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Executive Summary

Pennsylvania’s proposed expanded accountability system contains multiple ways for schools and districts to demonstrate Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  This model recognizes that not all schools are alike and that there are multiple ways for schools to not only demonstrate their success of reaching proficiency but demonstrate their progress towards bringing all students to proficiency.  As such, Pennsylvania schools are starting in different places, yet Pennsylvania’s expectation is that all students (100%) will reach proficiency or beyond by 2014.  Therefore, there is a need to offer multiple ways for students, schools and districts to demonstrate that they are working toward the goal of 100% proficiency by 2014 (see Appendix A). 

The multiple methods used in Pennsylvania’s accountability plan can be categorized as status measures, improvement measures, and growth measures.  These three groups of measures highlight positive aspects of achievement and growth in different ways.

Status measures (including status with and without a confidence interval and two year averaging with and without a confidence interval), recognize schools and districts that have reached or exceeded the performance targets.  These measures are not sensitive to the growth of students below proficient, nor do they take into account a decline in achievement levels, as long as a sufficient percentage of students are scoring proficient.  Provided that schools and districts are reaching the target with these status measures, they are not, nor should they be, penalized for not moving all students toward proficiency.

The improvement measures recognize schools and districts that may not have reached the performance targets via status measures, but are showing some movement of students either across the proficiency line or toward the proficiency line.  While NCLB allows the safe harbor method as a means of making AYP, this particular improvement measure does not hold to the core principle of 100% proficient by 2014.  Schools and districts with small numbers of proficient students in 2002 can make AYP every year and still not have achieved 100% proficiency by 2014.  The safe harbor provision of NCLB has several advantages in that (1) it does in fact acknowledge improvement in groups of students (although different groups of students) from one year to the next and (2) it allows for different improvement targets for each measurable subgroup, thus taking into account a different starting point for each group.

Pennsylvania’s Performance Index (PPI) which was approved by USDOE in 2005 is another improvement measure.  PPI is similar to safe harbor in that improvement towards proficiency of different groups of students is rewarded.  PPI also sets different improvement targets for each measurable subgroup, again, taking into account the reality of a different starting point for each group.  PPI differs from safe harbor in two ways.  First, PPI holds all schools, districts and all subgroups to 100% proficiency by 2014.  Appendix B contains a complete explanation of how PPI is calculated and targets are set.  The second difference between PPI and safe harbor is that PPI acknowledges improvement in groups of students below proficiency without the condition of a specific degree of improvement in the percent of students reaching proficiency.  This allows all schools and districts to utilize PPI from their unique baseline of student performance.
Analysis of 2007 and 2008 Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) data indicates that different subgroups are able to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) utilizing these existing methods.  (See Table 1.)
This analysis indicates that while a large percentage of students are reaching the Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) targets, there are some unique and distinct groups that benefit from the use of the improvement targets – namely safe harbor and PPI.  The IEP subgroup and the economically disadvantaged subgroup are benefiting from the use of these improvement measures.  This analysis shows the importance of permitting multiple methods to make AYP.  

Table 1:  2007 and 2008 PSSA Subgroup Data Analysis
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Because of the increased accountability of NCLB which recognizes the importance of holding all students to high standards, schools with diverse student populations are held to meeting more targets than non-diverse schools.  Pennsylvania has a wide range of demographics and as such, we have schools with five targets:  attendance or graduation; participation in reading; participation in math; performance in reading; and, performance in math.  In addition, we have schools with 41 targets: attendance or graduation; participation in reading for all students and for each of the nine possible subgroups; participation in math for all students and for each of the nine possible subgroups; performance in reading for all students and for each of the nine possible subgroups; and, performance in math for all students and for each of the nine possible subgroups.  With 41 possible targets for a school and 122 possible targets for a district (see Appendix C for a list of possible targets at the district and school level), Pennsylvania will continue to urge USDE to allow maximum flexibility to states in meeting those multiple targets.

Pennsylvania is proposing adding an eighth method for schools to demonstrate AYP.  The method proposed is the projection to proficiency metric.  Analysis of the 2008 data reveals that this method, as expected, is showing to be extremely beneficial to the economically disadvantaged subgroup.  

Using Growth Model (PVAAS Projections) as an Additional Way to Make AYP

Based on 2008 PVAAS projection to proficiency data, 242 additional schools would have made AYP. Some of these schools did not make AYP because of only one (1) target, while others missed making AYP by several targets.  Data in Table 2 show the distribution of the number of targets in which the use of the growth model overturned the status of each target.  For example, 150 more schools made AYP because of one target that met AYP due to the growth model being applied as an additional way to make AYP.  The other 92 schools had two (2) or more targets per school that enabled them to make AYP due to the growth model being applied as an additional way to make AYP.

Table 2:  Distribution of Targets

	Targets Overturned
	Number of Schools
	Percentage of Schools

	One (1)
	150
	62.0%

	Two (2)
	45
	18.6%

	Three (3)
	30
	12.4%

	Four (4)
	9
	3.7%

	Five (5)
	1
	0.4%

	Six (6)
	7
	2.9%


Based only on the 242 additional schools that would have made AYP overall with the use of the growth model, the frequency of targets that were not originally met using the existing seven (7) provisions but would have been overturned by the growth model was investigated.  Table 3 displays the frequency of the targets that were overturned based only on schools in which all of their unmet AYP targets were overturned.  This ranged from one (1) to (6) targets.  (For example, a school that had one target overturned but another target that was not overturned with the growth model was not included in this analysis.)  

Table 3:  Frequency of Targets

	 
	Math
	Reading

	All Students
	12
	57

	White
	1
	15

	Black
	15
	51

	Latino/Hispanic
	3
	14

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	0
	0

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	0
	0

	Multiracial/ethnic
	0
	0

	IEP
	27
	46

	LEP
	0
	0

	Economically Disadvantaged
	22
	150
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C1 – Abstract 

Pennsylvania proposes to apply an individual student “projection to proficiency” metric as the growth model for schools and districts to meet AYP in addition to the methods presently defined and accepted in the USDOE approved Pennsylvania Accountability Workbook. This proposal requests the inclusion of a projection to proficiency/growth metric – NOT a value-added metric – to yield a longitudinal analysis of student achievement data for determination of AYP status.  This will recognize schools in which students have not yet achieved proficiency but are demonstrating significant growth towards proficiency in a time frame aligned to Pennsylvania’s AMO targets.

Under the proposed accountability system, districts, schools and subgroups will have three options for meeting AYP proficiency targets in reading and math: (1) status, (2) improvement, or (3) growth, i.e. projection to proficiency.  Pennsylvania proposes to use the projection to proficiency metric of PVAAS to estimate the score of a particular student on a future state assessment that will then be used as part of the AYP determination.  Using all available achievement data on the students, the projection calculation estimates a student’s performance on a future assessment based on the student’s test performance history, the histories of students with similar performance patterns and the school that student is most likely to attend at that projected grade.  The individual student projection data will be used to recalculate the percent of students by district, school, subgroup and subject areas who are projected to attain proficiency on a future Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) in the subject and targeted group where they did not make AYP via status or improvement measures.  The sequence of projections is specified in Table 4:  

Table 4: Present and Projected Grades

	Present Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	11

	Projected to Proficiency in Grade
	Use Actual Grade 3 Score
	Project to 6
	Project to 7
	Project 

to 8
	Project to 8
	Project to 11
	Use Actual Grade 11 Score


The grades chosen for the projection to proficiency are based on the varied school configurations presently utilized in Pennsylvania.  The current-year/actual scores of 3rd grade students and students new to the State will be used in the projection to proficiency model as they do not have adequate data to yield a projection.  The State will use current-year/actual scores of Grade 11 students.  Additionally, the state will use current year/actual scores of students with significant cognitive disabilities assessed under the Pennsylvania Alternate System of Assessment (PASA).  For any student that does not have adequate longitudinal data to yield a projection, the actual/observed score will be used.  Therefore, the data used in the growth model includes all of the students and all of the statewide assessments that are administered in Pennsylvania.

C2 – State’s Capacity regarding its Data, Assessment and Accountability System 

The foundation of any growth-based accountability model is longitudinal assessment data.  Sufficient state assessment data has been collected by Pennsylvania to calculate projections to proficiencies in all of the grades listed in Table 4.  Pennsylvania has a complete and robust longitudinal database of assessment data for this analysis.  Table 5 displays the history of collection of state assessment data in reading and mathematics in Pennsylvania since academic year 2003-04:

Table 5: History of State Assessment
	Year
	3rd
	4th
	5th
	6th
	7th
	8th
	11th

	2003-04
	X
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	2004-05
	X
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	2005-06
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	2006-07
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	2007-08
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X 

	2008-09
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


State Data Infrastructure
In November 2005 the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) was selected as one of 13 states to receive the first round of statewide longitudinal data system (SLDS) grant awards.  Pennsylvania’s journey to build a SLDS started with the assignment of unique student and staff identifiers in FY 2007. PAsecureIDs (based on eScholar’s UniqID for Students) were assigned to all 1.8 million public school students and Professional Personnel Identifiers (PPIDs) were assigned to all teachers and certificated staff.  In that same year, the PAsecureIDs were provided to PDE’s assessment vendor to begin capturing longitudinal assessment data for the school year 2006-07. 
These initiatives were necessary prerequisites to the implementation of the Pennsylvania Information Management System (PIMS), PDE’s data collection, data warehouse, and reporting system.

The SLDS funds along with state appropriations were used to initiate the implementation of PIMS. PIMS consists of the eScholar Data Manager, eScholar Complete Data Warehouse, and Cognos Business Intelligence Suite.  The PIMS solution also includes the ability to assign PAsecureIDs and report data to PIMS using the Schools Interoperability Framework (SIF).  SIF is being used by more and more Pennsylvania LEAs to integrate their data, both horizontally across the LEA and vertically reporting to the state. 

Statewide implementation has resulted in the following accomplishments that ensure a quality data system in Pennsylvania:
· Established SLDS Vision for a Birth to 20+ SLDS

· Established a strong PIMS Governance Board – senior executive leadership of PDE

· Established a strong, active pilot group of 15 LEAs, including our biggest, Philadelphia SD
· Completed successful pilot of Schools Interoperability Framework (SIF) technology

· Contracted for a robust PIMS Level 1 Help Desk at a PA Regional Educational Agency

· Implemented a PIMS Level 2 Help Desk supported by PDE data stewards

· Trained over 1,200 LEA staff on data submission and reporting

· Generated “precode” file to produce 900,000 labels for statewide assessment exams

· Provided over 200 reports to LEA and PDE administrators and policy makers

· Replaced 8 existing PDE data collections and supporting systems

· Collected information on 2006-07 first time 9th graders (Graduation Rate)

· Implemented PAsecureID in the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education 
(PASSHE – 14 state universities) and all Community Colleges.

Collected data on Student Attendance, School Calendars, Career and Technical Education

With the elimination of eight (8) legacy data collections (and with several more planned system retirements), PIMS has become the single version of truth for Pennsylvania’s education data.  PIMS is also capturing the data to enable Graduation Rates to be accurately calculated in accordance with the formula established by the National Governor’s Association.  PDE has redirected many internal resources and dedicated them to our SLDS project to support the new enterprise data environment.

The SLDS team has been working in various capacities to ensure the successful implementation of PIMS: writing the initial grant application, developing the RFP, evaluating and selecting the vendor, providing project management, meeting with other states to ascertain best practices, reporting progress to the USDE, leading training webinars for LEAs and their vendors, delivering presentations to various stakeholder associations across the state, bringing together different program offices to resolve issues, keeping the PIMS Steering Committee informed and involved, assessing the quality of reported data and helping the LEAs correct inaccurate data, assisting LEAs with PAsecureID assignments and PIMS file uploads, supporting and communicating with the PIMS administrators in over 800 LEAs, gathering reporting requirements from program offices, maintaining security, and otherwise working countless long hours to make quality data in Pennsylvania a reality.

PIMS has had a major impact on the enterprise. As program offices begin to share the same source of data, they have worked together to create common data definitions and business rules. PDE and LEA staff are learning to use the Cognos tools, allowing more robust data analysis and reporting than was possible with the prior aggregate data collections.  As the set of longitudinal data grows each year in the warehouse, the return on investment of state initiatives can be assessed more accurately and funds directed to the most effective programs for students.  PIMS has also had a significant impact at the LEA level.  The collection of individual student data is causing LEAs to improve the quality of the data in their student information systems.  Through Cognos reporting, LEAs have easier access to the data they are submitting to PDE.

PDE has implemented many quality assurance strategies to maintain accuracy of the student matching system.  These include:
· PDE has a full-time team dedicated to data quality for 1.8 million student PAsecureIDs. 

· PDE has also engaged a Regional Education Agency as a Level 1 Help Desk to the LEA’s for assigning PAsecureIDs and reporting into our SLDS (PIMS).

· PDE has developed queries designed to find both multiple PAsecureIDs assigned to one student and multiple students assigned to one PAsecureID.  These queries have been implemented in a database that is linked to the PAsecureID database.  The application generates discrepancy reports that are then reviewed in PDE's Division of Data Services, the program area responsible for PAsecureID, and necessary corrections are made.  This is an ongoing process, with the discrepancy reports ran and reviewed on a regular basis.  These dedicated resources and data quality reports keep Pennsylvania’s PAsecureID error rate well below 0.1 %. 

· The PAsecureID initiative started in December 2005.  PDE’s first priority was to integrate the PAsecureID into our state assessment vendor’s database for the spring 2006 state assessments, thereby starting longitudinal records for all 900,000 students taking the state assessments in 2005-06 school year.  PVAAS, Special Ed and many other student databases have been integrated with Pennsylvania’s PAsecureID as the unique student identifier. 

· PDE has instituted the Pennsylvania Inspired Leaders (PIL) initiative where Chief School Administrators and their assistants are required to take specified courses that are targeted for Professional Development for our school leadership to keep their certification.  PDE is working to add the recently released NCES online course on Data Quality to that curriculum.  This NCES Forum Curriculum for Improving Educational Data is a resource for LEA’s.  It was developed in cooperation with the Schools Interoperability Framework Association, the Council of Chief State School Officers and a Pennsylvania Regional Education Agency.  The courses can be found at (http://nces.ed.gov/forum/pub_2007808.asp )  
With such a foundation of success, Pennsylvania is uniquely positioned to engage in expansion activities with the state data system over the next five years - but specifically is well established with the necessary foundation of quality data for a growth model as a part of its’ accountability system. 

Experience in analyzing longitudinal data on student performance

While the use of a growth model as a part of a state’s accountability plan for NCLB has only recently become open for national discussion in the past few years, Pennsylvania has been implementing the use of a growth metric at a state level since 2002.  The Pennsylvania Department of Education has taken a national lead in the use of a growth model as part of its ongoing statewide school improvement process.  The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) currently provide two growth models to all school districts as part of the Pennsylvania Value-Added Assessment System (PVAAS).  

The first, a value-added model, used for school improvement purposes, allows schools to compare their average growth to an annual growth standard, and provides valuable insights regarding whether or not their students as a group made one year’s worth of progress.  This is NOT the model Pennsylvania is proposing in this plan.  In contrast, the second model uses a projection methodology that allows schools to determine if individual students are on a trajectory to achieve and maintain proficiency according to state standards.  Pennsylvania believes that the projection to proficiency methodology, with its emphasis on individual student projection to proficiency, offers great promise as a potential addition to the cadre of tools available to monitor movement toward NCLB goals.  

This same methodology has been previously peer-reviewed and has been approved for use in other states (Tennessee and Ohio).  The peer reviewers did approve of the methodology proposed by Pennsylvania and the use of Pennsylvania’s growth model from the February 2008 proposal if Pennsylvania would discontinue the use of the Pennsylvania Performance Index (PPI).  Pennsylvania’s position was and continues to be that both measures be included in the accountability system to offer flexibility to schools and districts.

The Pennsylvania Value-Added Assessment System (PVAAS), the Pennsylvania Department of Education’s proposed growth model, is a system that began pilot implementation in 2002 and evolved to statewide implementation during the 2005-2006 school year.  Initially recommended to PDE by the Pennsylvania League of Urban Schools (PLUS) in 2002, it was reviewed by a No Child Left Behind statewide committee of practitioners who recommended it as part of the Pennsylvania Accountability Workbook for NCLB.  In 2002, the PVAAS methodology was selected because of the rigorous statistical methodology used to yield value-added analysis.  The PVAAS model uses all available student data as part of its analysis and does not allow schools or districts to “make excuses” about achievement due to demographics and/or school characteristics.  The excuses for low achievement are removed with the PVAAS model of growth analyses.

From 2002-2005 PVAAS operated as a pilot with 100 participating school districts, including the Pittsburgh Public School District and the School District of Philadelphia.  As Pennsylvania moved into its statewide implementation, school districts received a value-added analysis using the PSSA performances of their students in grades 3 through 8 and projections to performance in future grades.  In the fall of 2006 PVAAS reporting was provided statewide to all districts.  These reports are web-based via a secure password for the superintendent and easily accessible to the designated school personnel to use as part of a continuous school improvement process.  In Fall 2008 all districts received PVAAS reporting for grades 4-8, and 11 in reading and mathematics as in previous years.  In addition, writing (grades 5, 8 and 11) and science (grades 4, 8 and 11) reporting has been added to PVAAS.

Implementation of a measure of performance such as a growth measure is most successful when key stakeholders are at the table.  Pennsylvania has consistently sought to include a wide range of stakeholders as it developed its plan for the use of PVAAS statewide.  In October 2004, the Pennsylvania Secretary of Education, Gerald L. Zahorchak, D.Ed., formed a statewide work group of over 50 education, legislative, association, parent advocacy, and business leaders to assist with the implementation of PVAAS in Pennsylvania (See Appendix D for a list of workgroup members).  This group provides ongoing advisement to the Department regarding communications about PVAAS, as well as statewide implementation and professional development.  This group has provided support and feedback in the development of Pennsylvania’s proposal to USDOE for a growth model as a part of its Accountability Workbook.  Through the use of this powerful partnership, the Pennsylvania Department of Education has sought to strengthen the use of PVAAS in accomplishing their shared goals of improved student achievement and progress.

Successful implementation of any growth measure is much more than the provision of a growth metric. Communications, professional development and technical assistance are essential components for successful implementation.  Pennsylvania has many years of experience of providing statewide communications, extensive statewide professional development and district/school-level technical assistance to its schools as part of the PVAAS implementation.  Pennsylvania had resources allocated and committed to support these areas for statewide implementation through SY09-10. 
· Communication Materials: The Pennsylvania Department of Education has produced a series of communication materials designed to provide an overview of PVAAS.  This communication kit is available on the PDE website to stakeholders across the Commonwealth.  These materials have been disseminated to all 501 district superintendents, curriculum directors, special education coordinators, over 3,000 building principals, and intermediate units, as well as statewide organizations.  The communication materials include: Introductory Guide for Pennsylvania Educators, PVAAS History, Intent and Timeline for Implementation Tri-fold, PVAAS Pilot Districts/Map, Educator Testimonials, Value-Added FAQ, PVAAS FAQ, Press Release for Districts, Tips on Communicating with Your School Board and Community about PVAAS, Benefits for District Administrators, Benefits for Building Principals, Benefits for Teachers and Pilot District Stories, Intro to PVAAS DVD for Schools and Intro to PVAAS for School Board Members.
· Professional Development: A cadre of materials that assist with navigation of the PVAAS website, interpretation of PVAAS reports and the integration of PVAAS with other statewide initiatives were provided to all districts/schools in Pennsylvania. 

· Technical Assistance: A statewide core team of consultants was extensively trained in the methodology of PVAAS and the interpretation and use of the PVAAS reporting.  This team has provided district/school level technical assistance in the interpretation and use of the PVAAS growth measures.  In the past two years alone there had been over 120 days of professional development sessions to districts on the issue of PVAAS for school level, grade level and student level planning.

· Communications: In addition to supporting those participating in the PVAAS pilot, the core team has presented extensively at national, state and local conferences sponsored by professional organizations on the principles of PVAAS.  

This extensive commitment to the understanding and use of a growth model allows Pennsylvania a unique “head start” in formalizing the concept of growth paired with its accountability plan.  Pennsylvania is poised and willing to serve as a national model for the comprehensive use of a growth model as a part of NCLB.

Match Rates and Analyses

A quality growth model is supported by high quality longitudinal merging of student data.  The following tables support Pennsylvania’s capacity to adequately match students from year to year.

Table 6:  School Year 2008 Merge Rates: Overall for Grades 4-8

	Category
	Overall Grades 4-8

	
	Number of students merged
	Total Students
	Merge Rate

	Overall
	646,530
	653,810
	98.9

	Special Ed
	103,563
	104,855
	98.8

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	1,019
	1,043
	97.7

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	17,247
	17,499
	98.6

	Black (not Hispanic)
	100,310
	102,272
	98.1

	Hispanic
	44,532
	45,527
	97.8

	Multi-Racial
	3,935
	4,086
	96.3

	White (not Hispanic)
	478,995
	482,290
	99.3

	LEP
	17,254
	17,587
	98.1

	Free Reduced Price Lunch
	235,681
	238,807
	98.7


Table 7:  School Year 2008 Merge Rates: By Grade, Grades 4-8
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While there have been improvements across all student groups, Table 8 displays the significant subgroups that experienced a meaningful improvement in merge rates.  Other groups improved as well; however, are excluded due to small group size.
Table 8:  Merge Rates that Improved from 2007 to 2008 by at Least or Greater than 1%

	Merge Category
	Grade(s)
	% Increase =/ > 1%

	Overall
	4-8
	1.0% increase

	Overall
	4
	3.4% increase

	Overall
	8
	1.1% increase

	Special Ed
	4-8
	2.0% increase

	Special Ed
	4
	6.1% increase

	Special Ed
	5
	1.0% increase

	Special Ed
	6
	1.1% increase

	Special Ed
	8
	1.9% increase

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	4
	3.0% increase

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	8
	1.8% increase

	Black (Not Hispanic)
	4-8
	1.4% increase

	Black (Not Hispanic)
	4
	4.4% increase

	Black (Not Hispanic)
	8
	1.5% increase

	Hispanic
	4-8
	1.6% increase

	Hispanic
	4
	5.0% increase

	Hispanic
	6
	1.0% increase

	Hispanic
	8
	1.8% increase

	White (Not Hispanic)
	4
	3.0% increase

	LEP
	4-8
	1.3% increase

	LEP
	4
	4.3% increase

	LEP
	8
	1.4% increase

	Free Reduced Price Lunch
	4-8
	1.3% increase

	Free Reduced Price Lunch
	4
	4.3% increase

	Free Reduced Price Lunch
	8
	1.4% increase


Current Accountability System

Pennsylvania developed the Pennsylvania Accountability Plan in compliance with the Federal No Child Left Behind Law, which was enacted in 2002, as a way to measure school improvement and student achievement.  The Pennsylvania Accountability System:

· Applies to all schools and students.  

· Is based on Pennsylvania’s standards and content expectations.  

· Sets a goal to have 100% of students proficient or above by 2014. 

· Uses a valid, reliable assessment system. 

· Provides for rewards, assistance and consequences

Schools are evaluated on performance on the PSSA Reading and Math, participation in each test, and on attendance or graduation rate.  Using 2001-2002 data as the starting point, Pennsylvania established the following AYP targets for 2008-2010:

· 63% of students proficient or above in reading 

· 56% of students proficient or above in math 

· 95% student participation in the PSSA 

· 90% or improvement in attendance/80% or improvement in graduation
School and district targets will gradually increase through 2014.  These expectations apply not only to the school or district as a whole, but also to the performance of subgroups, including racial/ethnic categories, low-income students, students with disabilities, and English Language Learners.  The following grades are included in Pennsylvania’s accountability model: grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 11 in Reading and Math.

Table 9:  AYP Targets
 

	READING: 
· 2008-2010 – 63% 

· 2011 – 72% 

· 2012 – 81% 

· 2013 – 91% 

· 2014 – 100%
	MATH:
· 2008-2010 – 56% 

· 2011 – 67% 

· 2012 – 78% 

· 2013 – 89% 

· 2014 – 100%


 

The state, school districts, and schools publish the results of the assessments every school year starting with the Academic Achievement Report.  This report also will be available online at www.paayp.com.  The report lists each school and indicates whether it is Meeting AYP Targets, Making Progress, or in School Improvement or Corrective Action.

 

The Pennsylvania accountability system includes rewards, assistance, and sanctions for public schools and LEAs that are entirely aligned with NCLB.  The rewards, assistance, and most sanctions apply to every public school and LEA in the Commonwealth.  PDE continues to work with the state Legislature to develop accountability legislation that would further align NCLB with the state accountability system, including sanctions for non-Title I schools and districts.

State law provides for schools and LEAs to be designated as distinguished, and given recognition if they meet or exceed their annual AYP targets for two consecutive years for all students and for all measurable subgroups.  Keystone Awards are presented to both Title I and non-Title I schools and districts that meet this goal.  If a school does not meet its AYP for two consecutive years, it is designated as needing improvement and is placed in one of the following categories:

	School Improvement I 
	If a school does not meet its AYP for two years in a row, students will be eligible for school choice, school officials will develop an improvement plan to turn around the school, and the school will receive technical assistance to help it get back on the right track.

	School Improvement II
	If a school or district does not meet its AYP for three years in a row, it must continue to offer public school choice and plan improvements.  Additionally, the school or district will need to offer supplemental education services such as tutoring.  The district will be responsible for paying for these additional services.

	Corrective Action I
	A school or district is categorized in Corrective Action I when it does not meet its AYP for four consecutive years.  At this level, schools are eligible for various levels of technical assistance and are subject to escalating consequences (e.g., changes in curriculum, leadership, professional development).

	Corrective Action II


	If a school or district does not meet its AYP for five years in a row, it is subject to governance changes such as reconstitution, chartering, and privatization.  In the meantime, improvement plans, school choice, and supplemental education services are still required.


Student Participation Rates

Pennsylvania’s accountability system is based primarily on academic assessments; apart from PSSA and PASA reading and mathematics assessments, the only other indicators of AYP are graduation rates(statewide: 89.8%) and student attendance rates (statewide: 93.9%) , consistent with the requirements of NCLB.  Table 10 illustrates Pennsylvania’s 2008 statewide participation rates in reading and mathematics.

Table 10:  2008 AYP Statewide Participation Rates                                                                                    
	 
	Reading Participation Rates
	Math Participation Rates

	All Students Participation Rate
	99.4
	99.2

	White Participation Rate
	99.5
	99.5

	Black Participation Rate
	98.6
	98.8

	Latino/Hispanic Participation Rate
	98.8
	99.1

	Asian/Pacific Islander Participation Rate
	99.5
	99.8

	American Indian/Alaskan Native Participation Rate
	98.5
	98.6

	Multiracial/ethnic Participation Rate
	98
	98.3

	IEP Participation Rate
	98.3
	98.5

	LEP Participation Rate
	98.8
	99.4

	Economically Disadvantaged Participation Rate
	99
	99.1


Growth-based Accountability
Consistent with NCLB’s objective of ensuring that every child becomes proficient in reading and mathematics by 2013-2014, Pennsylvania has established annual measurable objectives to assess the AYP of every public school and LEA within the State.  These objectives require that all students reach 100% proficiency by 2014.  As indicated in the PA Accountability Workbook, procedures have been developed to ensure that Pennsylvania properly accounts for its mobile students and that the requirement of a 95% participation rate is met.  The annual measurable objectives and the requirement of a 95% participation rate apply to public schools and LEAs and all student subgroups therein.  The system determines whether each educational unit, and each subgroup therein, has met the criteria for participation, and whether each educational unit has met the graduation and attendance criteria. The proposed growth metric would become part of this approved system of accountability. 

The accountability system includes all of the federally required student subgroups:

· All Students

· Students with Individualized Education Programs

· English Language Learners (Limited English Proficient students)

· Economically Disadvantaged Students (Determinations of status as “economically disadvantaged” are based upon free and reduced breakfast and lunch information).

· Major racial / ethnic subgroups:

White (Non-Hispanic)

Black / African American (Non- Hispanic)) 

Latino / Hispanic

Asian or Pacific Islander

Native American or Alaskan Native

Multiracial

The proposed growth model would apply to all measurable subgroups as defined in Pennsylvania’s Accountability Workbook and listed above.
State law provides assistance and sanctions for schools which have failed to meet AYP criteria for two or more consecutive years in the same subject.  After two consecutive years of not meeting AYP, schools are put into a school improvement cycle; after two more consecutive years of not meeting AYP, they are put into a corrective action cycle. Schools in Corrective Action II are required to offer public school choice with complies with federal Section 1116 requirements.

The assistance for schools includes school improvement planning, improvement support teams, distinguished educators, Intermediate Unit services, and local improvement grants to support educational units in addressing issues which have been obstacles to student progress. 

In the 2005-06 school year, PDE implemented two new initiatives to further provide support to low-performing schools. The Distinguished Educator program provides a team of experts that works with identified districts for up to two years to help build the capacity to improve student achievement. Second, PDE provides funding to all Intermediate Units (IUs) to provide school improvement services to districts with schools in Improvement or Corrective Action.  The IU school improvement program also includes funding to help all districts and schools utilize existing PDE improvement tools such as assessment anchors and data dialogues. IUs meet with all districts that have schools in Improvement or Corrective Action and use various tools to identify and provide targeted services based on the district’s unique individual needs.  Finally, funding is provided to Intermediate Units to partner with those districts that have teams of Distinguished Educators.  Sanctions for not meeting AYP range from school and district improvement planning to corrective action requirements consistent with NCLB.

Pennsylvania’s school improvement framework, Getting Results v5, requires all schools that complete a school improvement plan to analyze their growth data and synthesize these results with their achievement data to determine strengths and areas for improvement in student performance. Schools use the projection to proficiency metric to determine if their cohorts of students are on the trajectory to meet future AMOs. This serves as an early warning indicator for schools to make changes if the projections indicate they are not on the path to meet with AMOs.

Additional supports are provided for struggling schools in Pennsylvania. The Educational Assistance Program is a targeted program to accelerate learning to close the achievement gap in struggling school districts and career and technical centers (CTC) by funding evidence-based tutoring. This program is offered to 175 schools districts and CTCs statewide with a base of $66 million annually in funding to support evidence based tutoring directly provided to students. Schools in this program receive additional growth data to assess the quality and impact of the tutoring services.

Struggling schools also benefit from the Pennsylvania Accountability Block Grant Program. The Accountability Block Grant (ABG) provides Pennsylvania school districts with financial assistance to implement effective educational practices and initiatives to improve student achievement. The Block Grant is an exceptional opportunity for districts in that it supports in-depth implementation of improvement strategies and allows districts to select from a breadth of programs to meet the specific learning needs of their students.

Pennsylvania provides Supplemental Education Services that comply with Section 1116 requirements for supplemental services. Supplemental educational services (SES) are defined as tutoring or other supplemental academic enrichment services in reading/language arts and mathematics that are provided beyond the normal school day and are of high quality, research based, and specifically designed to increase academic achievement of students in schools in need of improvement. A Title I school that is in its second year of school improvement [a school that has not met adequate yearly progress (AYP) for three years] or is in corrective action or identified for restructuring must offer SES to eligible students.  Students in Title I schools from low-income families (participating in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program or Targeted Assistance Needy Families) are eligible for SES.  If the school district determines that the amount of funds is insufficient to provide these services to all eligible students whose parents requested the services, the school district must develop a process to prioritize the services to the lowest-achieving students.
The proposed growth metric does not allow the growth or proficiency of high performing students to compensate for the performance of other students.
Assessment Quality, Data Systems and Growth
The Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) program was instituted in 1992.  The PSSA was a school evaluation model with reporting at the school level only.  A major structural change took place in test content with the State Board of Education’s adoption of the Pennsylvania Academic Standards for Reading, Writing, Speaking and Listening, and in Mathematics in January 1999 (Pennsylvania State Board of Education, 1999).  The Academic Standards, which are part of Chapter 4: Regulations on Academic Standards and Assessment, detailed what students should know (knowledge) and be able to do (skills) at Grades 3, 5, 8 and 11.

The broad purpose of the state assessments is to provide information to teachers and schools to guide the improvement of curricula and instructional strategies to enable students to reach proficiency in the academic Standards.  Specifically, as outlined in Chapter 4 of the State Board Regulations, the purposes of the statewide assessment component of the PSSA are as follows:
1.  Provide students, parents, educators, and citizens with an understanding of student and school performance.

2.  Determine the degree to which school programs enable students to attain proficiency of the Academic Standards.

3.  Provide results to school districts (including charter schools) and Area Vocational Technical Schools (AVTSs) for consideration in the development of strategic plans.

4.  Provide information to state policymakers, including the State Senate, the General Assembly, and the State Board, on how effective schools are in promoting and demonstrating student proficiency of the Academic Standards.

5.  Provide information to the general public on school performance.

6.  Provide results to school districts (including charter schools and AVTSs) based upon the aggregate performance of all students, for students with an Individualized Education Program (IEP), and for those without an IEP.

Subsequently, the State Board approved a set of criteria defining Advanced, Proficient, Basic, and Below Basic levels of performance.  Reading and Mathematics performance level results were reported at both the student and school levels for the 2000 PSSA.  At that point, the PSSA became a standards-based, criterion-referenced assessment measuring student attainment of the academic standards while simultaneously determining the extent to which school programs enabled students to achieve proficiency of the standards.

As stated above, the Academic Standards indicate what students should know and be able to do.  Educators concerns regarding the number and breadth of Academic Standards and the ability to assess them on a large-scale assessment, led to an initiative by the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) to develop Assessment Anchor Content Standards (Assessment Anchors) to indicate which parts of the Academic Standards (Instructional Standards) would be assessed on the PSSA.  Additionally, spurred by PL 107-110, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), PDE began to develop plans to expand testing into other grade levels and to design a standards-based assessment for Science.  Based on the recommendations from Pennsylvania educators, the Assessment Anchors (PDE, 2004) were designed as a tool to improve the articulation of curricular, instructional, and assessment practices.  See 2007 PSSA Technical Analysis Manual (provided on CD) for examples of Assessment Anchor integration for Mathematics and Reading.  They also serve to communicate Eligible Content, also called “assessment limits,” or the range of knowledge and skills from which the PSSA would be designed.

A draft version of the Assessment Anchor Content Standards was submitted to Achieve, Inc., Washington, D.C., to conduct a special analysis to evaluate the degree of alignment with the Academic Standards. An additional study was conducted by Achieve, Inc. to conduct an alignment of the Assessment Anchors to the PSSA assessment.  Preliminary feedback enabled PDE to make adjustments to improve the alignment as the Assessment Anchors took final form.  Draft Assessment Anchors were initially implemented in 2005 and subsequent adjustments made and reflected operationally starting with the 2007 PSSA.

In addition, to the use of Assessment Anchors in 2005, the field testing of Mathematics and Reading occurred at Grades 4, 6, and 7.  Also, the third year’s calculations for Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) were conducted and reported for Grades 5, 8, and 11. 

The initial standard setting for the PSSA in Reading and Math was conducted in 2001.  Cutpoints were established for placing students in the four performance levels: Advanced, Proficient, Basic, Below Basic. Because of the use of the Assessment Anchor Content Standards and some changes in test design, in May 2005 a Performance Levels Validation (PLV) for Grades 3, 5, 8, And 11 was held. Performance level Descriptors (PLDs) were reviewed and finalized by committees of Pennsylvania educators. These descriptors are statements that describe the knowledge and skills expected at different performance levels with respect to the content standards (Assessment Anchor Content Standards) and Eligible Content (grade-level expectations).  The PLDs were used to help guide the spring 2005 PLV. A modified Bookmark procedure was used for the validation. In the PLV procedure panelists are asked to decide whether the existing cutpoints are appropriate and, if not, to examine the items surrounding the existing cutpoint to establish where the cutpoint should be reset.

The 2006 operational Reading and Mathematics assessment incorporated Grades 4, 6, and 7 for the first time. The PLV process previously described was used for Grades 4, 6, and 7. The assessed grade levels for 2006 included Grades 3 through 8 and 11. The fourth year of calculations for AYP were conducted and reported for grades 5, 8, and 11 and for the first time in grade 3.
In 2007 the operational Reading and Mathematics assessment continued in grades 3 through 8 and 11. Because of changes to the test design and a change in vendors for the Grade 3 assessment, a PLV meeting was held to validate the cutpoints in Grade 3 using starting values based on previously established cutpoints for Grade 4. AYP calculations for grades 4, 6, and 7 took place in 2007 when they were assessed for the second time.
Since the Assessment Anchors encompass grades 3 through 8 and grade 11, the document informs test design for all grade levels—distinguishing the Assessment Anchors in one grade from the Assessment Anchors in another grade and clarifying grade-level rigor.
Major considerations in the item development process for the PSSA are alignment to the PSSA Assessment Anchors and Eligible Content, grade-level appropriateness (reading/interest level, etc.), depth of knowledge, cognitive level, item/task level of complexity, estimated difficulty level, relevancy of context, rationale for distracters, style, accuracy, and correct terminology were major considerations in the item development process. The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, NCME, 1999) and the Principles of Universal Design (Thompson, Johnstone, & Thurlow, 2002) guided the development process. In addition, Pennsylvania’s testing contractor, Data Recognition Corporation’s (DRC’s) Bias, Fairness, and Sensitivity Guidelines were used for developing items free of bias, fairness, and sensitivity issues. All items were reviewed for fairness by bias and sensitivity committees and for content by Pennsylvania educators and field-specialists.  Items were also reviewed for adherence to the Principles of Universal Design by representatives from the National Center for Educational Outcomes (NCEO) and adherence to the guidelines outlined in the Pennsylvania publication Principles, Guidelines and Procedures for Developing Fair Assessment Systems: Pennsylvania Assessment Through Themes (PATT).
Universally designed assessments allow participation of the widest possible range of students and contribute to valid inferences about participating students. Principles of Universal Design are based on the premise that each child in school is a part of the population to be tested, and that testing results should not be affected by disability, gender, race, or English language ability (Thompson, Johnstone & Thurlow, 2002). At every stage of the item and test development process, including the 2006 field test, procedures were employed to ensure that items and subsequent tests were designed and developed using the elements of universally designed assessments developed by the National Center for Educational Outcomes (NCEO).
Federal legislation addresses the need for universally designed assessments. The No Child Left Behind Act (Elementary and Secondary Education Act) requires that each state must “provide for the participation in [statewide] assessments of all students” [Section 1111(b)(3)(C)(ix)(l)]. Both Title 1 and IDEA regulations call for universally designed assessments that are accessible and valid for all students, including students with disabilities and English Language Learners. The benefits of universally designed assessments not only apply to these groups of students, but to all individuals with wide-ranging characteristics.
DRC’s test development team was trained in the elements of Universal Design as it relates to developing large-scale statewide assessments. Team leaders were trained directly by NCEO, and other team members were subsequently trained by team leaders. Committees involved in content review included some members who were familiar with the unique needs of students with disabilities and English Language Learners. Likewise some members of the Bias, Fairness, and Sensitivity Committee were conversant with these issues

PSSA Test Validity and Reliability

PSSA Calibration

In order to expedite the analysis process for 2007, a sample of students was selected for use in calibrating item difficulties.  The sample was aimed to cover roughly 50% of the student population while preserving ethnic representation.  This was done using random sampling without replacement at the district level for approximately 85% of the sample and at the school level for Pittsburgh and Philadelphia districts for approximately 15% of the sample based on 2005-2006 enrollment counts.
PSSA Content Validity

As stated previously, PDE commissioned Achieve, Inc. to conduct a series of reviews during the period in which PDE was in the process of developing and refining the Assessment Anchor Content Standards (Assessment Anchors) and Eligible Content for reading and mathematics. Through an iterative process of successive refinement in which each version underwent review and modification in accordance with Achieve’s recommendations, final documents for reading and mathematics emerged. Similarly, PDE submitted sets of items designed to measure these anchors (see Chapter Two of the 2007 PSSA Technical Analysis Manual for additional details). The item development process also benefited from an evaluation of how well test items aligned with the Assessment Anchors and Eligible Content. The reviews conducted by Achieve (2005)
 focused on:
• Assessment Anchors and Eligible Content for reading and mathematics.

• Alignment of assessments to the Assessment Anchors and Eligible Content and, subsequently, in developing items tailored toward these anchors.

PSSA Reliability

The 2007 PSSA Technical Report provides reliability indices and standard errors of measurement (SEM) for the 2007 PSSA assessments.  For the Rasch model, raw scores are sufficient statistics for abilities and scale scores; performance levels set on scale scores are identical to those based on raw scores.

PSSA Reliability Indices

Reliability refers to the expected consistency of test scores.  The reliability coefficient expresses the consistency of test scores as the ratio of true score variance to total score variance (true score variance plus error variance). If all test score variance were true, the index would equal 1.0. Conversely, the index will be 0.0 if none of the test score variance were true. Clearly, a larger coefficient is better as it indicates the test scores are influenced less by random sources of error. Generally speaking, reliabilities go up with an increase in test length and population heterogeneity and go down with shorter tests and more homogeneous populations.

Although a number of reliability indices exist, a frequently reported index for achievement tests is Coefficient Alpha.  Consequently, this index is the one reported for the PSSA.  Alpha indicates the internal consistency over the responses to a set of items measuring an underlying trait, in this case reading and mathematics achievement.  From this perspective, Alpha can be thought of as the correlation between scores if the students could be tested twice with the same instrument without the second testing being affected by the first.

While sensitive to random errors associated with content sampling variability, the index is not sensitive to other types of errors that can affect test scores, such as temporal stability or variability in performance that might occur across testing occasions. It is also not sensitive to rater error. Consequently, this index might be positively biased by these factors. On the other hand, there are also factors that might negatively bias this estimate. These include tests that are comprised of mixed item types (e.g., multiple choice and constructed response items) and tests that include strata (sub-domains) that are homogeneous enough for the average covariance within strata to exceed the average covariance between strata. Although both are potential influences for the PSSA’s, the reliabilities reported in Table 10.1 (reported in the 2007 PSSA Technical Analysis Manual) are all close to or above 0.90, indicating highly consistent test scores for these instruments.
The reliability coefficient is a “unitless” index, which can be compared from test to test. The standard error of measurement (SEM) is another indicator of precision. If everyone being tested had the same true score5, there would still be some variation in observed scores due to imperfections in the measurement process, such as random differences in attention during instruction or concentration during testing. The standard error is defined as the standard deviation6 of the distribution of observed scores for students with identical true scores. Because the SEM is an index of the random variability in test scores in actual score units, it represents important information for test score users.
The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability indices (Cronbach, 1951) for the PSSA were calculated in SPSS. Tables 13-1 through 13-6 provide reliability information on the reading and mathematics tests by strand for the total student population and for students in each gender group and the ethnicity groups. Other groups such as ELL, IEP, and Economically Disadvantaged were also included for reliability estimation. The contents of the table include number of points possible (K), number of students tested (N), mean points received, standard deviation (SD), mean P-Value, reliability, traditional standard errors of measurement, and item type.

PSSA Reliability of Performance Levels

In a standards-based testing program there is also interest in knowing how accurately students are classified into the various performance categories. Classification consistency refers to the degree with which the achievement level for each student can be replicated upon retesting using the same form or an equivalent form (Huynh, 1976). Since it is not feasible to repeat PSSA testing in order to estimate the proportion of students who would be reclassified in the same performance levels, a statistical model needs to be imposed on the data in order to project the consistency of classifications solely using data from the available administration (Hambleton and Novick, 1973). Although a number of procedures are available, two well known methods were developed by Hanson and Brennan (1990) and Livingston and Lewis (1995) utilizing specific True Score Models.
Hanson and Brennan (1990) utilized a four parameter beta binomial and a four parameter beta compound binomial model for estimating single administration estimates of classification consistency. The models are given by:
uPr(X=i)=∫Pr(X=i|τ,k) g(τ|α,β,l,u) dτ,
where l and u are, respectively, the lower and upper bounds of the distribution. If k≤0, then the conditional error distribution is binomial. If k>0, then the conditional error distribution is compound binomial using Lord’s (1965) two-term approximation to the compound binomial distribution. Parameters for the true score density are estimated using the method of moments.
In order to use this method, the test must be must consist of purely dichotomous items. A simple way to satisfy this requirement is to dichotomize the assessment. For any polychotomous item with a maximum score of u, create a set S of u dichotomous items to replace it. For example,

S1 (x)={u1,u2,u3,u4}is a set created for a polychotomous item with a maximum score of 4 for examinee x. Then, for an examinee y with a score of 3,S1 (y)={1, 1, 1 ,0}. Local independence of these newly created dichotomous items within the set is sacrificed due to the fact that to get the 3rd item in the set correct, you must get the 1st and 2nd items in the same set correct (the same goes for getting an item incorrect). Artificial local independence cannot be manufactured for these items within each set.
To solve the problem of a complex assessment, Livingston and Lewis (1995) proposed an effective test length, which transforms the original raw score random variable from X-0,…K into a new random variable X=0,…, n, where n is the number of dichotomous, locally independent, equally difficult items required to produce a raw score of the same reliability. Then, using the transformed observed distribution X, parameters are estimated for a four parameter beta-binomial. The X distribution is then converted back onto the original X scale using interpolation. This method is designed only to estimate a contingency table, not a fully bivariate distribution as illustrated in the 2007 PSSA Technical Analysis Manual. 
PSSA Validity

As noted in the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing, “validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretation of test scores entailed by the proposed uses of the tests” (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999, p. 9). Thus, the validity of the PSSA must be judged in relation to its primary purposes. Validity evidence related to test content is presented in terms of how the 2007 PSSA assessments were assembled to reflect the state content standards (more information on this, including information about content and bias and sensitivity reviews, is presented in Chapter Three). This section is followed by a summary of the item-development procedures, and a presentation of the correlations among strands.
The PDE’s commitment to validity is also evidenced by the fact that the Pennsylvania State Board of Education commissioned an independent study of an earlier version of the PSSA. That study, conducted by HumRRO, included an extensive evaluation of the items (Thacker and Dickinson, 2004) and of statistical relationships of the PSSA, including convergent and discriminant validity (Thacker, Dickinson and Koger, 2004).
PSSA Construct Validity

Information regarding the PSSA’s internal structure is an important source of construct-related evidence of validity. Correlations by reporting category were calculated using Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient. These correlations are presented in the 2007 PSSA Technical Analysis Manual in Tables 13-16 through 13-22. They generally display the expected pattern and magnitude of correlations.  For example, the reading total should correlate higher with the reading part or sub-scores than with the mathematics total or sub-scores. Note that the correlation between the reading and mathematics total scores is .798 for grade 5. When this value is squared, the resulting value of .60 translates into the shared variance between the two assessments across the student population. Recent research indicates that this is a fairly typical outcome.
Alternate Assessments

Pennsylvania includes all students with disabilities in the accountability system.  Pennsylvania’s statewide assessment is required for ALL students in public educational entities including: all public schools, Intermediate Regional Educational Units, Charter Schools, State Owned Schools, Career and Technical Schools, Private Residential Rehabilitative Institutions, Approved Private Schools, and Juvenile Detention Facilities. A wide variety of valid accommodations are offered to ensure equal access to the PSSA for students with disabilities.

Additionally, the Pennsylvania Alternate System of Assessment (PASA) has been specifically designed for those students with the most severe cognitive disabilities whose IEP teams have determined that the PSSA is not appropriate. The administration of this assessment is based upon six rigorous criteria and is aligned to the Pennsylvania Academic Standards.  The students that participate in the PASA are included in the accountability system at the LEA and school level. Consistent with recent NCLB regulations, these students will be among the up to 1% limit on the number of proficient or advanced scores based on alternate achievement standards that may count as proficient or advanced for AYP purposes.

Pennsylvania is developing a modified PSSA, PSSA-M based on the 2% flexibility from USDOE.  This assessment will be administered only to students with disabilities.  This assessment is under development and will be piloted in SY08-09.  The PSSA-M will be scaled like the PSSA.  Once the assessment is operational, Pennsylvania will determine how this data will be used in the growth model.
· Examples and explanation to demonstrate how students who have taken the alternate assessment (or a native language assessment) in year 1 are accommodated in the growth calculations if they take the general assessment in year 2 or any subsequent years (or vice versa). 

Limited English proficient (LEP/ELL) students are included in the overall accountability system as follows.  LEP/ELL students in their first year of enrollment in U.S. schools are not required to participate in the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) Reading Assessment; however, if they do participate, their performance level results will not be included in the AYP calculations for the school/district, but will be included in PSSA participation rate calculations for reading.  LEP/ELL students in their first year of enrollment in U.S. schools must participate in the PSSA Mathematics assessment but will not have their scores and corresponding performance level used to determine AYP status.  Their participation is counted in calculating the participation rate for the mathematics assessment.  Thus, performance levels of every LEP/ELL student enrolled in the school for the full academic year, except those in their first year of enrollment in a US school, are included in the school’s count. 

Any student in Pennsylvania, regular education, special education, LEP/ELL, etc. will only get a projection to proficiency IF they have three data points from the PSSA.  If they do not have three data points, the current/actual score will be used in re-calculating the percent of students proficient.

C3 – Model Description 

Currently, Pennsylvania’s Accountability Workbook outlines the process to measure schools’ AYP through status targets that increase toward the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) goal of 100% proficient by 2014.  Hill, Gong, Marion, DePascale, Dunn, and Simpson (2005) define status models as the performance of a school at any given time.  Pennsylvania uses student performance on the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) in Grades 3 through 8 and 11 in reading and math as the “status indicator” for NCLB proficiency targets.  AYP is accomplished by achieving designated yearly NCLB performance targets in reading and math at the district, school, and subgroup levels, attendance, and graduation and participation rates.  Pennsylvania also uses USDOE’s flexibility of two-year averaging. USDOE approved confidence intervals are applied to these status measures to account for any statistical error in Pennsylvania’s metric. 

Pennsylvania also includes “improvement indicators” in its Accountability Workbook.  These improvement measures look at status relative to the prior status of a previous cohort of students at the same grade level (Hill et al., 2005) and include Safe Harbor calculations and the Pennsylvania Performance Index (PPI).  Page eight of the proposal offers a visual representation of the current status and improvement measures in use.  Currently, if schools do not achieve AYP status targets, they may use USDOE approved improvement measures in Pennsylvania’s current Accountability Workbook.

While many of Pennsylvania’s schools have been able to achieve the designated AYP targets through the current status and improvement measures, there remain a number of schools that are accelerating student growth toward proficiency, but are not recognized for this accomplishment.  Pennsylvania now has evidence that demonstrates this (Tables 2 and 3).  Therefore, Pennsylvania is proposing the use of a “growth measure,” specifically the projection to proficiency metric of the Pennsylvania Value-Added Assessment System (PVAAS), as another option for schools to meet AYP.  By recognizing the importance of accelerated student progress to proficiency through the use of a growth measure, Pennsylvania seeks to recognize schools that have made progress that is aligned to the USDOE approved proficiency target but whose current level of achievement may not yet reflect the designated AMOs of the Accountability Workbook. 

Demographic data are not used in the projection analyses.  Because the calculation uses longitudinal data from students with similar test patterns and uses all available test data in the database of performance measures, the projection model produces reliable estimates of projected performance on future state assessments.  In addition, the model is adjusted for the growth pattern of the student’s most likely future school by utilizing the most recent growth performance of that receiving school up to the grade level of the projection.  For example, if the projection is for a 5th grader to 7th grade, the model will adjust the projected score to reflect the effect of the future school based on growth history of the school up through the 7th grade.  Growth data beyond 7th grade are not relevant to that projection.
Based on the students’ projection calculations, schools will be assigned credit for all students who are projected to be proficient in a specified grade in the future, whether they are currently below proficient or are currently proficient.  It does not assign schools any credit for students who are currently proficient but are projected to score below proficient on the future assessment.  It does not assign schools any additional credit for students who score at the advanced level.  For example, based on the projection calculations, Student A in 4th grade who scored below the 4th grade proficiency standard is projected to be proficient if the projected 6th grade score for that student is greater than or equal to the Grade 6 proficient standard.  Similarly, Student B in 4th grade who scored above the 4th Grade proficiency standard would be projected to be non-proficient if the projected 6th grade score for that student is less than the Grade 6 proficient standard.  These projected student scores are then used to determine the number of students projected to be proficient at the district, school and subgroup level.  The projection model will apply to all students in the school or subgroup of interest regardless of the proficiency determination of the students based on status measures.  The percent of students projected to be proficient on a future PSSA examination will then be used to determine AYP status based on the presently accepted Annual Measurable Objectives (AMO) status targets using the following rule:

Districts and schools meet AYP proficiency requirements if the district and school and all subgroups meet the annual measurable objective in both reading and mathematics either by meeting the status or improvement measures in the current approved Pennsylvania Accountability Workbook or through the proposed projection to proficiency model.  The proposed projection model will be applied for either mathematics or reading subject areas or both depending on the outcome of the status and improvement measure AYP determination.  When using the proposed projection to proficiency model to determine AYP: 

1. Each district, school or subgroup’s percentage of students who are projected to score at a proficient level or higher on reading meets the approved annual measurable objective for reading; or

2. Each district, school, or subgroup’s percentage of students who are projected to score at a proficient level or higher on mathematics meets the approved annual measurable objective for mathematics.

For example:

	School A
	Did not make AYP for whole school in reading by any of the existing AYP provisions.
	Growth model applied – A “Projection to Proficiency” is run for each student in this whole school group in reading -  including the students who scored proficient on this most recent PSSA. The actual PSSA score is used for any student with less than 3 PSSA data points and/or for any student who took the PASA. The percent of students “proficient”  in reading is re-calculated for the whole school group. If it meets or exceeds the AYP target, this school would have met AYP for whole school reading via the growth model.

	School A
	Did not make AYP for IEP subgroup in math by any of the existing AYP provisions.
	Growth model applied – A “Projection to Proficiency” is run on each student in this IEP subgroup group in math -  including the IEP students who scored proficient on this most recent PSSA. The actual PSSA score is used for any student with less than 3 PSSA data points and/or for any student who took the PASA. The percent of IEP students “proficient”  in math is re-calculated for the IEP subgroup only. If it meets or exceeds the AYP target, this school would have met AYP for the IEP subgroup in math via the growth model.


By incorporating the proposed projection to proficiency growth model into AYP calculations, Pennsylvania is creating an opportunity to reinforce the goals of NCLB by acknowledging schools that are heading in the direction of meeting AYP targets, while still maintaining high expectations for all students.  The amended accountability system will encourage schools and districts to improve student achievement and close achievement gaps by focusing resources on students who have yet to attain proficiency or are at risk of falling below proficiency.  It will give schools and districts an immediate incentive to identify students who start out far behind and launch them on an accelerated path to proficiency in later grades.  It will also compel schools and districts to catch proficient and advanced students whose performance is declining over time.  Schools will be encouraged to differentiate instruction and interventions based on individual student needs as well as to provide professional development and technical assistance to educators to assist them with these tasks.  Without the use of this growth measure, schools may receive an inaccurate picture of student achievement.  The collective use of “status,” “improvement” and “growth” measures yields a comprehensive and complete picture of achievement in today’s schools for students/parents, community members, school districts, the Pennsylvania Department of Education and the United States Department of Education.
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If approved, this growth model amendment would be available to determine the AYP status for all Pennsylvania districts and schools for academic year 2008-09.

All students who qualify for AYP proficiency determinations based on the NCLB criteria for full academic year, as detailed in the Pennsylvania Accountability Workbook, will be included in the projection to proficiency model.  If a student does not have a previous PSSA score, his/her current score will be used instead of a projected score.  The current-year scores of 3rd grade students and students new to the State will be used in the projection to proficiency model.  The State will include current-year scores of Grade 11 students.  Additionally, the state will include current year scores of students with significant cognitive disabilities assessed under the Pennsylvania Alternate System of Assessment (PASA).  In all cases, projections to performance on a future PSSA examination will be calculated when sufficient data to calculate the projection is available.  If sufficient data does not exist on a student, the student’s current PSSA score will be used in the calculation of the percent of students who are projected to score at a proficient level.

Pennsylvania has considered and included all students in the growth model as described below.
	Student Scenario
	Considerations/Context
	Plan for Inclusion in Growth Model

	A child who changes schools
	All PA students K-12 are assigned a PASecureID.  This unique ID follows them throughout their educational career in PA.  PSSA assessment results are linked to PAsecureID as well. Hence longitudinal assessment data is linked to the student.  The AYP rules for attribution are followed as well.  The school where a student is attributed for AYP is where the growth model projection can be applied if needed.
	Any students with 3 or more PSSA scores will received a projected score as part of the proposed growth model.  For any student with less than 3 scores or a student who takes PASA the current/actual score will be used I the growth model when recalculating percent proficient. The school where a student is attributed for AYP is where the growth model projection can be applied if needed.

	A child who changes LEAs
	All PA students K-12 are assigned a PASecureID.  This unique ID follows them throughout their educational career in PA.  PSSA assessment results are linked to PAsecureID as well. Hence longitudinal assessment data is linked to the student.  The AYP rules for attribution are followed as well.  The district where a student is attributed for AYP is where the growth model projection can be applied if needed.
	Any students with 3 or more PSSA scores will received a projected score as part of the proposed growth model.  For any student with less than 3 scores or a student who takes PASA the current/actual score will be used I the growth model when recalculating percent proficient. The district where a student is attributed for AYP is where the growth model projection can be applied if needed.

	A child who is retained
	A student who is retained may take the same PSSA in each subject twice.  The growth measure will not use scores from both administrations.
	Any students with 3 or more PSSA scores will received a projected score as part of the proposed growth model.  If a student has taken the PSSA twice in the same grade, only the most recent score in that grade/subject is used to yield a projected score. 

	A child who is new to the State
	All PA students K-12 are assigned a PASecureID.  This unique ID follows them throughout their educational career in PA.  If a student was in PA in previous years, then longitudinal assessment data is linked to the student.
	Any students with 3 or more PSSA scores will received a projected score as part of the proposed growth model.  If the student is brand new to PA and does not have 3 prior PSSA scores, then the current/actual score will be used to recalculate the percent of student proficient in each group that did not meet AYP by the current provisions.

	Schools with varying configurations and non-aligned timeframes for the administration of the assessments (K-5 with testing in Spring; 6-9 with testing in fall)
	The PSSA for reading and math is administered in the same administration time frame for all schools in Pennsylvania.
	No impact on growth model.

	A child who makes progress then falls behind
	If a child makes progress one year and then falls behind the next, this will be reflected in the scores use to yield a projected score. Additional data is added every year to a students longitudinal record. These results either reflect improvement, status quo or declining performance.  This factors into the future projected score.
	The model will look at the performance of this student who made progress and then fell behind and project what happens to student with this type of history when projected to the grades defined in Table 1 of this proposal and projected to the school they are most likely to attend in that projected grade.

	A child who is proficient at all times but steadily declining
	If a child makes progress one year and then falls behind the next, this will be reflected in the scores use to yield a projected score. Additional data is added every year to a students longitudinal record. These results either reflect improvement, status quo or declining performance.  This factors into the future projected score.
	The model will look at the performance of this student who made progress and then fell behind and project what happens to student with this type of history when projected to the grades defined in Table 1 of this proposal and projected to the school they are most likely to attend in that projected grade.

	A child who changes assessments (with possible alternate achievement standards) during the growth calculation period (e.g. regular assessment, a native-language assessment, or an alternate assessment aligned with grade-level achievement standards)
	The growth model only uses scores from the PSSA to project scores in future grades.
	Any students with 3 or more PSSA scores will received a projected score as part of the proposed growth model.

	Calculations for growth on all students, not just non-proficient students
	If a district, school and/or subgroup has not made AYP on a target in a subject by any of the 7 existing means to meet AYP - then the growth model is applied to that district, school subgroup only on that subject.  Projected scores are calculated on all students with adequate data to yield a project score (proficient and non-proficient). Current/actual scores are used on all other students. All students are included when recalculating the percent proficient for the district, school and/or subgroup that did not make AYP in a  target.
	


Pennsylvania’s projection to proficiency model keeps schools on target of 100% of students reaching proficiency by 2013-14 by incorporating the already approved AYP proficiency targets.   The only targets in Pennsylvania’s proposed growth model are the AMOs.  Pennsylvania does not have or set growth targets.  The projection is based on a proficient level of performance on a future PSSA. The AMO’s have been approved in Pennsylvania’s Accountability Workbook and increase over time until they reach the goal of 100% proficiency in 2013-14.  Pennsylvania recognizes that a projection to proficiency and attainment of proficiency are different conditions.  However, Pennsylvania believes strongly that the efforts of schools that have provided programs for students to be on meaningful and accelerated trajectories to proficiency should be recognized and supported.  If schools are not on a trajectory to proficiency the goal of NCLB will not be met.  Many schools in Pennsylvania are making significant growth with students which significantly increases the probability of proficiency on a future PSSA.  Information regarding projections to proficiency provided to parents makes clear the distinction between the attainment of proficiency and the projection to proficiency.

Validity Expectations

Pennsylvania’s proposed projection to proficiency model relies on a robust methodology that uses all of a student’s prior achievement scores to estimate the student’s achievement level at a future point in time.  This methodology has been nationally and independently peer reviewed as listed in Appendix F. The model estimates a student’s performance on a future assessment based on the student’s test performance history and the histories of students with similar performance patterns.  All available achievement data on the student are used to yield the projection.  The only predictor variables are the student’s prior test scores.  Demographic data are not used in the analyses.  The model adjusts the projection for the effect of the future schooling experience by utilizing the pattern of the most likely receiving school based on historical data of student patterns of advancement through the grades. The coefficients of the model are updated each year to reflect new student cohort test scores at the projection endpoints.  This proven model, by using all available achievement data, provides more robust projections than simple pre- and/or post- test models.

For example, to achieve a 6th grade student’s projected score to his/her 8th grade score on the reading test, the statistical methodology uses scores from students who took the exam in the current year who have the same historical pattern of test scores as the 6th grade student.  If the student has 3rd, 5th, and 6th grade scores (but no 4th grade scores) the methodology estimates regression coefficients for these scores based on the subset of students who took the reading test in the current year who also had 3rd, 5th, and 6th grade scores, but no 4th grade scores.  These coefficients are then applied to the individual student’s 3rd, 5th, and 6th grade scores to calculate the student’s projected score on the 8th grade reading test.  If the student has made progress between 3rd and 6th grade, the model will show if this progress has been sufficient to predict that the student will reach proficiency by the time he or she takes the 8th grade exam. 

Once the projected values for each student are obtained, the question becomes (raised by the previous peer reviewers) “do these projections have appropriate reliabilities and are there innate biases which would either over or under project students in certain schools and with various levels of prior attainment?” 
What is the relationship between the projected scores and the observed scores in the future? Table 11 displays the correlations between the projected scores and the subsequent observed scores in the future.  The projected scores came from models that were developed on a pooled within school  basis for all schools in Pennsylvania using PSSA scores and the computational methods as outlined in Appendix E.

Table 11. Relationship Between Projected Scores and Later Observed Scores
	Correlation Between Projected Scores and Current Scores

	Subject
	Grade
	Years in Advance
	No. Prior Scores Used in Projected Scores
	Prior Grades
	Correlation

	Math
	8
	1
	8
	3,5,6,7
	0.881

	Math
	8
	1
	6
	5,6,7
	0.880

	Math
	8
	1
	4
	6,7
	0.877

	Math
	8
	1
	3
	6,7
	0.877

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Math
	8
	2
	6
	3,5,6
	0.848

	Math
	8
	2
	4
	5,6
	0.844

	Math
	8
	2
	3
	5,6
	0.844

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Reading
	8
	1
	8
	3,5,6,7
	0.856

	Reading
	8
	1
	6
	5,6,7
	0.854

	Reading
	8
	1
	4
	6,7
	0.849

	Reading
	8
	1
	3
	6,7
	0.848

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Reading
	8
	2
	6
	3,5,6
	0.827

	Reading
	8
	2
	4
	5,6
	0.822

	Reading
	8
	2
	3
	5,6
	0.822


This table clearly displays that the correlation between projected scores and observed score (for the year of the projection) exceed 0.80 when projecting 1 or 2 years in advance.  These correlations are consistent with those found with Tennessee’s growth methodology.
# of Schools that Would Make AYP with Growth Model:
Pennsylvania used the SY07-08 AMOs and determined how many schools would have made AYP with the use of the growth model as an additional provision to meet AYP.  The results of this analysis indicated that an additional 242 schools would have met AYP if the proposed growth model would have been applied in school year 2007-08.
STATUS Measures:


AYP Performance Target


Current Year


Performance Target with Confidence Interval


Performance Target 2 Year Average


Performance Target 2 Year Average with Confidence Interval





See Appendix G for details on each AYP calculation








IMPROVEMENT Measures:


Safe Harbor (Proficiency defined by status)


Reduce the # of students not-proficient from previous year by 10%


Safe Harbor with Confidence Interval 


Pennsylvania Performance Index (PPI)





STATUS Measures:


AYP Performance Target


Current Year


Performance Target with Confidence Interval


Performance Target 2 Year Average


Performance Target 2 Year Average with Confidence Interval





IMPROVEMENT Measures:


Safe Harbor (Proficiency defined by status)


Reduce the # of students not-proficient from previous year by 10%


Safe Harbor with Confidence Interval 


Pennsylvania Performance Index (PPI)





GROWTH Measure: PROPOSED


AYP Performance Target


Current Year using proficiency via projection to proficiency model





Improvement Measures


Appeal - PPI





Growth Measures


Safe Harbor w/ CI


(Proficiency defined by projection)
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