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	State: ALASKA


	Clarifying Call to State

	
	No call necessary
	X
	

	
	Questions and responses (please note within each question if the State will provide additional information)

	
	1.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Highly recommend to accept – 0

Recommend to accept – 0

Recommend not to accept at this time – 10
	Overall Recommendation

Comments to support recommendation:

The Alaska proposal was meritorious in many respects.  In their proposal, Alaska constructed a model that combined status, safe harbor, and growth in a very straightforward and easy-to-understand manner.  In the model, students reaching proficiency would be counted as proficient, and those students not reaching proficiency would be examined to see if they were making adequate growth toward proficiency.  Adequate growth was clearly defined as being at least 1 full year’s growth, plus ¼ growth toward proficiency.  Any student meeting this goal would be labeled “on-track toward proficiency” and would be counted as proficient in the AYP determinations.  This type of model has many positive features.  First, it is easy for educators and parents to understand.  Secondly, its attention to growth at the student level and its use of counts toward proficiency avoids many of the problems of aggregation that other potential models suffer.  Students performing above expectation could not mask the performance of poor performing students.  
 

However, the proposal had a number of concerns that were identified by the panel.  The Alaska proposal (along with the clarifying statements from the State) indicated that their growth model would “reset” every year, along with the growth targets for each child.  This resetting, in combination with their “Annual growth plus ¼” results in situations where some students would be counted as proficient every year but never make the proficiency score of 300.  Additionally, Alaska only applies their growth model to students that are not proficient.  This appears to be in contradiction to both Principle 4 in the PRG and to a letter from the Department of Education dated March 10th.  The model proposed by Alaska ignores students that are identified as proficient, but whose growth estimates put them at risk for becoming non-proficient.  All of the reviewers deemed this as a shortcoming of the model, although there was disagreement as to the seriousness of this shortcoming, as discussed in the document on cross-cutting issues.  Finally, Alaska’s use of a use of a 99% confidence interval is not adequately justified.  

Dissenting comments:

(Use additional space as necessary)


	Specific Strengths in the Proposal 

Using your notes from the Peer Review Guidance, please note areas where the proposal was especially strong, ingenious, high quality, or exceeded the Peer Review criteria.  Please cite specific aspects of the proposal and include references to the Peer Review Guidance criteria (e.g., B.1.2.1) and the proposal (e.g., page numbers).

1. The Alaska model is simple and easy to understand.  The simple merging of the status, safe harbor and growth systems leaves the model satisfying almost all of the principles.

2. Under the Alaska model, students with insufficient data points to measure growth in the growth portion of the model are evaluated on status, so that they are not excluded from the calculations for AYP.

3. The growth model focuses on individual growth.

4. The Alaska proposal seems to demonstrate a commitment to educational reform.

Dissenting comments:
1.

 (Use additional space as necessary)


	Specific Weaknesses in the Proposal 

Using your notes from the Peer Review Guidance, please note areas where the proposal was unclear, incomplete, or did not meet the Peer Review criteria.  Please cite specific aspects of the proposal and include references to the Peer Review Guidance criteria (e.g., B.1.2.1) and the proposal (e.g., page numbers).

If your Overall Recommendation is anything less than “Recommend to Accept,” this section must be filled in thoroughly.

1. Failure to consider students already proficient thereby failing to account for schools that may have significant numbers of students who fall below proficiency.  Growth is only calculated for those students that are not proficient.  A whole class of students is not included.

2. Trajectories are reset each year.  This, combined with their use of fractional growth, implies that it is acceptable for some students to never actually reach proficiency. 

3. The 99% confidence interval around subgroups offers the possibility of accepting a group as meeting AYP when, in fact, they do not.

4. Students who do not meet the proficient status can be treated as proficient to meet safe harbor under the growth standard. Students who are projected to be proficient should not be counted in safe harbor.

Dissenting comments:

Individual Peer Comment - I agree with the comment on weakness 1, however, I wish to add that from a technical or statistical standpoint and from an educational standpoint, the computation of growth for only those who are not proficient is never appropriate.  Statistically, the inclusion of only those who fall below proficient causes several problems with regression to the mean, the negative correlation of simple growth scores with pretest measures and the fact that the procedures capitalizes on positive errors for a restricted subgroup.  From an educational standpoint, the procedure excludes the known fact that some students who are currently proficient are on a clear track to fail proficiency in the future.  A good growth model will detect these students.  Projections of those currently proficient should be combined with projections for those currently failing proficiency and the decision of which schools and groups then meet AYP should be based on the combined projections.

 (Use additional space as necessary)


