Pennsylvania’s Responses to USDE Questions 
On Growth Model Proposal Submission #4

November 12, 2008

Principle 1.  Universal proficiency

USDE’s issue #1:

Please clarify how the inclusion of a growth model on top of the existing accountability system, particularly the inclusion of the Pennsylvania Performance Index (PPI), will ensure that all schools are held accountable for 100 percent proficiency by 2013-14.

PDE’s response to issue #1:

Pennsylvania proposes to use status, improvement and growth to hold subgroups, schools and districts accountable for meeting the goal of 100% proficiency in mathematics and reading by 2013-14. Presently the Pennsylvania Accountability Workbook includes status and improvement measures.  As an additional alternative for meeting AYP proficiency requirements, the state proposes to use a projection to proficiency model, rather than a value-added or other form of growth model to evaluate the academic progress of all students in reading and math towards state standards. 

The inclusion of the growth model proposed by Pennsylvania will provide the best way to determine if schools are ‘growing’ their students or improving actual student performance because the growth model proposed is the only metric that follows the performance of individual students.  All other methods used (status, status with a confidence interval, two year averaging, two year averaging with a confidence interval, safe harbor, safe harbor with a confidence interval, and the Pennsylvania Performance Index (PPI)) look at improvement or status by comparing different groups of students.

Therefore, the inclusion of the growth model will recognize schools that are taking their students (with whatever achievement levels they enter their buildings) and moving them to higher and higher levels of achievement.  The degree of movement will be deemed sufficient only if the projected proficiency levels meet or exceed the state’s universal AMO targets which hold all students to 100% proficiency by 2013-14. This growth model truly will identify the schools that are on the trajectory to meet the goal of 100% proficient by 2014.

In addition, USDE has repeatedly asked PDE for clarification on this point in our proposal submitted on February 1, 2008 as well as in questions from previous peer review in 2007. PDE has responded to each request with consistency and a strategic focus on NLCB’s goal of 100% proficient.   At the conclusion of the previous round of growth model pilot decision in 2008, USDE indicated repeatedly during conference calls on May 20, 2008 and June 10, 2008 that there was no concern with the growth model methodology proposal (i.e., the projection to proficiency model) that PDE sought permission to implement.

USDE’s issue #2:

How does the state plan to establish growth targets between grades 8 and 11 and does the assessment system support such an approach?

PDE’s response to issue #2:

Pennsylvania has a fully approved system of standards and assessments, approved via USDE’s Peer Review proposed (August 28, 2007).  As evidenced in our assessment system (and in compliance with the requirements of NCLB), Pennsylvania assesses students annually in reading and mathematics at grades 3-8 and 11, science in grades 4, 8, and 11, and writing in grades 5, 8, and 11.  Pennsylvania does not administer any assessments between grades 8 and 11.  Pennsylvania does not have any growth targets between grades 8 and 11.  Our proposed model clearly indicates (see page 9) that, where possible, projections are made two years out.  Fourth graders receive a projection to proficiency on the 6th grade test (two years out); fifth graders receive a projection to proficiency on the 7th grade test (two years out); sixth graders receive a projection to proficiency on the 8th grade test (two years out).  However, Pennsylvania (because of our tested grades) cannot project two years out for 7th graders, 8th graders, or 11th graders.  Since Pennsylvania assesses annually in grades 3-8 and 11, 7th graders receive a projection to proficiency on the 8th grade test (only one year out) and 8th graders receive a projection to proficiency on the 11th grade test (three years out).  Of course, there is no projection forward for 11th grade scores.  Eleventh grade scores are not subjected to proficiency calculations.  The actual obtained scores are used.  Similarly, third grade scores are not subjected to proficiency calculations because there is not sufficient historical data upon which to base the projections.  Therefore, the actual obtained third grade scores are used also.

An 8th grade student will be considered proficient if the student is projected to score above the proficiency standard on the Grade 11 PSSA assessment.  An 8th grade student will be considered below proficient if the student is projected to score below the proficiency standard on the Grade 11 PSSA assessment. If there is not adequate data to yield a projection the actual observed score is used.

Current scores will be used for 11th grade students.  They will be considered proficient if they score above the proficiency standard in the current year and considered below proficient if they score below the proficiency standard in the current year.
In Pennsylvania’s responses submitted to the growth model proposal peer review team on April 30, 2007 the peer reviewers stated the following based on the SY06-07 assessment data. “It appears that the State does not have enough waves of data to implement this proposal in all grades right now as (because they need three years of data). It is our understanding that at least one cohort must have gone through each of the grade spans to which the prediction model will be applied.  According to the Education Department they cannot approve a proposal that cannot be fully implemented this year.” Pennsylvania has well exceeded and addressed this issue of grade 8 to grade 11 projections. This is no longer an issue for Pennsylvania’s proposal model.

The approved AMOs for mathematics and reading outlined in the USDE approved Accountability Workbook will continue to be the proficiency targets for all of Pennsylvania’s students.  These targeted AMOs are designed to keep Pennsylvania on track to meet the NCLB 100% proficiency goals for 2013-14.
USDE’s issue #3:

Please clarify whether Pennsylvania intends to apply a confidence interval to the growth model calculations.  The Pennsylvania Growth Model Amendment Scheme on page 31 of the proposal indicates the growth model will incorporate a confidence interval.  Please note that the Department has not approved the application of a confidence interval with the growth model in any state that has been approved to include a growth model in its accountability system.  Please see the concerns regarding confidence intervals cited in the peer’s 2006 cross-cutting document (Please see http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/growthmodel/cc.doc)

PDE’s response to issue #3:

The text from Pennsylvania’s proposal, page 32 appears below:

	Currently Approved
	Proposed

	


	




Currently there are seven measures the PDE calculates for each school and each subgroup, i.e., Status, Status with a confidence interval, 2 year average, 2 year average with a confidence interval, safe harbor, safe harbor with a confidence interval and PPI.   These are independent calculations.  Three of these calculations involve a confidence interval and four do not.  While all seven calculations are performed, Pennsylvania’s decision rule for determining and reporting whether or not and how a school made AYP is sequential, with status being the first consideration and PPI being the seventh consideration.

Pennsylvania’s proposed growth model adds an eighth method for schools to demonstrate Adequate Yearly Progress.  While the calculation will be conducted for each school and subgroup, Pennsylvania will consider this calculation as an eighth consideration for making AYP.  As is evident in the table above, there is NO mention of a confidence interval with this eighth method.  To be absolutely clear, Pennsylvania does not intend to use a confidence interval along with the projection to proficiency model.  Therefore, of the proposed eight calculations, three involve a confidence interval and five do not.

Principle 2.  Establishing appropriate growth model targets at the student level.

USDE’s issue #4:

Please clarify what is meant by the statement found on page 27 that projections are made only for those students who have at least three data points.

PDE’s response to issue #4:

The following appears on page 28 of the proposal: 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.
Pennsylvania’s proposed projection to proficiency model relies on a robust, peer review and USDE approved methodology that uses all of a student’s prior achievement scores to estimate the student’s achievement level at a future point in time.  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.

A minimum of three prior PSSA scores are needed to yield a projection. If a student does not have this historical data, then the actual observed score will be used.  Therefore all students are included in PA’s model. No student is excluded or thrown out if they do not have adequate historical data.

USDE’s issue #5:

Please clarify Pennsylvania’s plans to evaluate the growth model and growth targets, including how the evaluation will be independent and what simulations and analyses will be reviewed.

PDE’s response to issue #5:

Pennsylvania will continue to request validity studies on the projections such as those provided in the recently submitted Proposal Appendices. Pennsylvania will follow USDOE guidelines and criteria for independent evaluation of the growth model. Pennsylvania will evaluate the growth model based on USDE evaluation criteria from USDE given Pennsylvania expects there may be a standard form of evaluation for all growth models.

USDE’s issue #6:

Please provide additional detail regarding the recalculation of scores.  According to page 8 of the appendices if a district/school fails to meet its PPI threshold, a new baseline is established. How does this fit in with the goal of universal proficiency by 2013-14?

PDE’s response to issue #6:
On page 8 of the Appendix the following example is provided.  The table below shows an example of the 2002 PPI Baseline and the subsequent targets for a particular school’s group (the all student group or a measurable subgroup) for a particular subject.  The baseline target is set according to the formula contained in the Appendix.  The annual targets are determined by subtracting the baseline from 100 and dividing the result by the number of years until 2014.  

	Baseline (2002)
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	52
	56
	60
	64
	68
	72
	76
	80
	84
	88
	92
	96
	100


“If a district/school fails to meet its PPI threshold, a new baseline is established, based on the PPI score in the year the school failed to meet PPI.  Using the example above, the PPI threshold for 2005 is 64.  Actual PPI score for 2005 was 62.  The baseline is reset at 62 with annual growth toward 100 based on the remaining nine years until 2014.  100 – 62 = 38, and 38 ÷ 9 = 4.2.  2006 PPI threshold = 62 + 4.2 or 66.2.  A new table is now created.”

	Baseline (2005)
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	62
	66.2
	70.4
	74.6
	78.8
	83
	87.2
	91.4
	95.6
	100


As evidenced in the recalculated data above, the 2005 actual PPI score of 62 did not reach the PPI target of 64.  If this particular school did not reach the AYP targets with any other method (i.e., status, status with a confidence interval, etc.) they will not make AYP in 2005.  For the future years, however, their PPI targets are reset.  The resetting is done in a similar manner as the original 2002 baseline.  However, the new targets are established by subtracting the PPI score (in this case the 62 in 2005) from 100.  Then, this difference (in this case 38) is divided by the number of remaining years until 2014.  The goal is always universal proficiency by 2013-14.  Whether the baseline was set in 2002, or set in later years, or recalculated in later years, the goal stays at 100% proficiency by 2013-14.  That is why the PPI score is subtracted from 100 (the value of the PPI when 100% of the students are proficient) and then divided by the number of remaining years until the ‘year of universal proficiency’, namely 2013-14.

PPI is calculated for all students and every measurable subgroup separately for math and reading.

Principle 3.  Accountability for reading/language arts and mathematics separately.
USDE’s issue #7:

Please clarify whether the Pennsylvania growth model will use results from other assessments and, if so, how does Pennsylvania plan to demonstrate that achievement on those other assessments does not compensate for failure to achieve proficiency in reading/language arts or mathematics.

PDE’s response to issue #7:

Pennsylvania will use the results from the state assessment only, namely, the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA). While Pennsylvania does administer a state assessment in writing and science, data from those assessments will not be used in the projection to proficiency model that is proposed by Pennsylvania.
Principle 4.  Inclusion of all students.
USDE’s issue #8:

Please clarify how growth model data will be attributed for AYP purposes when a student moves from one school to another or one district to another.

PDE’s response to issue #8:

Pennsylvania will follow the well established and USDE approved procedures outlined in our Accountability Workbook.  Full academic year (FAY) is defined as follows:

“A student is enrolled for a “full academic year” if the student is enrolled from October 1 of the academic year to the close of the testing period.”  (Critical Element 2.2, page 21 of PA’s Accountability Workbook).  Furthermore, the issue of student mobility is addressed in Critical Element 2.3, page 22 of PA’s Accountability Workbook.  Pennsylvania does have a substantial mobile population.  Students are followed from school to school and district to district through the use of the Pennsylvania Information Management System (PIMS).   

A student who changes schools or district: 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 and/or district where a student is attributed for AYP is where the growth model projection would 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 in the growth model when recalculating percent proficient. The school and/or district where a student is attributed for AYP is where the growth model projection can be applied if needed.
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
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