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COLLEGIAL CIRCLE INFORMATION

_ Standards .
Title of Circle: Implementing Common Core Geometry Area: Mathematics
Facilitator: Becky Berardino School(s): BRMS, MHS, SHS
Beginning Date: ~ 9/21/15 Ending Date: 4/11/16 # of Hours: 12

Please submit copies of the following to this report:

v Collegial Circle Attendance Log

v Collegial Circle Meeting Log

v Samples of strategies implemented, materials created, or student work samples where applicable
v Collegial Circle Reflection Sheets - completed by each participant

COLLEGIAL CIRCLE DESCRIPTION

What was the anticipated goal(s) of this Collegial Circle?
Our Collegial Circle primarily intended to accomplish the following goals:
1. Collaborate together to expand on our learning from the first year of Common Core Geometry.
2. Align New York State modules and CC Standards to current calendar. Goal: create course outline that is
descriptive and useful.
3. Continue to develop Curriculum and revise scope and sequence based on feedback from the 2014-2015
school year.
4. Review data from Achievement Series benchmark assessments.

What grade level(s) and or subject area(s) will benefit from this Circle?
I Grade 8 (BRMS), Grade 9 (Honors MHS, SHS), Grade 10(MHS, SHS)

FINAL REFLECTIONS

Was the goal of your Collegial Circle met? Please explain.

Our meetings focused mainly on our first and third goals. Nevertheless, we also used the New York
State modules frequently and continued to align our work to the CC standards. Although we didn't create
a calendar that was specifically aligned to the modules, we did modify our calendars and developed new
materials using the modules as one of our sources. We did not spend much time on Goal 4 though we
spent a good portion of one meeting reviewing student performance on the Midterm exams, (which are
| given through the Achievement Series program.)

How did the members of this Collegial Circle assess whether the outcome was met? What evidence
was utilized to assess your progress?

We revised our timelines and worked to desigh common assessments. We collaborated within and
between honors and non-honors levels in order to modify learning tasks to different learning abilities.
The main evidence was the creation of calendars, common formative and summative assessments, and
discussion/review of student strengths and weaknesses.

How did your work impact teaching and learning? [include student work samples, lesson plans, peer
reviews, etc.]

We were able to collaborate in both pacing and rigor for each level of Geometry. As we discussed our
pacing, we sorted out activities that were “nice to know” from those that were essential learning. At the
Honors level, we continually looked for student opportunities to include rigor, problem solving, and
collaboration. The non-honors level activities, though not frequently as rigorous, also benefitted from
the discussion as teachers were able to modify and/or use some similar strategies to differentiate in their
classrooms. We were often able to discuss common trigger points and strategies for overcoming trouble
with difficult concepts. This resulted |n more optlons for our students and yet also added conSIstency
between classrooms. x : :
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Did your work align with the Level of Evaluation you identified in your proposal? Please explain. [Refer
to the document 5 Levels af Proﬁessmna/ Deve/apment Eva/uatlan, on the TC webpage

Please mclude any addltlonal comments you would I|ke to share W|th the Colleglal Clrcle Commnttee —
Thls may mclude unantlcmated outcomes, next steps, new Iearnmg, etc

‘experience was an invaluable part of our teachlng S
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