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Principle 1. Universal Proficiency

· Has the State proposed a technically and educationally sound method of making annual judgments about school performance using growth? (Principle 1.3)

· Has the State adequately described how annual accountability determinations will incorporate student growth? (Principle 1.3.1)

· Please provide additional information on the evaluation and analysis of the interaction and overlap of the proposed growth model and existing performance index.

Minnesota has analyzed the interaction and overlap of the growth model and performance index by subgroup.  The analysis shows the number of subgroups meeting the AYP targets under the growth model compared to the performance index model.  The results indicated that subgroups are more likely to meet the AMOs using the performance index than the growth model.  The results are in Addendum Attachment 1.

Principle 2. Establishing appropriate growth targets at the student level

· Has the State proposed a technically and educationally sound method of depicting annual student growth in relation to growth targets? (Principle 2.1)

· Has the State adequately described a sound method of determining student growth over time? (Principle 2.1.1)

· Please provide a rational for the value table points assigned to movement between various performance levels.  Please include a rational for how the model ensures students are expected to attain more than one year’s growth when the model allocates 50 points to students maintaining performance at the partially proficient level.

The stakeholders believe very strongly that Minnesota should not have a different set of AMOs used for growth than what is currently being used for status determinations.  District stakeholders believe that having different AMOs for status and growth would cause unneeded confusion to the calculation.  As a result of this value judgment, Minnesota had to align points awarded in the value table to points currently being awarded for the performance index.  Under the status model, Partially Meets Standards students earn 0.5 points; so, in the growth model, students who remain Partially Meets Standards must also earn 0.5 points to have a comparable scale.  While this is awarding credit to a student who remains in a Partially Meets Standards level from one year to the next, it does not award points to students who drop a level into Partially Meets Standards and does not award points to students who remain in a Does Not Meet Standards level.  It is critical to remember that Minnesota used the 0.5, Partially Meets Standards, points when determining the AMOs.  Because the 0.5, Partially Meets Standards, points were included in setting the AMOs, the schools do not earn “extra” or “bonus” points for the Partially Meets Standards students.  If Minnesota would have elected to set AMOs without the 0.5, Partially Meets Standards, points, the AMOs would be set far lower than in the approved accountability workbook and school then would have been earning “extra” or “bonus” points.

· Please provide the distribution of students at each performance level across the state.  

The distribution of students at each performance level across Minnesota is provided in Addendum Attachment 2A.  Addendum Attachment 2B provides Minnesota data on student movement between performance levels from 2006 to 2007 by number and percent for each grade and subject.  In addition, data on the number of growth points earned relative to the AMOs is also provided by grade and subject.

Principle 4. Inclusion of all students

· Does the State’s growth model proposal address the inclusion of all students, subgroups and schools appropriately? (Principle 4.1)

· Does the State’s growth model address the inclusion of all students appropriately? (Principle 4.1.1)

· Please provide additional information on how Minnesota will plan to include the results of students taking the alternate assessment based on alternate achievement standards, given the changes to the assessment during the 2007-08 school year.

In 2008, changes were made to Minnesota’s alternate assessment based on alternate achievement standards (MTAS).  These changes were not intended to change the construct of measurement, but instead were designed to expand the breadth of content coverage and increase the uniformity of test administration and scoring, thereby improving the reliability of MTAS scores. Because of these changes, Minnesota conducted a standards validation in May 2008 in order to map the existing MTAS achievement standards onto the revised MTAS score metric.  Some cut scores were changed as a result of that process, but the definitions of the achievement levels used to establish them were not.  Because our approach of determining growth uses achievement levels to compare year-to-year and within-year scale scores and conditional standards errors of measurement (CSEMs) to determine the high/low qualifiers, we can include students who took MTAS in 2007 and 2008, and into future years, in our determinations of growth.
Principle 5. State Assessment System and Methodology

· How will the State report individual student growth to parents? (Principle 5.2)

· How will an individual student’s academic status be reported to his or her parents in any given year? What information will be provided about academic growth to parents? Will the student’s status compared to the State’s academic achievement standards also be reported? (Principle 5.2.1)

· Please clarify how the results of the growth model will be reported to parents and the public at large.

Growth for individual students will be reported to parents on the Individual Student Report.  Student scores from 2009, 2008, 2007, and 2006 will be reported back to parents.  Addendum Attachment 5A is an example of the results that will be reported back to parents.

Growth results for the AYP growth model will be reported back to parents and the public on the school report card.  Minnesota has not finalized a school report card design for reporting the growth model.  Minnesota will report growth on the school report card in the same way proficiency is currently reported.  The website is being expanded to include pages titled “How did the State/District/School do in reading growth?” and “How did the State/District/School do in math growth?”  Addendum Attachment 5B shows the current display of AYP proficiency data on the Minnesota Department of Education website: http://education.state.mn.us/ReportCard2005/index.do.  

· Does the Statewide assessment system produce comparable information on each student as he/she moves from one grade level to the next? (Principle 5.3)

· How has the State determined that the cut-scores that define the various achievement levels have been aligned across the grade levels?  What procedures were used and what were the results?  (Principle 5.3.3)

· Please provide the conditional standard errors of measurement for each performance level in reading/language arts and mathematics for grades 3-8 and high school.

Minnesota has provided the Conditional Standard Errors of Measurement (CSEM) for each performance level in reading and mathematics for grades 3-8 and high school in Addendum Attachment 5.  The following is a list of worksheets and the contents of each:

· Tab "MN CSEMs Cuts Only" contains a complete set of information related to the achievement levels, scale scores and CSEMs for 2006, 2007 and 2008 for each of Minnesota’s Title I assessments.  Included are the minimum and maximum scale scores associated with each achievement level and the associated CSEMs for those scale scores.

· Tabs "MN CSEMs MCA-II," "MN CSEMs MTELL," and "MN CSEMs MTAS" contain the same information as the "MN CSEMs Cuts Only" tab, but are broken out by assessment.

· Tab "MN Formatted Cuts" contains the updated tables that were used in the proposal.
Principle 6 – Tracking Student Progress
· Has the State designed and implemented a technically and educationally sound system for accurately matching student data from one year to the next? (Principle 6.1)
· Does the State utilize a student identification number system or does it use an alternative method for matching student assessment information across two or more years?  If a numeric system is not used, what is the process for matching students? (Principle 6.1.4)
· What studies have been conducted to demonstrate the percentage of students who can be “matched” between two academic years?  Three years or more years?

Minnesota completed and analysis of our rates of matching three years of assessments to students enrolled in 2007.  Minnesota repeated the analysis for students enrolled in 2008.  We found that we maintained or improved our high rates of matching, both for the All Students group and all other subgroups.  The results of the two years of analysis are included in Addendum Attachment 6. Please note:  we only included the results for grades 5 and 7 to facilitate a direct comparison (in 2005, Minnesota only assessed students in grades 3, 5, 7, and 10 in Reading and in grades 3, 5, 7, and 11 in Math.  As a result, the three years analysis is limited to students who were in grades 3 and 5 in 2005 and progressed to grades 5 and 7 in 2007).  Due to limited grades tested, we did not complete a matching analysis with 2006 going back two and three years.
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