.B.4a 31-MC 03.10% 86.81% 6.29%
CCSS.Math.Content. 4 NF.B.4b 39-CR 94.48% 80.99% 13.50%
CCSS.Math.Content. 4 NF.B.4¢ 01-MC 94.48% 85.20% 9.29%

Average 88.28% 76.61% 11.67%

Operations and

Algebraic

Thinking CCSS.Math.Content.4.0OAA.1 19-MC 97.24% 89.96% 7.29%
CCSS . Math.Content.4.0A A1 30-MC 82.07% 71.48% 10.59%
CCSS . Math.Content. 4, 0OA A1 35-MC 79.31% 65.88% 13.43%
CCSS . Math.Content.4. OA.A.2 04-MC 90.34% 67.46% 22.88%
CCSS . Math.Content.4.0OA A2 32-MC 97.93% 95.55% 2.38%
CCSS.Math.Content.4.OA. A3 06-MC 93.10% 85.46% 7.65%
CCSS . Math.Content.4.0OA A3 | 7-MC 00.34% 76.60% 13.75%
CCSS Math.Content.4. OA.B.4 02-MC 08.62% 91.19% 7.43%
CCSS.Math.Content.4,OA.C.5 26-MC 73.79% 59.26% 14.54%

Average 89.10% 77.94% 11.16%




Strengths ~ Fourth Grade Math ~ District
Overall

On 17 of the 30 multiple choice items for which data are available, over 85% of North Shore students responded
correctly to the item. On 2 of the 7 constructed response items, the percentage of available points received by the
North Shore students, on asge, exceeded 85%.

Across all items, the average percentage of North Shore students who responded correctly to an item was 84.7%.
This was 13.0% higher than the average percentage of students in the region who responded correctly to an item.

On 36 of the37 items, North Shore students outperformed the students in the region by percentages ranging from
2.4% to 23.6%, as indicated by the district gaps.

Curriculum Standards

An analysis of performance by domain suggests that all of the domains, spedBieaithyetry, Measurement and

Data, Numbers and Operation8ase Ten, Numbers and Operatidrisractions, and Operations and Algebraic
Thinking are areas of particular strength, with the average gaps between the performance of North Shore students
and the stdents in the region at 11.0%, 13.6%, 16.8%, 11.7%, and 11.2%, respectively.

Geometry

Students demonstrated their understanding of the domain of Geometry on one multiple choice item and one
constructed response item.

On the constructed response itenthia domain, North Shore students outperformed students in the region by
15.2%.

Areas of particular strength in this domain, as indicated by the students in North Shore outperforming students in thq
region by percentages greater than or equal 10%, inclugedem related to the following Standard:

ACC.4.G.2 which requires studentsctassify twedimensional figures based on the presence or absence of parallel
or perpendicular lines, or the presence or absence of angles of a specified size as wadbgsite right triangles
and to identify right triangles.

Measurement and Data

Student demonstrated their understanding of the concepts and facility with the skills of the domain of Measurement
and Data through their performance on seven multiple elitsms and one constructed response item.

On two of the seven multiple choice items in this domain, more than 85% of the North Shore students answered thej
item correctly. On six of the seven items within the domain, North Shore students outperformed students in the
region by percentages rangingin 10.5% to 20.6%.

Areas of particular strength in this domain, as indicated by the students in North Shore outperforming students in thq
region by percentages greater than or equal to 10%, included 7 items related to the following Standards:

1 CC.3.MD.4 vhich requires students to solve real world and mathematical problems involving perimeters of
polygons, including finding the perimeter given the side lengths, finding an unknown side length, and
exhibiting rectangles with the same perimeter and diffeneatsaor with the same area and different
perimeters.
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CC.4.MD.3 which requires students to apply the area and perimeter formulas for rectangles in real world
and mathematical problems.

CC.4.MD.4 which requires student to make a line plot to display ssdatef measurements in fractions of

a unit (1/2, 1/4, 1/8) and to solve problems involving addition and subtraction of fractions by using
information presented in line plotsor example, from a line plot find and interpret the difference in length
between the longest and shortest specimens in an insect collection.

CC.4.MD.5b which requires students to understandathangle that turns througlonedegree angles is

said tohave an angle measurerofiegrees.

CC.4.MD.6 which requires students to multiply or divide to solve word problems involving multiplicative
comparison, e.g., by using drawings and equations with a symbol for the unknown number to represent the
problem, dstinguishing multiplicative comparison from additive comparison.

CC.4.MD.7 which requires studentsrecognize angle measure as additive; when an angle is decomposed
into norroverlapping parts, the angle measure of the whole is the sum of the angleasnedsioe parts;

and solve addition and subtraction problems to find unknown angles on a diagram in real world and
mathematical problems, e.g., by using an equation with a symbol for the unknown angle measure.

The inclusion of a third grade Standard tegato the assessment of third grade Standards introduced after
the administration of the third grade math assessment in 2018.

Numbers and OperationBase Ten

Students demonstrated their understanding of the domain of Numbers and Operations in Bade/&en
multiple choice items and three constructed response items.

On 4 of the 5 items multiple choice items in this domain, more than 85% of the North Shore students
answered the item correctly. On one of the constructed response items, North Stents stiotained, on
average, more than 85% of the available points.

On all eight items in the domain, North Shore students outperformed students in the region by percentages
ranging from 11.0% to 23.6%.

Areas of particular strength in this domain, aséatid by the students in North Shore outperforming
students in the region by percentages greater than or equal to 10%, included eight items related to the
following Standards:

CC.4.NBT.1 which requires students to recognize that in a-digit whole nunber, a digit in one place
represents ten times what it represents in the place to itskmgyhéxample, recognize that 700 + 70 = 10

by applying concepts of place value and division.

CC.4.NBT.2 which requires studentsrémd and write mukdigit whole numbers using basen numerals,
number names, and expanded form as well as to compare twedigitltiumbers based on meanings of

the digits in each place, using >, =, and < symbols to record the results of comparisons.

CC.4.NBT.3 which requires students to use place value understanding to rourdigitulthole numbers

to any place.

CC.4.NBT.5 which requires students to multiply a whole number of up to four digits by digihevhole

number, and multiply two twadigit numbers, using strategies based on place value and the properties of
operations. lllustrate and explain the calculation by using equations, rectangular arrays, and/or area modelg
CC.4.NBT.6 which requires students to rind whalember quotients an@mainders with up to foudigit
dividends and ondligit divisors, using strategies based on place value, the properties of operations, and/or
the relationship between multiplication and division and to illustrate and explain the calculation by using
equdions, rectangular arrays, and/or area models.

Number and OperationsFractions

Students demonstrated their understanding of the domain of Numbers and Opératani®ns on eight
multiple choice items and two constructed response items
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On all of the items in the domain, North Shore students outperformed students in the region by percentages ranging
from 3.4% to 19.4%.

Areas of particular strength in this domain, as indicated by the students in North Shore outperforming students in thq
region by percentages greater than or equal to 10%, included 6 items related to the following Standards:

|l

On 5 of theB multiple choice items in this domain, more than 85% of the North Shore students answered
the item correctly. On 1 of the 2 constructed response items in this domain, North Shore students received,
on average, more than 85% of the available points.

CC.4.NF.1 which requires students to explain why a fraction a/b is equivalent to a fraction (n x a)/(n x b)
by using visual fraction models, with attem to how the number and size of the parts differ even though
the two fractions themselves are the same size and to use this principle to recognize and generate equivale
fractions.

CC.4.NF.2 which requires students to compare two fractions with elitferumerators and different
denominators, e.g., by creating common denominators or numerators, or by comparing to a benchmark
fraction such as 102, to recognize that compari g
whole, and to recorthe results of comparisons with symbols >, =, or <, and justify the conclusions, e.g.,

by using a visual fraction model.

CC.4.NF.3a which requires students to understand addition and subtraction of fractions as joining and
separating parts referring toetlsame whole.

CC.4.NF.3c which requires students to add and subtract mixed numbers with like denominators, e.g., by
replacing each mixed number with an equivalent fraction, and/or by using properties of operations and the
relationship between addition amdbtraction.

CC.4.NF.3d which requires students to solve word problems involving addition and subtraction of fractions
referring to the same whole and having like denominators, e.g., by using visual fraction models and
equations to represent the problem.

CC.4.NF.4b which requires students to understand a multiple of a/b as a multiple of 1/b, and use this
understanding to multiply a fraction by a whole number.

Operations and Algebraic Thinking

Students demonstrated their understanding of the domaipeara@ons and Algebraic Thinking on nine
multiple choice items.

On six of the nine multiple choice items, more than 85% of the North Shore students answered the item
correctly.

On all of the items in the domain, North Shore students outperformed stirddrggegion by percentages
ranging from 2.4% to 22.9%.

Areas of particular strength in this domain, as indicated by the students in North Shore outperforming
students in the region by percentages greater than or equal to 10%, included five itethtoréhate
following Standards:

CC.4.0A.1 which requires studentsitderpret a multiplication equation as a comparison, e.g., interpret 35
=5 x 7 as a statement that 35 is 5 times as many as 7 and 7 times as many as 5 as well as to represent
verbal statments of multiplicative comparisons as multiplication equations.

CC.4.0A.2 which requires students to multiply or divide to solve word problems involving multiplicative
comparison, e.g., by using drawings and equations with a symbol for the unknown tungpeesent the
problem, distinguishing multiplicative comparison from additive comparison.

CC.4.0A.3 which requires students to solve multistep word problems posed with whole numbers and
having whole number answers using the four operations, including problems in which remainders must be
interpreted, represent these problems using equations with a letter standing for the unknown quantity, and
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assess the reasonableness of answers using mental companatiestimation strategies including
rounding.

1 CC.4.0A.5 which requires students to generate a number or shape pattern that follows a given rule and to

identify apparent features of the pattern that were not explicit in the rule itself.

Item Type

On aveage, North Shore students responded correctly to 85.4% of the multiple choice items for which data are

available, exceeding the performance of the region by 12.2%.

On average, North Shore students received 81.5% of the available points on constrpotest rigsms, exceeding
the performance of the region by 16.5%, suggesting the strength of the students in responding to complex problems

showing their work, and explaining their thinking.
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Areas of Focus ~ Fourth Grade Math ~ District

Curriculum Standards

Geometry

The average performance on the items in this domain was 75.5% and the average performance of North Shore
students exceeded the performance of students in the region of 11.0%. On one of the two items within the domain

the gap between the performance of North Shore students and the performance of the students in the region was less
than 10% while the percentage of students responding correctly to the item was less than 85%.

Item Standard | Percentage Performance
Correct Gap

28-MC

What is the greatest number of lines of symmetry that can be drawn on the figure
shown below?

A 0
B 1
c 2
D 4

4.G.3 72.41% 6.77%

Following is an overview of the way in which North Shore students responded to item 28:

Item Blank Response 1 Response 2 Response 3 Response 4
28 # “0 # "0 # "0 # Y [ # Y [
0 0 2 1% 3 2% 105 72% 35 24%

This suggests the need to ensure that all students have a solid understanding of and proficiency with symmetry.

e (CC.4.G.3 which requires students to recognize a line of symmetry for a two-dimensional figure as a line
across the figure such that the figure can be folded along the line into matching parts and to identify line-
symmetric figures and draw lines of symmetry.
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Measurement and Data

The average performance on the items in this domain was 78.5% and the average performance of North Shore
students exceeded the performance of students in the region of 13.6%. However, on one item within the domain the
gap between the performance of North Shore students and the performance of the students in the region was less
than 10% while the percentage of students responding correctly to the item was less than 85%.

Item Standard Percentage Performance
Correct Gap

29-MC

L L i 1
What is the measure, in degrees, of an angle that is equivalent to 0 of acircle?
36

A

B W
C 180
D 30

4.MD.5a 48.97% -2.11%

Following is an overview of the way in which North Shore students responded to item 29:

Item Blank Response 1 Response 2 Response 3 Response 4
29 # Yo # Yo # Yo # Yo # Yo
0 0 71 49% 39 27% 15 10% 20 14%

This suggests the need to ensure that all students have a solid understanding of and proficiency with angle measure
as it relates to fractions of'a circular arc.

e (CC.MD5a which requires students to understand that an angle is measured with reference to a circle with
its center at the common endpoint of the rays, by considering the fraction of the circular arc between the
points where the two rays intersect the circle. An angle that turns through 1/360 of a circle is called a "one-
degree angle," and can be used to measure angles.
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Numbers and Operations — Fractions

The average performance on the items in this domain was 88.3% and the average performance of North Shore
students exceeded the performance of students in the region of 11.7%. On one of the items within this domain, the
gap between the performance of North Shore students and the performance of the students in the region was less
than 10% while the percentage of students responding correctly to the item was less than 85%.

Item Standard | Percentage | Performance
Correct Gap
3-MC
Which comparison is true?
A 2.8
3| 12
BlIEgS
9 9
8l 9
¢ 1”10
] e
D =>-=
Sl
4.NF.2 83.45% 3.39%
Following is an overview of the way in which North Shore students responded to item 3:
Item Blank Response 1 Response 2 Response 3 Response 4
3 # Yo # %o # %o # Yo # Yo
0 0 121 83% 5 3% 12 8% 7 5%

This suggests the need to review and reinforce understanding of and proficiency with fractions in all of our students,

particularly with respect to the related Standard focused on the comparison of fractions.

e CC.4.NF.2 which requires students to compare two fractions with different numerators and different
denominators, e.g., by creating common denominators or numerators, or by comparing to a benchmark
fraction such as '4; recognize that comparisons are valid only when the two fractions refer to the same
whole; and record the results of comparisons with symbols >, =, or <, and justify the conclusions, e.g., by

using a visual fraction model.
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Analysis of Fifth Grade Math Performance ~ District
Performance by Domain

District
Domain Standard/Key Idea Item # District% 0 Gap
Geometry CCSS.Math.Content.5.G.B.3 31-MC 91.80% 81.54% 10.26%
Average 91.80% 81.54% 10.26%
Measurement and Data CCSS.Math.Content.4.MD A1 33-MC 64.75% 47.56% 17.19%
CCSS.Math.Content.4.MD.A.2 15-MC 82.79% 68.95% 13.83%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.MD.A. 1 12-MC 84.43% 57.76%  26.67%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.MD.A. 1 43-CR 86.48% 56.18%  30.29%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.MD.B.2 29-MC 91.80% 67.96% 23.85%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.MD.C.4 09-MC 95.08% 84.41% 10.67%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.MD.C.5a  18-MC 79.51% 68.68% 10.83%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.MD.C.5b  01-MC 99.18% 91.68%  7.50%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.MD.C.5¢  30-MC 95.08% 78.53%  16.55%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.MD.C.5¢  39-CR 60.25% 44.08% 16.17%
Average 83.93% 66.58% 17.35%
Numbers and
Operations - Base Ten CCSS.Math.Content.5.NBT.A. 1 41-CR 80.33% 61.59% 18.73%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NBT.A.3a  36-MC 87.70% 70.47% 17.24%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NBT.A.3b  06-MC 89.34% 73.74% 15.61%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NBT.A.4  19-MC 92.62% 81.70%  10.92%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NBT.B.6 16-MC 87.70% 75.45% 12.25%
CCSS.Math.Content. 5. NBT.B.6  28-MC 95.90% 84.27% 11.63%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NBT.B.7  27-MC 71.31% 45.67%  25.64%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NBT.B.7  35-MC 97.54% 81.11% 16.43%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NBT.B.7  45-CR 96.72% 84.76% 11.97%
Average 88.80% 73.19% 15.60%
Numbers and Operations
- Fractions CCSS.Math.Content.4.NF.C.5 02-MC 93.44% 77.07%  16.37%
CCSS.Math.Content.4.NF.C.6 04-MC 93.44% 75.60% 17.84%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.A. 1 32-MC 96.72% 81.28% 15.44%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.A. 1 34-MC 90.98% 82.21%  8.78%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.A.2 21-MC 77.87% 53.73% 24.14%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.A.2 40-CR 87.70% 63.89% 23.81%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.B.4a 38-MC 70.49% 54.80% 15.69%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.B.4b 13-MC 67.21% 44.21%  23.00%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.B.5a 24-MC 89.34% 69.47% 19.87%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.B.5b 44-CR 81.97% 57.67%  24.30%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.B.6 03-MC 69.67% 46.94%  22.74%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.B.6 23-MC 83.61% 57.21%  26.39%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.B.6 37-MC 90.16% 70.61% 19.55%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.B.7a 26-MC 87.70% 76.87%  10.84%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.B.7¢ 20-MC 75.41% 59.75%  15.66%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.NF.B.7¢ 42-CR 81.15% 59.07%  22.08%
Average 83.56% 64.40% 19.16%
Operations and
Algebraic Thinking CCSS.Math.Content.5.0A.A. 10-MC 82.79% 66.55% 16.23%
CCSS.Math.Content.5.0A.A.2 08-MC 90.16% 81.46%  8.71%
Average 86.48% 74.00% 12.47%
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Strengths ~ Fifth Grade Math ~ District
Overall

On 19 of the 31 multiple choice items for which data are available, over 85% of North Shore students responded
correctly to the item. On 3 of the 7 constructed response items, North Shore students oltaiB&&6 of the
available points.

Across all items, the average percentage of North Shore students who responded correctly to an item was 85.3%.
This was 17.3% higher than the average percentage of students in the region who responded correctly to an item

On all of the 38 items, North Shore students outperformed the students in the region by percentages ranging from
7.5% to 30.3%.

Curriculum Standards

An analysis of performance by domain suggests that all of the domains, specifically Geometry, Maasamdm
Data, Numbers and Operatioh8ase Ten, Numbers and Operatidrigractions, and Operations and Algebraic
Thinking were all areas of strength, with the average gaps between the performance of North Shore students and th
students in the region abB%, 17.4%, 15.6%, 19.2%, and 12.5%, respectively.

Geometry
Students demonstrated their understanding of the domain of Geometry on a single multiple choice items.

On the item in the domain, the percentage of students responding correctly to thest@in&%¥ and North Shore
students outperformed students in the region by 10.3%

Areas of particular strength in this domain, as indicated by the students in North Shore outperforming students in thq
region by percentages greater than or equal to 10%, ettlin item related to the following Standard:

ACC.5.G.3 which requires students to understand that attributes belonging to a categorgiofemgional figures
also belong to all subcategories of that category.

Measurement and Data

Students demonsted their understanding of the domain of Measurement and Data on 8 multiple choice items and 2
constructed response items.

On four of the eight multiple choice items in this domain, more than 85% of the North Shore students answered the
item correctly. Orone of the two constructed response items, North Shore students obtained more than 85% of the
available points. On all ten items within the domain, North Shore students outperformed students in the region by
percentages ranging from 7.5% to 30.3%.

Areasof relative strength in this domain, as indicated by the students in North Shore outperforming students in the
region by percentages greater than or equal to 10%, included nine items related to the following Standards:

1 CC.4.MD.1 which requires students to know relative sizes of measurement units within one system of units
including km, m, cm; kg, g; Ib, oz; I, ml; hr, min, sec; to express measurements in a larger unit in terms of a
smaller unit within a single system mleasurement; and to record measurement equivalents in a two
column table.

1 CC.4.MD.2 which requires studentsuse the four operations to solve word problems involving distances,
intervals of time, liquid volumes, masses of objects, and money, inclpdibdems involving simple
fractions or decimals, and problems that require expressing measurements given in a larger unit in terms of
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a smaller unit and to represent measurement quantities using diagrams such as number line diagrams that
feature a measuremt scale.

CC.5.MD.1 which requires students to convert among diffeseréd standard measurement units within a
given measurement system (e.g., convert 5 cm to 0.05 m), and use these conversions in solvatgpnulti
real world problems.

CC.5.MD.2 which requires students to make a line plot to display a data set of measurements in fractions of
a unit (1/2, 1/4, 1/8) and to use operations on fractions for this grade to solve problems involving
information presented in line plots. For example, givéfedint measurements of liquid in identical
beakers, find the amount of liquid each beaker would contain if the total amount in all the beakers were
redistributed equally.

CC.5.MD.4 which requires students to measure volumes by counting unit cubegulsagm, cubic in,
cubic ft., and improvised units.

CC.5.MD.5a which requires studentdfitzd the volume of a right rectangular prism with whaolember

side lengths by packing it with unit cubes, and show that the volume is the same as would be found by
multiplying the edge lengths, equivalently by multiplying the height by the area of the base as well as to
represent threefold wholeumber products as volumes, e.g., to represent the associative property of
multiplication

CC.5.MD.5c which requires studeto recognize volume as additive and to find volumes of solid figures
composed of two neoverlapping right rectangular prisms by adding the volumes of th@werapping

parts, applying this technique to solve real world problems.

Numbers and Operatiar Base Ten

Students demonstrated their understanding of the domain of Numbers and Operations in Base Ten on 7
multiple choice items and 2 constructed response items.

On 6 of the 7 items multiple choice items in this domain, more than 85% of the North Shore students
answered the item correctly. One of the two constructed response items within the domain, students
received on average over 85% of the available points.

Onall 9 items in the domain, North Shore students outperformed students in the region by percentages
ranging from 10.9% to 25.6%.

Areas of particular strength in this domain, as indicated by the students in North Shore outperforming
students in the regidoy percentages greater than or equal to 10%, included nine items related to the
following Standards:

CC.5.NBT.1 which requires studentriecognize that in a mudigit number, a digit in one place

represents 10 times as much as it represents in thee tplés right and 1/10 of what it represents in the

place to its left.

CC.5.NBT.3a which requires studentséad and write decimals to thousandths using-tEs@umerals,

number names, and expanded form, e.g., 347.392 =3 x 100+ 4 x 10 + 7 x(LA@)»* 9 x (1/100) + 2

x (1/1000).

CC.5.NBT.3b which requires students to compare two decimals to thousandths based on meanings of the
digits in each place, using >, =, and < symbols to record the results of comparisons.

CC.5.NBT.4 which requires stundes to round decimals to any place.

CC.5.NBT.6 which requires students to find wholember quotients of whole numbers with up to four

digit dividends and twaligit divisors, using strategies based on place value, the properties of operations,
and/or tte relationship between multiplication and division and to illustrate and explain the calculation by
using equations, rectangular arrays, and/or area models.

CC.5.NBT.7 which requires students to add, subtract, multiply, and divide decimals to hundigdths,
concrete models or drawings and strategies based on place value, properties of operations, and/or the
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relationship between addition and subtraction; relate the strategy to a written method and explain the
reasoning used.

Number and OperationsFractions

Students demonstrated their understanding of the domain of Numbers and Opératari®ns on 13 multiple
choice items and 3 constructed response items

On 7 of the 13 multiple choice items in this domain, more than 85% of the North Shordssardemered the item
correctly. On one of the three constructed response items, North Shore students received, on average, more than
85% of available points.

On all of the items in the domain, North Shore students outperformed students in the regi@eiages ranging
from 8.8% to 26.4%.

Areas of particular strength in this domain, as indicated by the students in North Shore outperforming students in thq
region by percentages greater than or equal to 10%, included 15 items related to the follavdagiSta

1 CC.4.NF.C.5 which requires studentst@ress a fraction with denominator 10 as an equivalent fraction
with denominator 100, and use this technique to add two fractions with respective denominators 10 and
100.

CC.4.NF.C.6 which requires studentuse decimal notation for fractions with denominators 10 or 100.
CC.5.NF.1 which requires students to add and subtract fractions with unlike denominators (including

= =4

mixed numbers) by replacing given fractions withigglent fractions in such a way as to produce an
equivalent sum or difference of fractions with like denominators. For example, 2/3 + 5/4 = 8/12 + 15/12 =
23/12. (In general, a/b + c/d = (ad + bc)/bd.)

1 CC.5.NF.2 which requires students to solve word gnwoislinvolving addition and subtraction of fractions
referring to the same whole, including cases of unlike denominators, e.g., by using visual fraction models
or equations to represent the problem and to use benchmark fractions and number sense @tdraction
estimate mentally and assess the reasonableness of answers.

1 CC.5.NF.4a which requires studentsafiply and extend previous understandings of multiplication to
multiply a fraction or whole number by a fraction.

1 CC.5.NF.4b which requires student todf the area of a rectangle with fractional side lengths by tiling it
with unit squares of the appropriate unit fraction side lengths, and show that the area is the same as would
be found by multiplying the side lengths and to multiply fractional sidetharg find areas of rectangles,
and represent fraction products as rectangular areas.

1 CC.5.NF.5a which requires student to interpret multiplication as scaling (resizing) by comparing the size of
a product to the size of one factor on the basis of tleeddithe other factor, without performing the
indicated multiplication.

1 CC.5.NF.5b which requires student to interpret multiplication as scaling (resizing) by explaining why
multiplying a given number by a fraction greater than 1 results in a produtgrgitesn the given number
(recognizing multiplication by whole numbers greater than 1 as a familiar case); explaining why
multiplying a given number by a fraction less than 1 results in a product smaller than the given number; andj
relating the principle ofraction equivalenca/b = (n x a)/(n x b) to the effect of multiplyingvb by 1.

1 CC.5.NF.6 which requires students to solve real world problems involving multiplication of fractions and
mixed numbers, e.g., by using visual fraction models or equations to represent the problem.

1 CC. 5. NF.B.7a which requires studentsrti@rpret divison of a unit fraction by a nerero whole number,
and compute such quotients.

1 CC.5.NF.7c which requires students to solve real world problems involving division of unit fractions by
non-zero whole numbers and division of whole numbers by unit fractiogs,bs/ using visual fraction
models and equations to represent the problem; for example, how much chocolate will each person get if 3
people share 1/2 Ib. of chocolate equally? How mamcdf8servings are in 2 cups of raisins?
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Operations and Algebrai€hinking

Students demonstrated their understanding of the domain of Operations and Algebraic Thinking on two multiple
choice items.

On one of the two multiple choice items, more than 85% of the North Shore students answered the item correctly.

On bothof the items in the domain, North Shore students outperformed students in the region by percentages of
8.7% and 16.2%.

An area of relative strength in this domain, as indicated by the students in North Shore outperforming students in thq
region by perceaiges greater than or equal to 10%, included one items related to the following Standard:

ACC.5.0A.A.1 which requires studentsuse parentheses, brackets, or braces in numerical expressions, and
evaluate expressions with these symbols.

Item Type

On 190f the 31 multiple choice items, more than 85 percent of the North Shore students responded correctly to the
item. On average, 86.0% of the North Shore students responded correctly the multiple choice items, exceeding the
performance of students in thegien, on average, by 16.4%.

The average number of points obtained on all constructed response items was 82.1%, exceeding the performance ¢
students in the region, on average, by 21.1%. This
and solve complex problems, to show their work, and to explain their thinking.

Areas of Focus ~ Fifth Grade Math ~ District

For no items was the gap between the performance of North Shore students and the performance of the students in
the region less #n 10% while the percentage of students responding correctly to the item was less than 85%.
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Elementary Mathematics ~ Synthesis of Findings
Context

Across the elementary schools, we have moved from an approach to the teaching and learning of mathematics that
was rooted in the development of procedural efficiency to an approach that has problem solving at its heart. Based
upon the collaborative investigation by our Math Articulation Team of research-based approaches to math
instruction, North Shore has developed, embraced, and continues to work to bring to life for all students a shared,
district-wide philosophy of math learning.

The abilities to perform basic computations and follow procedures are not sufficient for students to be successful as
mathematical thinkers who can solve complex, challenging, and novel problems, which are the types they will
confront throughout their schooling and across their lives. The National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (2000)
has stated that “problem solving is a fundamental part of mathematics - and everyday life. The ability to solve
problems is both a goal of mathematics - and a tool within mathematics. As such, problem solving should be
integrated into all mathematical learning situations.” Our philosophy dictates that math instruction must engage all
students as problem solvers in the construction of deep understanding of fundamental concepts, principles, and
related skills; the cultivation of refined proficiency with the essential underlying skills of number sense,
visualization, generalization, communication, and metacognition; and the development of sophisticated problem-
solving abilities.

Mathematical
Problem g
()
% Solving é‘?
Q

Concepts

We have worked to make sense of how both our philosophy of math learning and the North Shore Shared Valued
Outcomes can drive curriculum, instruction, and assessment in mathematics across classrooms. We have delineated
the dispositions as well as specific skills of thinkers, problem solvers, collaborators, communicators, and committed
individuals to be fostered within math learning at the elementary level. Furthermore, our work in continuing to
improve our curriculum, instruction, and assessment aligns with and is informed by the Teaching and Learning pillar
of our Strategic Plan “as together we will build a contemporary learning environment that inspires and reflects the
natural delight and curiosity of our K-12 learners where student voice and ownership of learning are fostered and
empowered through individual choice, active engagement, and purposeful challenge.”

Knowing that our philosophy of math learning is comes to life when students solve problems, think deeply, share
their ideas, and learn from one another, we adopted a research-based lesson structure to immerse students in the
construction of their own understanding, the development of their proficiency with processes and skills, and the
growth of positive attitudes about math and metacognitive thinking as they engage as mathematical thinkers and
problem solvers. Following is an overview of the lesson structure with pictures of our students engaged in or
samples of work from each segment.

47




48
























































































































































































