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Peer Review
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April 24 & 25, 2008
Peer Report

	State: MICHIGAN


	Clarifying Call to State

	
	No call necessary
	x
	

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

	
	1.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Clarifying questions from peer team sent April 21; written responses received April 22.

	Overall Recommendation

Recommend to accept – 0
Recommend to accept with conditions – 1
Recommend not to accept –  10
Comments to support recommendation:

Limitations and strengths are outlined in the following pages.

Proposal Strengths:

Proposal Issues:

Additional peer comment:

Since there are many possible scenarios under which a student might meet the growth criteria but not reach proficiency in 3 years, additional evidence might be helpful. If the data are available, the state should use past results to calculate the probabilities of a student moving from each performance category to all other categories. Using those probabilities, the frequency of each case in which students are coded as making adequate growth over 3 years can be determined. The state should demonstrate that all cases with a significant frequency of occurrence will reach proficiency within 3 years.

One peer feels that addressing each specific weakness outlined below would result in an approvable proposal. 

(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).

· It is positive that the state wants to focus on evaluating performance and success of individual educators.

· It is positive to use data to evaluate performance of students from year to year and provide effective interventions. 

· Accountability decisions for reading/language arts and mathematics are made separately. 

Dissenting comments:
 (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).

· Clarification is needed on cutpoint development across multiple years.  

· Peers expressed concern about resetting targets annually that results in students meeting growth every year without becoming proficient in 3 years

· Students can fall from proficiency, yet still be counted as making growth in future years.

· AYG should be calculated on all students, proficient and non-proficient. 

· Rounding of non-proficient high down to 1 rather than up to 2 allows students to meet growth without attaining proficiency in 3 years. 

· The model does not require that all students be proficient in 2013–14—just proficient or on track for proficiency.

· Peers questioned exclusion of students who take two of the alternate assessments; no intention to include these students is described. 

· Students promoted more than one grade and retained students should be considered in AYG calculations. 

Dissenting comments:

 (Use additional space as necessary)


