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Peer Review

Growth Model 
U. S. Department of Education

December 2-3, 2008
Peer Report – Minnesota

Peer Group Recommendations


	Recommend to Accept
	Recommend to Accept with Conditions (Outlined below)
	Not Recommended to Accept

	0
	7
	0


Conditions: 

1) The use of “bonus points” for two years of consecutive growth is not permitted. 

2) Convert the four bands into two bands until educationally and psychometrically sound methods support the existence of four bands. 

3) For the two bands model, wider bands must be used (e.g., use two standard errors instead of one). 

4) In the value table, eliminate the two 50 point cells that do not demonstrate growth (e.g., Partially Meets Low to Partially Meets Low).

Overall Recommendation:  


	Comments to Support Overall Recommendation

	Dissenting Comments:

One peer dissented on conditions 2-4, stating that without the High/Low distinctions within the Does Not Meet and Partially Meets achievement levels, there would be no functional difference between a value table-based growth model and the current performance index, where students in the Does Not Meet level are awarded no credit, students in the Partially Meets level are awarded .5 credit, and students in Meets and Exceeds are awarded full credit.




Peer Comments – Specific Sections of Proposal


Core  Principle 1.  100% Proficiency by 2014 and Incorporating Decisions School Accountability

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.  Numerator will include any students who is proficient or “on track to be proficient”; For students “on track”, given partial credit towards proficiency.
	Pg. 4


	2.  Grades 3-8, 10 (reading), and 11 (math)
	

	3.  Equivalent subgroup size and AMO targets
	

	4.  Performance Index linked to achievement level descriptors for AYP status
	

	5. Data suggests growth model has little impact on districts and schools AYP status once the Performance Index is applied
	Pg. 8

	6.  GM used after Status (using Performance Index) and Safe Harbor are applied
	

	Summary Statement

	Met criteria




Core Principle 2.  Establishing Appropriate Growth Targets

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. Two non-proficient achievement levels divided into two sublevels
	Pg. 11

	2.  Sublevels (High-Low) SS +CSEM is less than the cut point for next achievement level (Low) else (High); Value table reviewed by stakeholders.
	Pg. 10, Pg. 14

	3. Includes MCA-II (regular), MTELL (math test for ELLs, MTAS (Alt)
	Pg. 10

	4. Award compounding points for consecutive years of improvement; These points are equal to half of the point difference from the current performance range to the next
	Pg. 11

	5. Score is not conditioned on the current school; Students can be in multiple schools.  Not moderated by student demographics or school characteristics.
	Pg. 13, Pg. 17

	6.  Aligned values in the GM with the AYP Performance Index
	

	7. GM proposal reviewed by advisory groups and presented to legislative education committee
	Pg. 14

	Summary Statement

	Met criteria


Core Principle 3.  Accountability, Separate for Reading and Math

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.  Does not use other content areas or covariance matrices to estimate or project student performance.
	Pg. 17

	Summary Statement

	Met criteria


Core Principle 4.  Inclusion of All Students

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. Minimum n=20; Confidence interval with Performance Index, no CI with Safe Harbor
	

	2. Includes alternate assessment results
	Pg. 18

	3. Retained students are included (use most current year)
	Pg. 18

	4. Missing data points are not imputed
	Pg. 18

	5. Single grade schools, new schools, reconfigured grade structures, district attendance zones, mobile students are all included
	Pg. 19

	Summary Statement

	Met criteria


Core Principle 5.  State Assessment System and Methodology

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. GM purpose articulated in MN Statute
	Pg. 20

	2. Fully approved system (2008)
	Pg. 21

	3. Vertical scale does not extend into the high school grades or the alternate; GM design does not require this type of scale.
	Pg. 22

	Summary Statement

	Met criteria with conditions


	
	
	
	
	
	MCA-II CSEMs Observed/Actual

	Project
	Subject
	Grade
	Year
	Achievement Level
	MinScaleScore
	MinCSEM
	MaxScaleScore
	MaxCSEM

	MCA-II
	M
	3
	2008
	Does Not Meet – Low
	301
	8
	332
	6

	MCA-II
	M
	3
	2008
	Does Not Meet – High
	334
	6
	338
	4

	MCA-II
	M
	3
	2008
	Partially Meets – Low
	340
	4
	344
	4

	MCA-II
	M
	3
	2008
	Partially Meets – High
	346
	4
	349
	3

	MCA-II
	M
	3
	2008
	Meets or Exceeds
	350
	3
	399
	1


	2008 MCA-II Mathematics
	 
	2008 MCA-II Reading

	 
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets
	 
	 
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets

	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High
	 
	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	3
	301 - 333
	334 - 339
	340 - 345
	346 – 349
	 
	3
	301 - 333
	334 - 339
	340 - 344
	345 - 349

	4
	401 - 434
	435 - 439
	440 - 446
	447 – 449
	 
	4
	401 - 435
	436 - 439
	440 - 445
	446 - 449

	5
	501 - 534
	535 - 539
	540 - 545
	546 – 549
	 
	5
	501 - 534
	535 - 539
	540 - 546
	547 - 549

	6
	601 - 634
	635 - 639
	640 - 645
	646 – 649
	 
	6
	601 - 635
	636 - 639
	640 - 645
	646 - 649

	7
	701 - 734
	735 - 739
	740 - 746
	747 – 749
	 
	7
	701 - 736
	737 - 739
	740 - 745
	746 - 749

	8
	801 - 834
	835 - 839
	840 - 845
	846 – 849
	 
	8
	801 - 835
	836 - 839
	840 - 845
	846 - 849

	11
	1101 - 1134
	1135 - 1139
	1140 - 1144
	1145 – 1149
	 
	10
	1001 - 1035
	1036 - 1039
	1040 - 1046
	1047 - 1049


Core Principle 6.  Tracking Student Progress

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. Applies probabilistic matching with match rates above 99.5%
	Pg. 24

	2. District verification of the matches; Match rates are high.
	Pg. 25

	3. Uses third-party replication (external vendor) to replication AYP calculations
	Pg. 29

	Summary Statement

	Met criteria




Core Principle 7.  Participation Rates and Additional Academic Indicator

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. Participation rate applied to GM in same manner as used in the status (Performance Index)
	Pg. 29

	Summary Statement

	Met criteria
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