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Blurb for PLT Conference Brochure 

 
Our PLT evaluated student written math responses.  After looking at student data, we created a checklist and 
explicitly taught students how to independently use the checklist to improve their written responses and math 
explanations.  Students demonstrated improved written responses while using the checklist. 
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PLT SMART Goal  

 
By early April, students’ written math explanations/responses will include explanation of all necessary steps as 
measured by a grade level rubric. 
 
 

 
 
Key Actions 

 
A.  Identify grade level rubric for teachers and students to evaluate written responses in math. 

 
B. Explicitly instruct students on how to evaluate their responses using the rubric. 

 
C.  Identify teacher resources such as books, websites, workshops, etc. relative to our goal. 

 
D. Analyze data to evaluate student progress and inform next steps for instruction. 

 
 

 
 
 
 



 
Findings  

 

 There was an overall improvement in student written math responses in both grades 2 and 3. 
 

 More improvement was noted after we changed the checklist to include numbers, diagrams, drawings, or 
models. 

 

 The checklist provided frequent opportunity for teachers to give students feedback and was a useful formative 
assessment tool for teachers. 

 

 The checklist correlated with Standards for Mathematical Practice including; make sense of problems and 
persevere in solving them, model with mathematics, and attend to precision. 

 

 We found the “K’ part of the checklist to be the most difficult for students.  Some students have difficulty 
understanding concepts related to how to check work or what makes an answer reasonable. 

 

 We found that students demonstrated the biggest improvement on the “A” – answering all parts of the 
question – part of the checklist. 

 

 In grade 2 the number of 3 point responses grew from 6/46 at the beginning of the year, to 40/46 in May. 
(Combination of 2 grade 2 classes) 

 In grade 3, taping checklist to desk as well as adding additional step of underlining and numbering parts of the 

question were strategies that worked well.  Students showed significant improvement in points earned for 

written responses. 

 

 
 
Recommendations / Next Steps  

 

 Share checklist with lower and upper grades 
 

 Post checklist on SMARTboard during lesson 
 

 Provide opportunity for students to easily access the checklist, i.e. tape to desk or in sheet protector in math 
binder so that students can reuse with dry erase marker. 

 

 We are interested to analyze fall (2014) data such as grade 3 MCAS scores for Open Response math questions 
and grade 3 and 4 beginning of the year math assessments. 

 

 We would be interested to compare data of third grade classes in the fall.  Two current second grade classes 
participated in this PLT.  Is there a difference in written explanations at the beginning of the year? 

 

 In the future, we could look closer at response scores based on enVision topic.  Some seemed easier than 
others.  How closely is math vocabulary knowledge linked to response writing/scores? 

 

 In the future, we would all use the same protocol, such as Quick-Checks, to measure growth. 
 

 Use of cloze responses for students who struggle with writing skills 

 


