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Agenda 

 History and Purpose  
 Current Structure 
 Focus Group and Revision Process 
 Revised Structure 
 Pilot 
 Next Steps 
 



History and Purpose of Bridge Plan for 
Academic Validation 

 Approved and adopted by State Board 2007 
 COMAR 13A.03.02.06 
 Project-Based Learning  
 Applies to the four(4) HSA content areas: English 10, 

Algebra I/Data Analysis, Government, and Biology 
 Ensures that all students have the opportunity to 

demonstrate knowledge and skills of state standards 
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Current Structure of Bridge 
 Student must pass the HSA-related 

course, but fail the HSA twice 
 Student completes projects based upon 

highest HSA score 
 Maximum number of projects completed 

is seven (7) per each of the four (4) 
content areas. 



Current Structure of Bridge 
Bridge Plan Project Assignment Chart 

No. of Projects  
to be Assigned 

Algebra 
(passing = 412) 

English 
(passing = 396) 

Biology 
(passing = 400) 

Government 
(passing = 394) 

One 390-411 374-395 378-399 372-393 

Two 368-389 352-373 356-377 350-371 

Three 346-367 330-351 334-355 328-349 

Four 324-345 308-329 312-333 306-327 

Five 302-323 286-307 290-311 284-305 

Six 280-301 264-285 268-289 262-283 

Seven Below 280 Below 264 Below 268 Below 262 



High School Graduation Rates 

Graduating 
Class of...  Total Count 

Passed All Content 
Areas Combined Score 

Bridge 
Completers 

    Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 

2010 58290 42437 72.80% 10429 17.90% 5012 8.60% 

2011 58429 42938 73.50% 9360 16.00% 5350 9.20% 

2012 58763 45019 76.60% 7930 13.50% 5669 9.60% 

2013 58706 45508 77.50% 7264 12.40% 5831 9.90% 

2014 58416 46142 79.00% 5860 10.00% 6343 10.90% 

2015 57557 44624 77.50% 6321 11.00% 6470 11.20% 



Revisions to Bridge 
A Dual/Simultaneous Process 

 Revision to the Bridge 
Process/Protocols 

 Revision to the Student Bridge Projects 
in each content area 



Revisions to Bridge Process 
 Focus Groups 2014-2016 
 All 24 LEAs and all 4 Content Areas 

Represented 
 Curriculum offices, Local Accountability 

Coordinators, Bridge Coordinators, 
Classroom Teachers, Special Education, 
English Learners 

 Discussion and Input from district 
Assistant Superintendents of Instruction 
and Local Accountability Coordinators 

 



Focus Group Recommendations 
to PROCESS 

 Revise the protocol requiring an 
increased number of projects based upon 
the student’s assessment score 

 Reduce the number of projects required 
 Take advantage of learning component 
 Keep/increase LEA flexibility 



Focus Group Recommendations 
to Student PROJECTS 

 Revise the protocol requiring an 
increased number of projects based upon 
the student’s assessment score 

 Reduce the number of projects required  
 Take advantage of learning component 
 Revise scoring: simplify, streamline, and 

make consistent and objective 



Districts Involved in Writing 
Revised Projects 

Frederick (Algebra, English) 
Howard (Algebra, English) 
Kent (English) 
Montgomery (Algebra, English) 
Queen Anne’s (Algebra, English) 
St. Mary’s (Algebra, English) 
Washington (Algebra, English) 
Wicomico (Algebra, English) 
Worcester (Algebra, English) 
 
 

Allegany (Algebra) 
Anne Arundel (Algebra) 
Baltimore City (Algebra) 
Baltimore County (Algebra, English) 
Calvert (Algebra) 
Caroline (Algebra, English) 
Carroll (Algebra) 
Cecil (Algebra) 
Charles (Algebra, English) 
 



Revised Structure: Reduce 
Number of Projects 
 Multiple Standards Integrated within One 

Project 
 mirrors actual instruction 
 aligns with intent of the Maryland College & 

Career-Ready Standards 
 Two Project Levels 
 Project A and Project B 
 Project B contains additional scaffolding and 

skills-based activities 
 



Revised Structure: Take 
Advantage of the Learning 
Component/Increase Flexibility 

 Students may begin a project as soon as 
deemed appropriate 

 Projects may be part of a remedial course 
or transition course 
 



Pilots 
 Spring 2016 Pilot for PARCC English 10 

and PARCC Algebra I 
 Projected 2016-2017 Pilot for 

Government and Maryland Integrated 
Science (MISA) 



Districts Involved in Pilot 
Baltimore City (Algebra) 
Baltimore County (Algebra, English) 
Caroline County (English) 
Cecil County (English) 
Charles County (English) 
Harford County (Algebra) 
Kent County (English) 
Prince George's County (Algebra, English) 
Queen Anne's County (English) 
St. Mary's County (English) 
Washington County (Algebra, English) 
Worcester County (Algebra) 
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