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Multi Year MEAP Performance Summary

Comparison between 2006 test data and 2007 test data for my 2007 students

MEAP ELA Proficiancy

What: Longitudinal comparison of MEAP performance level data

from two consecutive years e IR
Met 452 450 -2 -5.69 g‘
. e . . . Basic 119 135 +16  +0.80 1
Why: Identifies the percentage of students that scored within a given [ mwemie m e em s £
performance band from one year to the next. e smmomom 7an
Y m——
2005-2006 2008-2007
User Tip: You can build this report to view your current or
previous student’s performance in consecutive years, or run a
year-to-year test comparison.
2005-2006 Mathematics Performance Level Levels Legend
L Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Total MEAP
Pivot Table Report B 7 0 0 30 terea Exmeded
77% 23% 0% 0% 100% Level2 Met Standards
. . Psn‘:z\:lnce Level3 wf 3122 50?7/?. 771/?. 1063?.
What: MEAP student performance comparison over a 2-year period et o o s s o
0% 0% 50% 50% 100%

126 116 26 310

" 42
Total Students: 4450 410  37% 8% 100%

Why: Identifies specific students who demonstrated performance
level growth or decline, or remained the same. 20052005 athematics Perormance Levl

() o

2005-2006 Mathematics Performance Level
-3 -2 -1 o 1 2 3 Total

23 7 0 0 30
12%  19% 0% 0%  10%

User Tip: After the report is built, click the Differential button to
view the degree of change, then click the total student numbers at

the bottom right side of the report; these are the students whose
performance levels rose, and potentially need intervention.

rmance Level

Level 1

Mathematis Layvel 2 2% 9% s 100% 37
Performance | .,e 3 2 43 83 10 138
Level 100% 58% 42% 28% 45%
Level 4 owg 0%  19% b 9%-/.,8
Total Students: mu-vg ll]ll“l% mu% m%ﬂ/ﬁﬁ
English Language Arts (2006-2007) Elementary AMO: 48.00%
MEAP Percent‘ Proﬁcient Report‘ Student Group Total Scores Reported % Not Proficient % At or Above Proficient
All Students. 188 24.87% 75.13%
Grade 3 61 24.59% 75.41%
Grade 4 68 22.06% T7.94%
What: Proficient versus not proficient students report or Gudod o 28.33% T8
performance level break down report .
L. 9% 4 24 57% 24 55% 2208% 28.33%
Why: Captures students by percentage or counts that are proficient or a0
not proficient by ethnicity, Special Ed, socio economic or grade. This ™
-] B0% o
report can also be changed to report by performance level. P - - - n
E 43.00% 4
i 1 75.13% 7541% ) .
0% A
User Tip: When building the report, you have the Tzz
option to include state mandated AYP targets. You w0 B
can include targets for future years to gauge how close \>
3 . 48.00% for 2004 -2009 to 2008 -2007
your students are to meeting a future target. et
EN t Proficient
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Performance Level DistribuLteivtglq
Level 3 (Ousétaulz?ts
What: Student performance level and scaled score review on 7% riunkd Secks
the MEAP test Lovel 2 (0.00%)
24 students—
) ) (35.82%) e
Why: Review student data relative to the cut scores on the 2 suderts
MEAP test. Identify the students who are close to jumping : : : :
. . uden 2005—200_6 ~ 2005—200_6
into the next performance level as well as students in danger | swdenttost | “EE5" student 07 2007 | 2006 | Mathematics ST TI0C, Mathematics
. . . ame N. 1d rade rade 'erformance Scaled S N aszcore
of falling back into the previous performance level. - Lovel "7 7] points
4 3 1 355 56
4 3 2 307 39
4 3 1
User Tip: The “Display Cut Scores” option when « 3 1
building the report is only available when all students AN A L
on the report have taken the same test. For example,
if the report is limited to the 2006-07 6™ graders, then
the option is likely available. If students in the report
represent scores from more than one test, cut scores
cannot be displayed.
1 2 3 4 2
Performance Level (average: 1.48) Scaled Score (average: 330.40)

MEAP STRAND AND GLCE ANALYSIS REPORT

Summary Strand Comparison Analysis

What: MEAP Strand and GLCE analysis, by Student, teacher, Numberof  MEAP 2006 Numberd — MEAP 2006 Mas
tudents perations Percent Score ercent Score

school or ISD. i 719 710

1 35% 30%

Why: Identifies strengths and weaknesses of students based on 12 s0% s1%

results of the MEAP tests by strand and by specific GLCEs. * o e

322 58% 59%

Calhoun ISD 1237 63% 63%

Consortium 1552 64% 65%

Strand Comparison Graph

User Tip: To view the Strand Comparison Graph or the
Summary Charts teacher, school, or district summaries
must be included when building the report. After building
the report, look for the “Display Strand Comparison
Graph” and “Display Summary Charts” links.

Percent Score

| poF | xS Nuber e Operaons
}: xﬂ* Summary Charts

Display Strand Comparison Graph \ : ; u?ﬁ'w
Met Standards Met Standards.
(33%) (59%)

Battle Creek (322) Calhoun ISD (1237)

Basic
ZO L 3%, Basic
School @ et Storcids (%)
Apprentice (50%) Apprentice
©%) &%)
. Met Standards
Display Summary Charts (52%) Exceeded
(20%) Exceeded
(30%)

Displaying 1 - 30 of 201 students

Individual Student Strand Analysis

Displaying 1 - 29 of 29 students

MEAP 2006 Number &  MEAP 2006 Measurement _ MEAP 2006 Geometry

Lostname Firstname StudentID ) qrati9ns Percent Score Percent Score Percent Score (6 Possible)

39% 30% 50%
58% 70% 83%
84% 84% 67%
58% 45% 50%
42% 45% 50%
66% 68% 100%

68% 40% 50%




