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Adoption of Common Core State 
Standards 

July 2010: The Rhode Island Board of 
Regents adopt the CCSS for ELA and 
Math 

Transition 

SY2010-2013: RI districts and schools begin 
to revise curriculum and instruction 

Full Implementation 

SY2013-2014: All RI schools are 
using new standards  

First PARCC Administration 

SY2014-2015: RI schools administer 
new PARCC assessments to evaluate 
student progress on CCSS 

Raising the Bar for Education in RI 



• Although formal adoption of the new learning standards occurred in 2010, 
we know that full transition is a multi-year process. 

• Today’s results provide a starting point to understand where our students 
stand in their readiness for their futures – the next grade, post-secondary 
education, or careers. 

• We have much to celebrate, but we recognize that there is still work to do.  

• RI’s results are similar to those found in other states and on other types of 
tests.   

• District results remain strong, relative to State averages and comparable 
districts. 

The Bottom Line 



• About 36% of students state-wide are meeting expectations in 
English Language Arts/Literacy. In EWG, 48% of students who 
took the assessment are meeting expectations in ELA/Literacy. 

• About 25% of students state-wide are meeting expectations in 
Math. In EWG, 50% of students who took the assessment are 
meeting expectations in math.  

• Statewide participation was 90% with wide variability across 
grade levels, schools, and districts. In EWG, 88% of students 
participated in the ELA assessment and 84% participated in the 
math assessment. We also experienced wide variability in 
participation across grade levels and schools.  

State and District Overall Results and Participation 



Why PARCC? 

• Determines whether students are college- and career-ready 
or “on track” by   measuring problem-solving and critical 
thinking 

• Provides a writing assessment at every grade level  

• Test design does not support “test prep” or narrowing the 
curriculum 

• Reports growth in performance as well as absolute 
achievement 

• Reports comparable results across schools, districts and 
member states 

• Generates valuable information to inform instruction and 
accountability decisions 
 



The First Year 

 

 

Rhode Island  

Approximately 75,000 RI 
Students participated 

 
80%   Computer 
20%   Paper 

11 states + RI 
• Arkansas 
• Colorado 
• DC 
• Illinois 
• Louisiana 
• Maryland 
• Massachusetts 
• Mississippi 
• New Jersey 
• New Mexico 
• Ohio 

Rhode Island Educators: 
• Reviewed items and reading passages 
• Selected exemplar student work for 

scoring 
• Reviewed test forms 
• Recommended performance levels 

EWG 
Approximately 84% of 
students participated in 
math and 88% in ELA. 
 
100% Computer, except first 
semester SHS students – 
Computer option not 
available at that time. 
 



• Rhode Island assessed students enrolled in 
grades 3 – 10 in English Language 
Arts(ELA)/Literacy and in grades 3-8, Algebra I, 
and Geometry in Mathematics. 

• In order to have a reportable score for 2014-
2015,  a student must have participated in both 
the spring performance-based (PBA) and late 
spring end-of-year (EOY) testing window.  

• In 2014-2015, students that completed only the 
PBA OR EOY do not have reportable scores and 
are not counted as participants. 

 

Understanding PARCC Participation 

Note: In 2015-2016 , the PARCC assessments will be given during one window. 

 



Rhode Island 
o Our overall participation rate was 90% in ELA/Literacy and 91% in 

Mathematics 

o Participation rates declined as we moved up the grades levels 

o School level participation ranged from 100% to 25% participation  

o Statewide, students that did not participate had a profile aligned to the state.  
That IS NOT the case in EWG. 

EWG 
o Metcalf – ELA participation 97%, with grade-level participation ranging from 

94% to 100%; Math participation 90%, with grade-level participation ranging 
from 85% to 93% 

o JHS – ELA participation 93% (97% in grade 7 and 89% in grade 8); Math 
participation 88% (95% in grade 7 and 80% in grade 8) 

o SHS - ELA participation 71% (98% in grade 10 and 44% in grade 9); Math 
participation 71% (89% in Geometry and 57% in Algebra 1) 

Did EWG Reach its 95% Participation Rate? 
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ELA 

• Grade 8 – 100% of students proficient or proficient with 
distinction on most recent NECAP; 31% proficient with 
distinction 

 

• Grade 9 – 91% of students proficient or proficient with 
distinction on most recent NECAP; 32% proficient with 
distinction 

EWG Non-Participant Academic Profiles 



Math 

• Metcalf – 70% of students proficient or proficient with 
distinction on most recent NECAP; 17% proficient with 
distinction 

• Grade 8 – 88% of students proficient or proficient with 
distinction on most recent NECAP; 50% proficient with 
distinction 

• Algebra - 77% of students proficient or proficient with 
distinction on most recent NECAP; 28% proficient with 
distinction 

• Geometry - 77% of students proficient or proficient with 
distinction on most recent NECAP; 11% proficient with 
distinction 

EWG Non-Participant Academic Profiles 



PARCC State Level Results  



Keep in mind… 

• This is the first year of a new testing program.  There is a 
predictable drop in performance the first year of implementation. 

• The results should be used to help us establish a starting point 
from which we can mark our progress. 

• The academic profiles of non-participating students is important to 
consider – many traditionally high achieving students are excluded 
from our performance results.  

• Although not widespread, the effort put forth by some 
participating students was effected by the non-participation of 
their peers.  

• Our students demonstrated general comfort with computer 
administration. 



Understanding PARCC Results 

• PARCC results are reported in a number of ways so that districts, schools, teachers, and 
parents can see how students performed on each assessment.  

• PARCC uses five performance levels that delineate the knowledge, skills, and practices 
students were able to demonstrate on the PARCC assessment.   

• PARCC assessments have scale scores that range from 650 to 850 for overall 
performance in mathematics and ELA/Literacy.  Scale scores are useful to capture 
changes in performance over time.   

• Subclaims are a set of subject-specific skills that highlight important areas within a 
content area to provide a deeper understanding of a student’s score.   The subclaim 
reports can be used with other information, such as grades, teacher feedback, and 
scores on other assessments, to help determine each student’s unique academic 
strengths and needs. 

Level 1:  

Did Not Yet 
Meet 

Expectations 

Level 2: 
Partially Met 
Expectations 

 

Level 3: 
Approached 
Expectations 

 

Level 4:  
Met 

Expectations 

 

Level 5: 
Exceeded 

Expectations 

 

650 725 700 750 850 



What do the results tell us about our progress toward meeting more challenging 
content in ELA/Literacy?  

Rhode Island 
• About 36% of students across grades 3-10 “Met Expectations” 

• Performance is fairly even across all grade levels  

• High school performance is slightly lower but so are participation rates (80% and 
76% in grades 9 and 10) 

• There is wide variability in district performance (0.0% to 77%) and in school 
performance (0.0% to 88%) 

• Students performed similarly across Reading subclaim areas at the state level.  In 
writing, Knowledge and Use of Language Conventions was a relative strength with 
45% of students meeting expectations versus only 39% for Writing Expression.  

EWG 

• About 48% of students in EWG across grades 3-10 “Met Expectations” 

• There is wide variability in student performance across grade levels and schools 
(Metcalf – 41% proficiency; JHS 57% proficiency; SHS 65% proficiency; Grade 9 – 43% 
proficiency; Grade 10 – 74% proficiency) 

• There is wide variability across grade levels and schools in Reading subclaim areas, 
with scores in all subclaim areas increasing with the grade level of the students. 
Nearly 70% of high school students met expectations in vocabulary, written 
expression and conventions.  



ELA/Literacy: Percentage at Each Performance Level  
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ELA/Literacy Statewide performance on Reading and 
Writing Subclaims 

 Reading Subclaims Writing Subclaims 

Literary Text 
Informational 

Text 
Vocabulary 

Writing 
Expression 

Knowledge and 
Use of 

Language 
Conventions 

State 
 

EWG 

 
 

          
  
           
           20     26    53                              

 
 
 
 

                
         20       27     53  

 
 
 

 

           
          18     24     58     

 
 
 
 

           
          30     19     51 

 

 

 

        
        22     21      58 

37 24 39 38 25 38 36 22 42 33 22 45

The numbers represent percentages of students performing in each category, which are 
as follows:   

Red indicates the percentage of students who were Below Expectations  
Blue indicates the percentage of students who Nearly Met Expectations 
Green indicates the percentage of students who Met or Exceeded Expectations 
 

40 21 39



How does performance change among subgroups of 

students in ELA/Literacy?   

Rhode Island  

• Students who are not in a low-income household are more than twice as likely 
to meet expectations than students who are in a low-income household 

• Fewer than 1 out of 10 students receiving special education support are meeting 
expectations 

• Females are more likely by half to be meeting ELA/Literacy standards than males 

EWG 

o 34% of students from low-income households met expectations compared to 
53% of students who are not from low-income households 

o 13% of students with disabilities met expectations compared to 55% of 
students without disabilities 

o 42% of males and 59% of females met expectations 

o Gaps in performance among racial groups and among English-Language 
Learners exist, but our subgroup sizes are small.  

 



English Language Arts:  Percentage Meets and Exceeds 
Expectations by Group  
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What do the results tell us about our progress toward meeting 
more challenging content in Mathematics?  

Rhode Island 

• About 25% of students across grades 3-8 and high school “Met Expectations” 

• There are some important differences in math performance across grade levels 

• About 26% of 8th graders took a high school PARCC test 

• There is wide variability across districts in the percent of students meeting 
expectations:  0.0% to 58.1% 

• There is wide variability across schools in the percent of students meeting 
expectations:  0.0% to 76.1%  

• Students performed similarly across subclaim areas at the state level.   

EWG 

• About 50% of students in EWG across grades 3-10 “Met Expectations” 

• There is wide variability in student performance across grade levels and schools 
(Metcalf – 45% proficiency; JHS 48% proficiency; SHS 54% proficiency; Grade 3 – 
61% proficiency; Algebra 1 – 62% proficiency; Geometry – 48% proficiency) 

• There is wide variability across grade levels and schools in math subclaim areas. 
High school students  (and grade 3 students) demonstrated significantly higher 
proficiency levels in major and supporting content while elementary students 
demonstrated significantly higher proficiency in reasoning and modeling 
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Mathematics: Percentage at Each Performance Level  
 

Meets and Exceeds Expectations 

25% 36% 26% 26% 26% 25% 12% 

* Data presented represent only those students who took the PARCC Grade 8 Mathematics 
Assessment (which is 76% of all 8th graders). 



Algebra I: Percentage at Each Performance Level by Grade  

Meets and Exceeds Expectations 
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Geometry: Percentage at Each Performance Level by Grade  
 

Meets and Exceeds Expectations 
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Mathematics Statewide performance on Subclaims  

Mathematics Subclaims 

Major  
Content 

Additional & 
Supporting  

Content 

Expressing 
Mathematical 

Reasoning 

Modeling & 
Application 

State 
 

EWG 

 
 
 
 
 

         18       30      52 

 
 
 
 

 
    

            29     26    45 

 
 
 
 
 

 

            23    26    51                   

 
 
 
 
 

 

            25    26   49 

44 29 27 46 25 29 44 25 31

The numbers represent percentages of students performing in each category, which are 
as follows:   

Red indicates the percentage of students who were Below Expectations  
Blue indicates the percentage of students who Nearly Met Expectations 
Green indicates the percentage of students who Met or Exceeded Expectations 

44 24 32



How does performance change among subgroups of 

students in Mathematics?  

Rhode Island 

o Students who are not in low-income households are more than three times as likely 
to meet expectations than students who are in a low-income household 

o Fewer than 1 out of 20 students receiving special education support are meeting 
expectations 

o Female and male results are comparable; some attribute this to the increased 
language demand in mathematics 

 

EWG 

o 30% of students from low-income households met expectations compared to 51% of 
students who are not from low-income households 

o 10% of students with disabilities met expectations compared to 52% of students 
without disabilities 

o 47% of males and 49% of females met expectations 

o Gaps in performance among some racial groups and among English-Language 
Learners exist, but our subgroup sizes are small. Some subgroups experienced higher 
proficiency rates. Gaps in math are smaller than in ELA. 

 

 

 



Mathematics:  Percentage Meets and Exceeds Expectations 
by Group  
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Connections to Teaching and Learning 

• Families can use the results to engage their child in 
conversations about school and his or her progress and can 
work with their child’s teacher(s) and school to understand 
the PARCC results within the context of many other 
indicators of student learning.  

• Teachers can use this year’s results to reflect on the 
instructional shifts they have made against students’ 
performance on the assessment.  

 

 

Assessments 
should be used in 

service of 
teaching and 

learning. They are 
the starting point 
for our work- not 
the conclusion. 

• Schools can use this information and look at patterns across grade levels and 
among differences in student subgroups to make more informed curriculum 
decisions, ensure that all students have the opportunity to learn, engage 
parents, and make decisions that guarantee that all students are placed with 
teachers who can meet their needs. 

• Districts can use the results to review each school’s performance to identify 
what supports and resources are needed to meet the needs of their students.  
Districts can review patterns of performance, using PARCC and other data 
sources, among schools and begin to identify which schools need additional 
support. The results can be used to engage the community on what is planned 
to move the district forward and support schools. 



     Metcalf 

ELA 

Grade: % Level 4 or 5 State % Level 4 or 5 

3 41% 37% 

4 45% 38% 

5 37% 37% 

6 41% 35% 

All School 41% 

MATH 

Grade: % Level 4 or 5 State % Level 4 or 5 

3 61% 36% 

4 38% 26% 

5 43% 26% 

6 43% 26% 

All School 45% 



Junior High School 

ELA 

Grade: % Level 4 or 5 State % Level 4 or 5 

7 58% 39% 

8 56% 35% 

All School 57% Ranked 8th among all public 
Middle Schools 

MATH 

Grade: % Level 4 or 5 State % Level 4 or 5 

7 49% 25% 

8 47% 12% 

All School 48% Ranked 7th among all public 
Middle Schools 

 



Senior High School 

ELA 

Grade: % Level 4 or 5 State % Level 4 or 5 

9 43% 33% 

10 74% 31% 

All School 65% Ranked 5th among all public High 
Schools 

MATH 

Subject Area % Level 4 or 5 State % Level 4 or 5 

Algebra 1 62% 25% 

Geometry 48% 13% 

All School 
Math 

54% Ranked 2nd among all public 
High Schools 

 



Next Steps  
• Continue to analyze state data to inform resources, technical assistance and 

professional development designed to advance our understanding of teaching and 
learning in English Language Arts/Literacy and mathematics.   

o Continue with curriculum alignment and instructional support in analysis of and 
written response to both literary and informational text – intensity of supports 
increases as grade level decreases (greatest instructional shifts in standards) 

o Continue with curriculum alignment, selection of aligned resources, and coaching 
supports for mathematics 

o Increase focus on math content supports for elementary and mathematical 
modeling/reasoning strategies for secondary 

o Targeted supports for families, particularly those from low-income households 
o Instructional and resource supports to increase access to general curriculum for 

children with disabilities 
o Increase participation 
o Continue to provide high quality instructional and assessment opportunities, with a 

focus on continuous improvement.  

• Student reports will be sent to each district by December 4th so that they can be sent 
home to families. Additional information on student reports can be found at 
http://understandthescore.org/  

http://understandthescore.org/


A single test should not define my child’s 

readiness for college… 

• We agree 

• PARCC is just one assessment that we use to determine the readiness of our children 

• Currently, there is no requirement for PARCC proficiency as a component of the HS 
graduation requirements (Class of 2020) 

• Superintendents, principals and teachers advocate for multiple measures to demonstrate 
college readiness 

• The Commissioner has expressed openness to this dialogue 

• Remember, even when using NECAP results were (for a short period of time) required 
for a high school diploma, EWG had 100% of its students meet the requirement – one 
way or another, without issuing a single waiver. 

 



Too much time taken from 

learning for PARCC practice… 

• In EWG, our focus is on high quality, engaging instruction 
that is aligned to the approved state standards. 
Assessments must be aligned to instruction. 

• The PARCC assessment should not look new or different 
to our students. 

• There should be NO time taken away from instruction to 
“practice” for the test….. practice occurs every day. 



Test measures (at least in part) 

computer skills, not ELA or math 

standards… 

• EWG implemented a comprehensive technology overhaul in advance 
of the new state assessment. 

• Technology is integrated regularly across content areas and across all 
grade levels. A full-time technology integration specialist supports 
teachers and administrators daily. 

• Our kids see technology all of the time in our schools. The PARCC test 
is not different from their own learning and assessment experiences. 

• Students did not see the technology as an obstacle….. It was more of 
an incentive and more of a worry for adults! 



We spend too much time 

on assessment….. 

• We agree 

• PARCC testing schedule has been reduced from two testing windows 
to one 

• Both the ELA and math components of the PARCC assessment have 
been reduced in length (fewer sessions for each) 

• The District has identified assessment as a component of the new 
District Strategic Plan, with one goal to analyze the components of our 
comprehensive assessment system and eliminate assessments no 
longer needed.  That work is well underway. 
 



CCSS have taken the fun and 

creativity out of teaching & 

learning… 

• The standards define what children should know and should be able 
to do. HOW we teach and HOW children learn remains flexible, and 
should be aligned to students’ learning preferences, interests, and 
readiness 

• District teachers and administrators have adopted the professional 
goal of improving differentiated instructional practices 

• Educator evaluation, as well as the research and philosophy behind 
differentiated instruction, call for practices that increase student 
engagement 

• Kids no longer “do math,” they model math, they discuss math, they 
apply math. Opportunities and expectations for student engagement 
have increased 



CCSS are developmentally 

inappropriate… 

• CCSS are more challenging 

• In fact, our youngest test takers (grade 3) outperformed the district in 
mathematics (61% proficiency) 

• There are many elementary schools in the state with very high proficiency 
rates in ELA – Richmond ES (69% proficient); Orchard Farms ES, Cranston 
(65% proficiency); Brown Avenue ES, Johnston (77% proficiency); Clayville ES, 
Scituate (69% proficiency); Peace Dale ES, SK (82% proficiency); Matunuck 
Beach ES, SK (78% proficiency); Wakefield ES, SK (80% proficiency); Fort 
Barton ES, Tiverton (79% proficiency), and others 

• I believe in our kids. They can meet the challenge…. And many already have. 



The test is not appropriate for 

students with disabilities…. 

• We have some work to do in this area 

• Laws requiring states and districts to report on the outcomes for students with 
disabilities emerged in 1990. Prior to that, states only reported the number of 
children receiving services…. New laws put in place to ensure all students had 
equal opportunities for success 

• We are required to monitor the performance of our students with disabilities 
against the same standards as all children 

• Accommodations are available for all students, with a broad bank of 
additional accommodations available for children with disabilities. Students 
may receive the same accommodations available to them throughout the 
school year 

• High expectations, combined with resources and support to reach high 
expectations, will optimize student growth and outcomes 

• PARCC reports absolute proficiency, but also reports on individual growth… 
Growth matters  



Fear of the unknown is the greatest fear of all. We all 
feared, to some degree, what the PARCC results would 
reveal. But now that we have them, we realize that they 
have not had the negative impact that many of us feared. In 
fact, EWG continues to demonstrate strong performance 
relative to like (and by like, we mean traditionally high 
performing) communities. In fact, at least at the HS, our 
relative standing in the state has actually improved. 

 

We are on the right path. We will continue to do the right 
thing and results of any test will reflect the quality of our 
school district…. As they always have.  

 

 

Conclusion! 


