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Sample District Report: Student Computer-Based 

Product Evaluation
Purpose  The student product evaluation was conducted to provide baseline data on present student ability to effectively communicate learning and deep understanding of curriculum topics in ways that benefit others. Assessment of student work also reveals present pedagogical uses and instructional practices of teacher capacity to use technology effectively. After reviewing the Student Computer-based Product Evaluation Report, the district expects to develop next steps for implementation strategies to organize collective student learning expectations and identify staff development needs to reflect the results now desired for students.
Summary of Findings Students have a multitude of opportunities to create computer-based products throughout the district. However, given that technology uses and approaches to integration are optional and left to individual teacher choice/decision, expectations for exemplary student work has been left undefined for most teachers. Because the focus for many products was learning and practicing technology skills, the learning exhibited within the communication was mostly superficial, low level thinking (i.e. go look up and tell me back). Creating new meaning beyond present information (challenging cognitive tasks) was found in only 18% of the student work. Students are not presently practicing a full range of types of communication – summary reports were 52% of the type of work submitted. Developing communication products that are useful and beneficial to others (authentic tasks) was significantly missing from the work examined. Because teachers did not have the tools used for the evaluation prior to this baseline data collection, the results found reflect a lack of focus for expectations and results rather than a lack in the talent of teachers and students themselves. 
Group Meta Summary Report 
	Evaluation teams synthesize individual conclusions into overall summary scorings for each of the following:
	3
	2
	1
	0

	1. What is the role of state content standards or learning objectives in the use of technology resources?
	Intentionally drive the use of technology
	Loosely connected  to technology use
	Standards AFTER technology planned
	No defined role

	2. How effective is the curriculum design in linking content with the use of technology resources?
	Unique benefits 
	Adapts / Varies
	Content is a “topic”  for technology skills 
	Content is incidental to tech use

	3. What is the cognitive level of the learning task?
	Synthesizing – going beyond existing knowledge
	Understanding- recalling existing knowledge 
	Learning/

Practicing Technology skills
	Provides fun/motivation

	4. What is the focus of assessment?
	Content  and technical
	Content 

only
	Technical only
	Only

	5. What is the demonstration of the student’s learning of the topic / subject?
	In-depth

learning
	Sufficient

learning
	Superficial / cursory

learning
	Insufficient 

	6. This student’s work reflects exemplar craftsmanship of expression in the communication of content standards / learning objectives.
	Creative AND Quality w/ at least 3 
	Creative OR Quality w/ at least 3
	Quality w/ at least two
	Quality w/ less than two

	7. What value does the information / learning generated with the student work have for others?
	Benefits others outside school
	Benefits others within school
	Benefits learner
	None apparent

	8. What is the “added-value” of technology use to the content learning?
	Essential to content learning 
	Optional to content learning
	Gaining technical skills
	Questionable learning value


Chart  represents group evaluation conclusions for each product scoring drawn from quality of student work, Teacher Lesson Profile, and Student Learning Profile. See Appendix A for Raw Data Tables.

Overall Actions to Consider 

1. Create and implement a common vision for learning and technology uses that can be translated into classroom practices. This vision would address the current practices of using technology for automating tasks or summarizing information by redefining collective, designated technology uses in meaningful ways. It is recommended the vision be developed by grade level or content area via curriculum teams or district task forces. 

2. Organize professional development sessions for teachers to focus on creating lessons that use technology in transforming ways. Use Lesson Plan Scoring Guide to focus their outcomes strategically on higher order thinking skills, challenging cognitive tasks, and deep content understanding.

3. Implement Student Product Scoring Guides and/or rubrics to provide a common database of expectations for content and technical quality of student work. 

4. Create collaborative teams among grade levels/content areas that meet regularly to discuss teacher assignments and student work.  As part of continued staff development teams would bring student samples to identify technology uses and assignment types and develop strategies to elevate cognitive tasks for students. 

5. Hold annual artifact fairs to reflect on successes of student work over time. Consider involving parents and community in the annual assessment process to increase audience, and understanding of district work within the community.

6. Develop a web site and/or CD of exemplary work for teachers to use as benchmarks across grade levels and types of communications.  

Methodology The Sample School District consists of forty buildings with 33,000 students. Thirty-three student products were strategically selected as representative of the district’s buildings, content areas, and grade areas. No more than one product from one classroom/teacher was submitted. 

The evaluators used assessment tools developed by Bernajean Porter Consulting: Student Product Scoring Guides, Rotation Evaluation Dialogues and the Group Meta-Summary Report. Products were scored for two general categories of nine overall traits: 

• Part I: Content Communication
  (Preparation Tasks, Content Knowledge, Format/Organization)

• Part II Craftsmanship of Expression (Text, Image, Voice/Sound, Design, 

  Presentation, and Interactivity of Communication)

During the scoring process, the evaluators first read each product’s Teacher Lesson Plan Profile AND Student Learning Profile to better understand the context, purpose, and expectations of the student task. Then, the evaluators used the designated Student Product Scoring Guide that matched one of fourteen types of communications to score the product. The scoring guides have descriptors for nine traits based on a six point scale, with 5 representing exemplary, 3 as developed, 1 as limited and 0 as “not present.” 

All student products were scored without knowledge of the building, teacher or student names.  To create valid data conclusions, a “triangulation” process of collaboratively assessing each product was used. This collaborative assessment process clustered three groups of two evaluators to score the same designated products. Each evaluation pair first reflected and scored each product as individuals. The three teams of two  (six evaluators) then met to compare their individual scores and dialogue conclusions for each of the products assessed. The six evaluators determined through consensus a final ranking for each of the student product’s nine traits on the scoring guide summarized in Visual Ranking of Nine Traits (See Appendix B) and Composite Numerical Scores for Thirty three Products (See Appendix C).

Using the scores from each student product, Teacher Lesson Profile and Student Learning Profile, the six evaluators drew conclusions about the impact and quality of technology use reflected by the individual product and assignment expectation. All thirty-three products were ranked for eight specific meta-qualities (e.g. used of standards, type of cognitive task, use of technology) summarized into the Group Meta-Summary Distribution by Product Report (See Appendix A). 

Finally, narrative comments were generated by the evaluators after scoring each student product: 

1. What worked and what could have worked better to increase the quality of the student work? 

2. What worked and what could have worked better to increase the quality of the lesson in ways 

    that would raise the expectations for student work? (See Appendix D: Narrative Comments).

Tool Descriptions

• Grappling’s Technology and Learning Spectrum identifies three broad categories of technology uses for teaching and learning (See Figure 1 for Visual Summary):

Literacy Uses: Learning and practicing technical skills
1. Student projects reflect use the technology or practice technical skills; 

2. Curriculum content is used as a topic for learning technology; 

3. Projects are organized and assessed for technology skills and components;

4. Descriptions of student learning are often about the technology use;

5. Scope and sequence of technology skills measured

Adapting Uses: Same learning uses for students as before but varied or enhanced with new tools
1. Student work reflects varying or adapting what students were already doing —mostly special interest projects or cookie cutter projects (e.g., everybody gets a state for a report – uses the same template;)

2. Assignments reflect lower order thinking skills;- recapping or recalling existing knowledge

3. Technology use is optional, no new roles expected - choices to teacher interest and motivation;

4. If technology were removed, little learning would be impacted, impaired or impossible—curriculum goals would remain in tact;

5. No new teacher roles, student roles, curriculum design, or assessment practices.

Transforming Uses: New learning experiences for students that would be impaired or impossible without technology.
1. Student projects reflect constructivist environment of inquiry, investigation, construction of knowledge;

2. Student projects have real use and benefit to others;

3. Teachers as facilitators, co-learners with students, new assessment practices;

4. Focus in on the curriculum with technology in service to meeting content outcomes;

5.  New curriculum designs;

6. Assignments advances higher level thinking skills; - synthesizing, evaluating, constructing new meaning beyond existing information

7. If technology were removed, learning would be impaired or impossible; curriculum goals would be impacted.

• Grappling’s Assignment Hierarchy identifies five categories or hierarchies of assignments.  The type of assignment expected by the teacher establishes the cognitive tasks as well as the scope of learning possible for students. (See Figure 2 for Visual Summary) 

· Experiencing a fun or motivating content activity to culminate a learning unit (Literacy Uses)

·  Learning, practicing, or demonstrating technical skills: Content used as a topic while acquiring technical skills (Literacy Uses)

· Demonstrating knowledge and understand of existing information: Recalling and recapping ideas or concepts (Adapting Uses)

· Creating new meaning, concepts or ideas: Synthesizing and expressing new patterns of information or understanding (Transforming Uses)

· Creating participatory environments: Elements are designed for uses to explore, learn, and share ideas or concepts collaboratively with each other (Transforming Uses)

• Student Scoring Guides: Fourteen Types of Communication focus the evaluation around the purpose and structure of the communication. Each product used a scoring guide that matched the type of communication. Teachers/students selected the type of communication being developed by the product from the following list.

	Narrative
	Information/Expository
	Persuasive
	Environments

	1. Personal Expression

2. Myths/Folk Tales

3. Short Story


	4. Summary Reports

5. Book Reports

6. How-to Directions

7. Biographies
	8. Advertisements

9. Describe/Conclude

10. Analyze/Conclude

11. Analyze/Persuade

12. Compare/Contrast

13. Cause/Effect
	14. Participatory Environments (i.e. information designed to be interactive with user contributing content)


• Group Meta-Summary Questions: Student work was first scored and then used to draw eight general conclusions. The following eight questions were ranked to reveal what’s working and what could work better in order to determine what actions need to be taken next to move to the higher levels of student achievement using technology.( See Appendix A for Group Meta-Summary Question Table)

1. What is the role of state content standards or learning objectives in the use of the technology resources?

2. How effective is the curriculum design in linking content with the effective use of technology resources?

3. What is the cognitive level of the learning task?

4. What is the focus of the assessment?

5. What is the demonstration of the student’s learning of the topic/subject?

6. What is the craftsmanship of communication of content standards/learning objects?

7. What value does the information/learning generated with the student work have for others?

8. What is the add-ed value of technology use for the content learning?

.

Critical Findings 

Technology Uses and Assignments/Cognitive Tasks Categories 
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1. Instructional Uses of Technology Resources – Students’ work does not exhibit change in classroom instructional practices and expectations thus far as a result of the infused technology resources. Mostly doing the same instructional things differently or focusing on the use of technology for its own sake. Of the thirty-three products examined, evaluators found only 12 % of the products using technology in transforming ways (technology supporting new types of learning and work that would be impaired or impossible without the technical tools and resources). Nearly half of the lessons (49%) focused on adapting uses of technology with the added value of technology uses reported as optional to content learning (Fig. 1) and another 39% focused on using technology for technology’s sake.  

2. Cognitive Tasks - Higher order thinking products are not presently being generated in significant quantity.  Fun/Motivating and Practicing Technical Skills represented 30% of the types of products submitted. A majority of the exemplary student products (52%) submitted required students to summarize information (go look up and tell me back tasks) rather than products exhibiting students involved in creating new meaning beyond existing information (18%) (Fig. 2).
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3. Preparation - Overall, students are organizing and sustaining the focus of their work around a specific purpose and audience. The preparation processes for the majority of the student products (30 products) were ranked at least developed (i.e. a score of at least three.) This is an important part in developing an exemplary communication product. 

4. Preparation - Out of thirty-three products, only two products provided a meaningful reflection. Meaningful reflection was scored by reviewing the Teacher Lesson Profiles and Student Learning Profiles was evident. 

5. Content Knowledge - There was very little evidence of genuine new learning or deep understanding generated/communicated. Content information was considered superficial, low level thinking. It is evident that teachers are providing students with opportunities to demonstrate their content knowledge, but the majority of communications were useful as new learning only for the student author. The learning of the student was developed to be beneficial to others, a quality essential to having authentic tasks Products were developed primarily for the teacher ONLY rather than developed for broader audiences.

6. Format/Organization – Presently student products are not intentionally organized around a specific type of communication. Format/organization of overall products was not quite developed (2.8 mean). All projects had some organization, however less than half sustained the format from beginning to end. Only three products had a powerful beginning and ending that flowed smoothly and consistently throughout the message. Note: Products submitted to create this baseline data did not have the use of the scoring guides prior to the evaluation process. Many students developed products without having expectations to develop a specific type of communication structure.  
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7. Students products are not presently utilizing the power of the technology to create exemplary communication. Only 15 out 33 products (45%) attempted interactivity – with five of those scoring less than developed. Only 13 out of 33 products (39%) attempted to use voice/sound to communicate their message in their products. Presentation of communication was not a scored trait as students were not physically present. 

8. While text, image, and design of communication were scored for all products, only seven of the thirty-three products used the power of technical elements to extend (4.0 or better) the meaning of the message with these three traits within the communication. 

9. The use of the trait voice/sound communication in student products was the least mastered skill. Voice/sound had the lowest mean score of all categories (2.3 labeled as not quite developed). Sounds in student work were mostly distracting, inappropriate or used to “decorate” the message. Sound quality was only an issue in three products.

Appendix A: Numerical Table for Group Meta-Summary

	1. Standards 
	

	
	3
	2
	1
	0

	What is the role of the standards (TEKS) student expectations in the use of technology resources? (Instructional Practices)
	Intentionally drives the use of technology
	Connected to technology use


	Superficial connection to technology use


	Missing

	· Number of Elementary Products 
	4
	12
	7
	5

	· Number of Secondary Products
	2
	3
	4
	0

	2. Curriculum Design 
	

	
	3
	2
	1
	0

	How effective is the curriculum design in linking content with effective use of technology resources? (Instructional Practices)
	Creates unique benefits
	Enhances but adapts/

varies
	Uses content 

as a “topic” for technology skills
	Content is incidental to tech use

	· Number of Elementary Products 
	3
	6
	16
	3

	· Number of Secondary Products
	3
	3
	2
	1

	3. Cognitive Level
	

	
	3
	2
	1
	0

	What is the cognitive level of the learning task? (Learning Uses – Cognitive Task)
	Synthesizing , an original product
	Applying

a re-packaged product
	Understanding, 

a “template” product
	No cognitive task – “doing technology”

	· Number of Elementary Products 
	4
	11
	13
	0

	· Number of Secondary Products
	2
	5
	2
	0


	4. Focus of Assessment
	

	· 
	3
	2
	1
	0

	What is the focus of assessment? (Instructional Practices)
	Content and technical
	Content only
	Technical only
	No focus except completion

	· Number of Elementary Products 
	9
	7
	5
	7

	· Number of Secondary Products
	4
	1
	4
	0


	5. Student Learning
	

	· 
	3
	2
	1
	0

	What is the demonstration of the student’s learning of the topic/subject? (Student Performance – Content Achievement/Creator of Knowledge)
	In-depth learning
	Sufficient learning
	Superficial/cursory learning
	Insufficient learning

	· Number of Elementary Products 
	3
	11
	11
	4

	· Number of Secondary Products
	2
	3
	4
	0


Appendix A Continued: Numerical Table for Group Meta-Summary

	6. Craftsmanship of Communication 
	

	· 
	3
	2
	1
	0

	What is craftsmanship of communication in the communication of content standards/learning objectives. (Student Performance – Technologist/Effective Communicator)
	Quality with at least 5 of 6 communication elements
	Quality with at least 4 of 6 communication elements
	Quality with at least 3 of 6 communication elements


	Quality with less than 3 of 6 communication elements

	· Number of Elementary Products 
	1
	7
	18
	2

	· Number of Secondary Products
	2
	2
	4
	1

	7. Value of Work for Others


	

	· 
	3
	2
	1
	0

	What value does the information/learning generated with the student work have for others? (Learning Uses – Authentic Tasks)
	Benefits others outside school
	Benefits others within school


	Benefits learner


	No benefits apparent



	· Number of Elementary Products 
	5
	7
	11
	5

	· Number of Secondary Products
	1
	5
	2
	1

	8. Value-Added Role of Technology
	

	· 
	3
	2
	1
	0

	What is the added-value of technology use for content learning?
	Transform

ing
	Adapting
	Literacy
	Unsure- activity without purpose

	· Number of Elementary Products 
	1
	13
	12
	2

	· Number of Secondary Products
	3
	4
	1
	1

	


Appendix B: Composite Visual Ranking of Nine Communication Traits 

	I.  Content Communication

	1. Preparation of Tasks
This trait focuses on the purpose of the task and the extent to which the planning process was carried out.
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	2. Content Knowledge
This trait focuses on how well the author demonstrates the purpose/main idea for communication, the level of learning taking place and the usefulness of the project for self/others.  

	

	3. Format/Organization
This trait focuses on how well the author introduces the product, organizes the ideas, and concludes with a powerful ending.
	

	II.  Craftsmanship of Expression

	4. Text Communication
This trait focuses on how well the author uses text to convey their purpose/message.  The descriptors include the amount of text, word choice, mechanics and the fluency of ideas expressed.
	


	5. Voice/Sound Communication
This trait focuses on how well the author uses voice/sound to add richness to the message.  The descriptors include contribution and relevancy, emotional tone/impact, and technical quality.
	

	6. Image Communication
This trait focuses on how well the author uses images to enrich the message.  The descriptors include relevancy, appropriate use, tone/style/theme, charts and graphs, and technical quality.
	

	7. Design of Communication
This trait focuses on how effective the author is in communicating a powerful message that has an overall aesthetic appeal.  The descriptors include theme, layout, fonts, white space/color, transitions and flow, special effects, and overall design.
	

	8. Presentation of Communication
	                 Not Assessed

	9 Interactivity of Communication
This trait focuses on how well the author uses interactivity to convey their message.  The descriptors include user control, user orientation, navigation, resources, repetitive use, and functionality.

	


Appendix C: Composite of Numerical Scores for Thirty Three Student Products   

Scoring of student products is based on a five-point scale that ranges from exemplar (5) to developed (3) to limited (1) to not present (0).







Appendix D: Evaluators’ Narrative Comments 

What worked about the product?        What could have worked better?

	Content Comments

• Format and sequence was strong

• Used good multiple sources 

• Invented spelling gave students freed to express themselves

• Creative us of digital images spark imaginative descriptions and vocabulary

• Nice overview of/or summary of research

• Very informative

• Cute opening photo

• Cute title

• Subject specific and on target

• Information thoroughly covered


	Content Comments

• Cognitive task was minimal 

• Lacked clarity of audience

• Students had many errors in grammar

• Pictures did not go along with numbers

• Purpose not clearly identified – product lacked organization

• Audience not clearly identified

• Students could have created their own sentences

• More appropriate information needed (substance lacking)

• No documentation of sources

• Too much text

• Original content and synthesis of information lacking

• Too much text

• A tad wordy

• Cut, copy, pasted information

• No real summary (summarization)

• Just statements of information

• No citing of sources

• Could use more rigorous content

• Original conclusion/thoughts comparison from student needed

• I believe there may have been a lot of copy/pasting

• Hard to tell if this is student’s own words

• Flashlight on morphed photos, content learning minimal

• Voice from students would have made work more authentic

• It would have been nice to show real charts with all the wonderful data

• No introduction page about the product

• Adding student’s own reading to slides

• Not much content there



	Process Comments

• Real world application….very creative

• Organized - documented steps well

• The whole lesson idea and implementation was interesting and memorable for the kids


	Process Comments

• Teacher expectations were low so the project was low 

• Not much measured in rubric

• Spell check needed

• Objectives and standards not linked to product

• Purpose of the tech did not match the objective of the lesson

• Putting a book report into powerpoint made the time and work “pointless”



	Technology Uses Comments

• The spreadsheet was used in a very progressive manner 

• Photographs great

• Excellent graphics 

• Good original graphics 

• Original graphic well done 

• Morphed photos draw interest 

 Good use of graphics (child as bat)

• Pictures from Library of Congress 

• The idea of morphing to make the animal more meaningful was a great hook

• Consistency of design Good use of color

• Met needs of intended audience

• Easily navigated

• Nice usage of toolbars


	Technology Uses Comments

• Backgrounds and voice/sound would have greatly improved this

• Text hard to read

• Music doesn’t enhance (doesn’t relate)

• Cookie cutter project – look alike student products

• Different software might have produced a better

• Data charts would have added to this presentation

• Colors of fonts & backgrounds & animated text too hard to read

• Transitions not well timed

• Speed of transitions didn’t work

• Better use of graphics in communication

• Lack of sound

• Instruct students on sound basics

• Sound was distracting

• Sound didn’t work

• Better layout – confusing navigating
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Figure 1
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Figure 2





Fig. 3 Scoring of student products is based on a six-point scale that ranges from exemplar (5) to developed (3) to limited (1) to not present (0).





Fig 4 Scoring of student products is based on a five-point scale that ranges from exemplar (5) to developed (3) to limited (1) to not present (0).
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