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• Effective Use of Student Growth Data
• Let’s Be Careful What We Measure

• Using Data to Define What is Possible
• Simplifying Assessment to Instruction

Agenda



Trey Ford
Facilitator of State Assessments

trey.ford@tylerisd.org

DeMetruss Muse
Facilitator of District Assessments

demetruss.muse@tylerisd.org

None of this is possible without the two 

hardest workers in the department.



● 18,000+ students

○ 75% - 80% EcoDis

○ 25% Emergent Bilingual

○ 12% Special Ed

○ 48% Hispanic, 25% African American, and 21% 

White

● 25 campuses

○ 17 elementary schools

■ 1 arts magnet and 1 dual language school

○ 4 middle schools

○ 4 high schools

■ 1 ECHS and 1 dropout prevention campus



Letter 

Grade

Number of 

Campuses

A 5

B 12

C 8

D 1

F 0

2014: 10 IR Campuses

2015: 9 IR Campuses

2016: 3 IR Campuses

2017: 2 IR Campuses

2018: 1 “F” Campus

2019: 1 “F” Campus

2022: 0 “F Campuses

2023: 0 “F Campuses?



What does 

assessment 

look like in 

Tyler ISD?

HB3906, COVID, 

HB4545, and 
HB1416



We wanted an online solution that 

had three aligned tools:

1) An engaging, aligned online 

solution that can help intervene 

for students with skill gaps

2) An aligned skill-check that is 

informative with respect to STAAR





Could we 

measure the 

personalized 

instruction  

“learning 

gains” through 

other 

assessment 

tools?



We wanted an online solution that 

had three aligned tools:

1) An engaging, aligned online 

solution that can help intervene 

for students with skill gaps

2) An aligned skill-check that is 

informative with respect to STAAR



DNM APP MTS MAS

Students that 

used i-Ready PL

Students that did 

not use i-Ready PL

Prior Year STAAR

Domain 2ADomain 2A

2021-22 STAAR data:

Domain 2A calculated 

using transition tables 

and progress measures

2022-23 STAAR data:

Domain 2A calculated 

using transition tables

Did personalized learning improve 

the growth of our 4th-8th graders 

on STAAR?



Math

All Students w/Any Usage

Usage on i-Ready was much higher than our district diagnostic and growth was much higher 

for students that used i-Ready in 2021-22.



Usage on i-Ready was much higher than our district diagnostic and growth was higher for 

students that used i-Ready in 2021-22.

Reading

All Students w/Any Usage



Grade
Math Reading

< RU >= RU Difference < RU >= RU Difference

Not Met 62% 66% +4% 48% 53% +5%

Approaches 49% 58% +9% 51% 53% +2%

Meets 63% 77% +14% 69% 72% +3%

Masters 57% 65% +8% 59% 66% +7%

Did i-Ready personalized learning result in 
improvement in STAAR 2.0 growth?



Could we 

measure the 

personalized 

instruction  

“learning 

gains” through 

other 

assessment 

tools?

On 2022-23 STAAR, we observed an increase of 

2% - 14% of growth points (Domain 2A) for 

students that used personalized learning.

○ Math - 8% average

○ Reading - 4% average



We wanted an online solution that 

had three aligned tools:

1) An engaging, aligned online 

solution that can help intervene 

for students with skill gaps

2) An aligned skill-check that is 

informative with respect to STAAR





Does 

performance on 

i-Ready 

Standards 

Mastery align 

with performance 

on STAAR?



Student Grade 4.5A (STAAR) 4.5A (ISM) ISM Proficiency

Anakin Skywalker 3 100% 100% High

Kylo Ren 3 0% 50% Medium

Han Solo 3 0% 13% Low

Leia Organa 3 100% 87% Medium

Bo-Katan Kryze 3 100% 88% High

Jar Jar Binks 3 0% 26% Low

Does 

performance 

on i-Ready 

Standards 

Mastery align 

with 

performance 

on STAAR?



Grade
Number of 

Students
SE

Low

(1-2 questions)

Medium

(3-4 questions)

High

(5-6 questions)

3 140 5C 42 66 68

3 152 4H 44 78 100

3 348 4K 19 22 63

3 171 4A 25 42 73

3 229 5A 21 28 45

3 149 5B 23 41 76

3 338 5E 50 70 86

3 171 2A & 2B 55 69 82

3 294 2D 38 45 69

3 413 3F & 3G 59 76 96

3 410 3H 42 56 76

3 413 6C 46 65 83

3 200 7B 21 43 79

3 107 6A 27 40 53

Does 
performance 

on i-Ready 

Standards 
Mastery in 

Math align with 
performance 

on STAAR?

Math

All Students that Completed STAAR and Standards Mastery



Grade
Number of 

Students
SE

Low

(1-2 questions)

Medium

(3-4 questions)

High

(5-6 questions)

4 257 2A 54 66 72

4 280 2B 47 68 85

4 182 4A 40 49 71

4 124 4C 58 78 96

4 159 4D 85 90 100

4 121 4H 9 48 42

4 100 2G 23 44 59

4 140 5D 50 69 95

5 125 2A 38 64 85

5 105 2B 46 54 78

5 139 3H 17 29 79

5 281 8A & 8D 37 50 72

Does 
performance 

on i-Ready 

Standards 
Mastery in 

Math align with 
performance 

on STAAR?

Math

All Students that Completed STAAR and Standards Mastery



Grade Students SE Low Medium High)

3 327 11C 23 50 79

3 227 8C & 10E 43 49 75

3 234 11D 39 51 76

4 118 6F & 7C 30 40 67

4 184 7D & 9Di 49 50 -

4 140 7D & 10A 48 76 78

4 131 10A 59 65 85

4 152 8B 70 79 100

4 179 11D 39 59 81

5 180 3A, 3B, 3D 59 70 77

5 110 8C & 10E 55 66 83

5 94 10A 42 64 75

5 111 11C 54 73 81

7 127 5F, 5H, 6C 44 71 90

8 84 9D 40 - 88

Does performance 
on i-Ready 

Standards Mastery 

in Reading align 
with performance 

on STAAR?

Reading

All Students that Completed STAAR and Standards Mastery



Does 

performance on 

i-Ready 

Standards 

Mastery align 

with performance 

on STAAR?

● Yes, performance on standard mastery aligned with 

performance on STAAR 2.0

● There are a few standards where rigor isn’t perfectly 

aligned

● This is a reliable option for quick-checks, saving teachers 

from having to build tests and questions

Grade
Number of 

Students
SE

Low

(1-2 questions)

Medium

(3-4 questions)

High

(5-6 questions)

4 159 4D 85 90 100

4 121 4H 9 48 42



We wanted an online solution that 

had three aligned tools:

1) An engaging, aligned online 

solution that can help intervene 

for students with skill gaps

2) An aligned skill-check that is 

informative with respect to STAAR



What was the end 

result of all of this 

analysis?

1) i-Ready adopted as the 

district-wide diagnostic in 

K-8th math and reading



What was the end 

result of all of this 

analysis?

1) i-Ready adopted as the 

district-wide diagnostic in 

K-8th math and reading

2) District-wide expectation 

of 30+ minutes of 
personalized learning in 

all grade levels



What was the end 

result of all of this 

analysis?

1) i-Ready adopted as the 

district-wide diagnostic in 

K-8th math and reading

2) District-wide expectation 

of 30+ minutes of 
personalized learning in 

all grade levels

3) Embedded “suggested” 

ISM and teacher 

autonomy to use as a 
supplement



• Effective Use of Student Growth Data
• Let’s Be Careful What We Measure

• Using Data to Define What is Possible
• Simplifying Assessment to Instruction

Agenda



Normative metrics compare 
kids versus other kids

Criterion metrics compare 
kids versus learning standards

Normative v. criterion data always “tell” very different stories; 
Today, that difference is larger than ever.

Be Careful What You Measure



Texas STAAR Math 2019-2023: % Proficient

What happened to the criterion scores? 

What happened to the normative scores? 



TEXAS STAAR: 5th Grade Math: Criterion v. Norm Score

1625

• 48th Percentile 2019
• Lowest “Meets” 2019

1625

• 61st Percentile 2022
• Lowest “Meets” 2022

Year Scale Score Outcome Percentile
2019 1500 Lowest "Approaches" 18th
2022 1500 Lowest "Approaches" 34th

Year Scale Score Outcome Percentile
2019 1724 Lowest "Masters" 76th
2022 1724 Lowest "Masters" 79th



EXAMPLE

Briana took her 
Spring 

Diagnostic She is 
in Grade 5.

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

She scores a 
479.

She is in the 50th

Percentile.



EXAMPLE

Eva took her 
Spring 

Diagnostic She is 
in Grade 5.

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Eva gets the 
same scores as 
Briana in 2019.

However, she 
places in the 64th

percentile.



EXAMPLE
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Briana
Score: 479

Eva
Score: 479

Did students become more 
advanced? 

Did the test get easier?

More students are 
scoring below Eva.

No

No

What happened?

20232019



Grade 2
Reading

2019

2023

58th

54th

Example: 2nd Grade Reading 



Grade 8
Math

2019

2023

44th

35th

Example: 8th Grade Math 



Some Challenges
✓ Good Cause Promotion
✓ MTSS/RTI
✓ Course placement
✓ Algebra readiness
✓ Gifted & Talented
✓ Parent communications



Example: Students below 40th PR are flagged for further 
screening

40th PR 2024 40th PR 2019 

Scale Score



Example: Students below 40th PR are flagged for further 
screening

40th PR 
2024 

40th PR 
2019 

Scale Score



A Purely Normative View Suggests Learning Has Increased 
Pre v. Post Pandemic



• Effective Use of Student Growth Data
• Let’s Be Careful What We Measure

• Using Data to Define What is Possible
• Simplifying Assessment to Instruction

Agenda







“You have to ignore it when a child says, ‘I don’t 
want to,’ because what they’re really saying is, ‘I 
don’t think I can and I need you to believe in me 

until I can believe in myself.’”

2015 National Teacher of the Year 
Shanna Peeples



DISTRIBUTION OF EFFECTS 2,100+
100,000+
300,000+

350+
400,000,000+

meta-analyses
studies
effects
influences
students



Rank Influence

1 Cognitive task analysis

2 Emotions

2 Piagetian levels

3 Teacher estimates of achievement 

4 Jigsaw method

5 Collective teacher efficacy

6 Teacher credibility

7 Prior ability & intelligence

8 Self-reported grades

9 Science conceptual change programs

“The estimates of student achievement made by teachers….can help 
set expectations…setting the next challenges…influence instructional 
choices.  These judgments come from questioning, observing, written 
work presentations, how the student reacts to increased challenge, 
and assignments and tests.”

2,100+
100,000+
300,000+

350+
400,000,000+

meta-analyses
studies
effects
influences
students



Rank Influence

1 Cognitive task analysis

2 Emotions

2 Piagetian levels

3 Teacher estimates of achievement 

4 Jigsaw method

5 Collective teacher efficacy

6 Teacher credibility

7 Prior ability & intelligence

8 Self-reported grades

9 Science conceptual change programs

2,100+
100,000+
300,000+

350+
400,000,000+

meta-analyses
studies
effects
influences
students

“The shared belief by a group of teachers in a particular 
educational environment that they have the skills to positively 
impact student outcomes.”



Rank Influence

1 Cognitive task analysis

2 Emotions

2 Piagetian levels

3 Teacher estimates of achievement 

4 Jigsaw method

5 Collective teacher efficacy

6 Teacher credibility

7 Prior ability & intelligence

8 Self-reported grades

9 Science conceptual change programs

2,100+
100,000+
300,000+

350+
400,000,000+

meta-analyses
studies
effects
influences
students

“The effects of prior ability in similar subject matter to later 
achievement on process-related skills when they work with a 
new task.”



Rank Influence

1 Cognitive task analysis

2 Emotions

2 Piagetian levels

3 Teacher estimates of achievement 

4 Jigsaw method

5 Collective teacher efficacy

6 Teacher credibility

7 Prior ability & intelligence

8 Self-reported grades

9 Science conceptual change programs

2,100+
100,000+
300,000+

350+
400,000,000+

meta-analyses
studies
effects
influences
students

“A practice by which students assess the quality of their own work 
or their level of mastery over a given subject domain…the validity of 
such self-grading is often assessed by comparing a student’s ‘self-
reported’ grade with that provided by an instructor.”



Typical Growth
average growth for a student 

at the same starting point

Stretch Growth
the growth needed to close 

the gap to proficiency

Grade Level
the ultimate goal 
for every student

Set ambitious/attainable growth goalsAmbitious, Attainable, and Scalable Goals



5151

i-Ready Stretch Growth® as a Path toward Proficiency, National Research

Fall
Year 1

Spring
Year 1

Spring
Year 2

● Mid or Above Grade Level

● 2 Grade Levels Below

● Early On Grade Level

● 3+ Grade Levels Below

● 1 Grade Level Below

Grade Cohort Year 1 Year 2 Both Years

K → 1 40% 37% 16%

1 → 2 38% 31% 13%

2 → 3 31% 35% 12%

3 → 4 35% 31% 13%

4 → 5 32% 24% 10%

5 → 6 26% 24% 8%

6 → 7 24% 23% 8%

7 → 8 22% 22% 7%

3 → 4 35% 31% 13%

Mathematics



Mixed (Norm v. Criterion) Messages



• Effective Use of Student Growth Data
• Let’s Be Careful What We Measure

• Using Data to Define What is Possible
• Simplifying Assessment to Instruction

Agenda



Self-created



Students learn more from teachers with higher 
standards and higher expectations



Let’s assume kids are capable of more 
than we think



57

What is Assessment’s Role in Maximizing 
Instructional Time and minimizing Steps 2-6?
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