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Historical Context of Education Reform in New Mexico

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) provided New Mexico with the opportunity to strengthen our pre-existing accountability, reporting and school intervention systems.  Prior to NCLB, New Mexico administered the Terra Nova at all grades, and subsequent to that, a standards-based Criterion Referenced Test (CRT) at the 4th, 8th, and 11th grades.  However these assessments were not fully aligned to State standards and new assessments were developed in 2004. New Mexico is now in the 4th year of the Standards Based Assessment (SBA) and the second year of the New Mexico Alternate Performance Assessment (NMAPA), tests that assess the proficiency levels of all students served by New Mexico public schools.  These assessments are stable, established, and NCLB compliant, and both have been administered annually to grades 3 through 9 and 11.  In some ways New Mexico law surpasses the requirements of NCLB, in that New Mexico tests in science, social studies, and writing in addition to reading and mathematics, and has included the 9th grade in assessments since 2004.
New Mexico was recognized for strong content standards and standards based assessments by Education Week's Quality Counts January 2008 report “Grading the States’ Outcomes and Policies,” New Mexico received an A- (89.8) in the area of Standards, Assessments and Accountability. The state ranked 16th in the nation in this area for having standards that are clear, specific and grounded in content, a regular timeline for revision of standards, and for having supplementary resources for educators.  This category also recognized the state's Standards Based Assessment for its variety of measures to assess student performance, the subjects tested, and how the test correlates to grades 3-8.  New Mexico was also recognized for holding schools accountable for performance of their students. New Mexico would like to build upon its reputation by adding value to its current assessments in the form of a growth model that will allow New Mexico to determine the growth of its non-proficient students towards the goal of 100% proficiency by 2013-14. 

Both the SBA and the NMAPA are designed to classify students into one of four performance levels (Beginning Step, Nearing Proficient, Proficient, and Advanced).  Based on this single indicator, schools and LEAs are rated on the proportion of students who are proficient or above. 
The SBA for regular education students utilizes constructed response and multiple choice items.  There are approximately 48 items on the Reading and Science assessments, and approximately 60 items on the Mathematics assessments.  The SBA is vertically scaled across grades 3 through 8. The calibration of the scaled scores is based on Rasch Item Response Theory Models for the dichotomous multiple choice and for the polychromous constructed response items.  The NMAPA has similarly been subjected to meticulous standards setting procedures where scaling and proficiency level cut scores were adjusted to coincide with the SBA.  The correspondence of scaled scores between the two assessments has permitted data from both to be pooled in their use for AYP and other data reporting.  Both the SBA and the NMAPA yield scaled scores that range from 0 to 999, with the majority of students scoring in the range of 200 to 900.  

There is strong evidence that this system is limiting in several ways. The proposed Individual Student Academic Change (ISAC) growth model improves upon the current Improvement status model for AYP including the Safe Harbor provision in several key respects.  Because Safe Harbor specifies that aggregates (i.e. English Language Learners) are required to show improvement, the minimum group size requirement frequently prohibits smaller schools and LEAs from taking advantage of this AYP option.   

For example, in school year 2002-2003, district enrollments totaled 320,116. (Enrollments in New Mexico are stable enough that this year’s information is still relevant). Of that total, only one district (Albuquerque) had 87,939 students, for fully 27.5% of the state’s total. In contrast, 75 of 89 school LEAs in New Mexico have fewer than 5,000 students each. 31 of these have fewer than 500 students in total in their district. New Mexico’s student profile is that of one large, urban center located in Albuquerque, with many small, rural, and low income LEAs. The mid-size LEAs number about twelve, and encompass between 5,000 and 15,000 students each. These are located in large towns, with mainly suburban students (Santa Fe, Rio Rancho, Farmington, Clovis, Roswell are examples).

Since the keystone of all growth models is the capacity to show improvement in student performance that occurs under the threshold of proficiency, New Mexico would like to implement a method of capturing this information that does not exist in the current accountability methods used.  

While Safe Harbor rewards the percent crossing the proficiency bar, the proposed ISAC method recognizes positive movement, sometimes sizable, that must occur before proficiency can be reached.  This sub-proficient growth is particularly insightful in schools in rural LEAs, in schools with small populations such as is typical in New Mexico, in schools that serve difficult populations, such as alternative high schools and in schools that specialize in services to students with disabilities.  The use of scaled scores, a more sensitive metric, will supply valuable feedback that has not been previously available to schools.  The performance indicators currently in place do not provide incentives to work with low- and high-achieving students, since they only attend to the proportion of students who are at or above “proficient.”  

Additionally, the current AYP model, herein after referred to as the “Improvement” model is a status model that uses performance indicators that do not account for improvement.  For example, a school district that moves from 30 to 50 percent proficient in mathematics over several years may not be distinguished from a district that has maintained flat proficiency at 60 percent over the same period.  Many schools and LEAs that are demonstrating incremental gains are not registering improved classifications in New Mexico’s accountability system.  Further, the fact that the proficiency proportions do not represent individual student learning gains over time is an issue that troubles teachers and parents. The ISAC proposed model fits well with New Mexico’s unique student population, small LEAs, and sizeable numbers of schools in poverty and with high risk populations.

After all other statistical methods, and safe harbor, according to the ‘Improvement’ AYP method have been applied to a school’s proficiency targets: a student-level “attaining proficiency” growth (ISAC) model will be calculated for all non-proficient students and applied to each of New Mexico’s 808 schools.  The details of these calculations and the logic behind the new student level growth to attaining proficiency model are discussed in Appendix A of this document. 

The proposed growth model will improve assessment in New Mexico by making the assumption that student performance, and by extension school performance, is not simply a matter of where the school is at any single point in time, A school’s ability to facilitate individual student’s academic progress is an important indicator of its performance. Growth models can account for the potentially negative spurious relationship between status and growth, for status’ effect on growth, and for student inputs’ effect on growth. 

Background for ISAC

How does growth modeling improve analysis for accountability?

Simply comparing percent proficient school performance over time (as in the current AYP Improvement Status model) may indicate that student performance is very stable, but this does not ensure that non proficient are gaining enough to reach proficiency by 2013-2014.  Therefore, New Mexico is interested in isolating factors contributing to student growth towards proficiency.  

New Mexico will explicitly connect each student’s performance from one year to a subsequent year.


Comparing average school performance from one year to the next, as in AYP, is not a growth model, but is instead a comparison of multiple statuses. New Mexico’s proposed Amendment to Proposal embodied in the new ISAC growth model will monitor individual students as they move along grades, and so is a true growth model. 


New Mexico is aware that a status model has less data requirements than does the proposed growth model, but because it does not allow for clearly differentiating environmental factors from student factors; we would propose to implement the individual student growth model. Following individual student scores is preferable over status models because growth models can incorporate each student’s starting point that reflects their own unique history. 

What are key differences from the status model?


New Mexico’s current AYP model can be categorized as an unconditional status model at present. This means that it uses unadjusted percentage of proficient as an indicator of

Performance, according to the CCSSO Policymakers’ Guide to Growth Models for School Accountability (2007).  A status model assumes that irrespective of everything else that could possibly affect student academic performance, both currently or historically, the snapshot of current performance accurately reflects how the school is performing. That is, in a status model all student success is attributable to the current school in the current year. It assumes that students do not bring any “human capital” inputs with them to the school. By using an unconditional status model, one assumes that there are no selection effects; the students in school A are like any other students in any other school in the district/state. One could replace students in school A with other students from any other school and the indicator of school performance would not change. In contrast, the growth model will add information that will allow the schools to identify those students that are not ‘on track’ to achieving proficiency, and it will do so by linking each individual student’s prior years test scores to the current year’s test scores, and compare those to the gains needed for proficiency by 2013.

What are the key ingredients of New Mexico’s growth model?

Growth models are a subset of the more general longitudinal models that examine how student outcomes change as a function of time. Growth models assume the outcome of interest (achievement, or growth in this case) improves, and that scores or data collected over several points in time can be modeled longitudinally.  New Mexico proposes to use the simplest form of a growth model: to model gains from one year to the next as the outcome.  Because New Mexico’s proposed accountability model is based on a simple aggregation of student assessment results, rather than a longitudinal Value-Added Model which is necessarily based upon longer periods of time, there will be fewer problems with attrition. 

The remainder of this proposal will be divided into the categories provided in the Peer Review Guidance for simplicity.
Core Principle 1:  100% Proficiency by 2014 and Incorporating decisions about Student Growth into School Accountability
1.1 How does the State accountability model hold schools accountable for universal proficiency by 2013-14?

New Mexico currently evaluates proficiency gains through (1) a demonstration that each subgroup has met the state’s annual measurable objective (current AYP status model calculation); or (2) for subgroups that have not met the annual measurable objective, by achieving a 10 percent reduction in the percentage of students who are not proficient (Safe Harbor).  We propose to add option (3) for schools that fail to meet AYP through the first two methods.  

The third method, ISAC or Individual Student Academic Growth to Proficiency would track each individual student, who was non-proficient in year one, and calculate the gap between his or her score and proficiency, for both years, and compare the results to the average scale score gains that student would need to achieve in each year in order to arrive at proficiency in SY 2013-2014.  This will be done separately for reading and mathematics content areas, and for every student including the SWD students and ELL students, and also for those students who were proficient to ensure that these students stay on track. The intent is to find each student’s current year’s score in reading and mathematics in order to assess the gap in proficiency. The method will also track that students who are proficient, remain proficient. 

The model will take into account non-proficient students who make gains towards proficiency status, non-proficient students not making gains, as well as those students who start out at proficient but lose that status. New Mexico will develop an improvement continuum of AMOs for schools and LEAs that provides that the percentage of non-proficient students in every school is on track to be proficient by the year 2013-2014. 

The state will maintain its current AMO targets rising to universal proficiency in the 2013-2014 school year. The new ISAC model will not change the previous AMOs for Proficiency, but add AMOs for growth, using the same methods as before: 

New Mexico proposes to set similar targets for school growth performance as were set for proficiency AMOs under the Improvement Status Model. In New Mexico, proficiency AMO’s for proficiency were baselined, based upon empirical evidence of assessment performance. First, schools were ranked from lowest to highest.  Schools were then grouped by the eight grade configurations that were most common in the State of New Mexico. Proficiency rates were calculated for every school. Schools in the same grade configuration group were placed in rank order based on proficiency rates in reading and separately in mathematics. The proficiency rate of the school at the 20th percentile became the starting point for the AMOs. The AMOs were advanced incrementally every year until 2013-2014 when 100% of the students are required to be proficient in order to meet the target.  For school grade configurations a weighted average of the multiple grades was used to set the AYP target. New Mexico proposes to use this method to establish AMO’s for growth the same as for proficiency. 2007 will serve as the baseline year for this AMO setting.

The proposed growth model will add value to New Mexico student’s path towards proficiency, a noteworthy advantage of this approach, as currently New Mexico does not measure whether non-proficient students are moving towards this all-inclusive goal.  In implementing the proposed ISAC, all non-proficient students must make annual progress toward full proficiency in 2014, and proficient students must remain proficient.  Historically, New Mexico’s AYP Status and Safe Harbor models have established objectives toward full proficiency that have been approved and functioning productively since 2004.  The ISAC model simply adds an additional avenue that does not in any way detract from that mission, and in fact will add valuable encouragement to schools that are struggling. The model proposed includes: Status, Safe Harbor, and Growth in the overall AYP determination. Further, New Mexico believes that identifying schools and LEAs that are not closing the achievement gap is a priority. 

The growth model (attaining proficiency) will be applied to grades that have two years of data, that is, 4th compared to 3rd, 5th compared to 6th, etc. Growth will not be applied to 11th grade because of the fact that the 11th grade test is not vertically aligned, and because of the anticipated High School Redesign efforts.

The growth model will not replace AYP calculations, so that all students in grades 3-8 and 11 will be included in assessment of schools for making AYP, consistent with NCLB. The proposed growth model does not value growth above proficiency. It is an additional method of evaluating student progress, not a replacement for AYP.

1.2  Has the State proposed technically and educationally sound criteria for “growth targets” for schools and subgroups?

Based solely on student performance and ignoring demographic factors, New Mexico proposes that its student level (ISAC) method of calculating academic growth to proficiency will provide valuable data that can help New Mexico to be successful in bringing all its students into proficiency within the time limit of 2013-2014.

New Mexico’s proposed ISAC growth model relies on statistical procedures where student growth at the individual level is based on the use of vertical scale scores.  Schools are awarded points based upon the numbers of their students making gains in scores from year one to  year two, and comparing their gains to those necessary for full proficiency in 2013-2014. This system will be added to the current ‘Improvement’ AYP assessment, not replace it. Further, the non-proficient students attaining growth will not be added to the proficient percentage for purposes of calculating status proficiency.

The model, since it relies upon individual student’s scores, is uniquely constructed to reflect the scale scores for each specific grade, thus nullifying the necessity to match the model to the grade configuration of the school, and individual growth gains can and will be computed separately for reading and for mathematics. 

This model does not condition or alter expectations based upon student demographics or other student characteristics. It is a standards-based approach to measuring growth. Student progress is measured as the actual change in (or maintenance of) non-proficiency performance levels for all students in a school or district, and compared to the changes needed to achieve proficiency by 2013-2014 school year.

In the method above, OI (Other indicator) and participation targets are specifically excluded from the calculations. If the school concerned misses one of these targets, they cannot recover using growth calculations, since participation is not a function of growth.


ISAC will borrow partially from that methodology to determine the scaled score cut point that represents the minimum required to reach proficiency.  Because scaled score cut points vary by grade, the attaining growth proficiency will be calculated by grade, and each student’s specific baseline will drive the determination of the destination end point in 2014.  

1.3  Has the state proposed a technically and educationally sound method of making annual judgments about school performance using growth?

The proposed ISAC growth model is intended to measure changes in student’s scores, then derive an individual student growth gap, and compare these non-proficient students making gains aggregated into a proportion compared to the non-proficient students not making growth gains plus those students who were previously proficient and lost ground. This proportion will then be compared to AMOs, developed as previously outlined above in Core Principle 1.1. 
New Mexico proposes moving toward integrating individual student growth information into established school and parent reports (i.e. comparison of a single student with the prior year’s performance during the grades that are vertically scaled).  

School and LEA AYP determinations would, under the proposed method, first follow all rules currently accepted under New Mexico’s accountability plan. Thus, ISAC fits into a tiered NCLB system where it will serve as the tertiary method for demonstrating progress towards proficiency.  While a school may theoretically demonstrate AYP through any one, or more of the available paths (Status, Safe Harbor, or ISAC) the methods will be applied in order, so that school results will be tagged with the first approach that qualified their AYP.  In this manner, schools are not held to different standards of approval, and the report will more adequately help target improvement efforts. ISAC will serve the function of a final quality control on AYP determinations to ensure that schools are given every consideration for demonstrating improvement. The new growth aspect of the model will not utilize a confidence interval method to adjust for the effects of small size on the stability of estimates.  

1.4  Does the state proposed growth model include a relationship between consequences and rate of student growth consistent with Section 1116 of ESEA?

Use of the proposed growth model will not change the outcomes to schools that do not meet AYP targets.  These will remain unchanged from those currently accepted under the state accountability plan. In general, Title I schools who miss any one of 37 targets (all subgroups, in both content areas, for either participation or proficiency, and including the other indicator) for two years in a row will enter the improvement Status ladder. They will remain in that Status, and progress in consequences:

· School Improvement 1

· School Improvement 2

· Corrective Action

· Restructuring 1

· Restructuring 2

When a school that has a designation makes AYP through any of the three methods (Status, Safe Harbor, or ISAC) the designation for the school is marked with “delay” to signify that it is one year towards exiting the improvement ladder.  If the school does not make AYP in the second year, the school moves one more level in the continuum of improvement. However, if the school does make AYP in the second year, they move out of the improvement Status ladder altogether.  The consequences are outlined in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Consequences of Improvement Steps
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Core Principle 2:  Establishing Appropriate Growth Targets at the Student Level

2.1  Has the state proposed a technically and educationally sound method of depicting annual student growth in relation to growth targets?

Student growth can be illustrated simply in terms of scale score changes, and depict actual gains measured against those necessary to attain 100% proficiency by 2013-2014. In addition, schools and teachers will profit from knowing  1) the scale scores needed to attain proficiency for each student, and each grade, 2) the number and percent of students in the non-proficient subgroup, 3) the significance of the difference between observed and expected gains and losses represented by the expected trajectory towards proficiency in 2013-2014, 3) requirements for future growth that will keep them on target.  

Briefly (refer to Appendix A for a more detailed account of the proposed growth model and its calculations), the proposed growth model will identify for each student, a baseline starting point (initial SBA or NMAPA composite scale score in year one) and ending point (SBA or NMAPA composite scale score for year two) , and compare the difference to the average scale score gains needed for that student to successfully reach the ending point (the SBA or NMAPA score needed to attain proficiency by 2013-2014). This calculation will be done on an annual basis.

Core Principle 3:  Accountability for Reading/Language Arts and Mathematics Separately
3.1  Has the state proposed a technically and educationally sound method of holding schools accountable for student growth separately in reading/language arts and mathematics?

For making AYP determinations, proficiencies in reading and mathematics are assessed and reported separately, and are required for all eligible subgroups that meet the minimum group size and FAY (Full Academic Year) attendance conditions specified in New Mexico’s current Accountability Workbook and defined as being present in every data submission in a single school for one year. This is true also for the NMAPA, or alternate assessment. Students and subgroups within a school must also meet proficiency and participation goals separately for both mathematics and reading.  The ISAC method will not deviate from this policy for meeting proficiency and participation for both mathematics and reading.
Core Principle 4:  State Assessment System and Methodology
4.1  Does the state’s growth model proposal address the inclusion of all students, subgroups, and schools appropriately?

The ISAC methodology relies on linking student IDs and comparing the prior year’s scale score to the current year’s scale score attainment.  Therefore, the growth model will encompass most grades currently eligible for AYP using the established methods, 4 through 8.  The students not captured in the growth model, will be included in the AYP status model.  Students will be included in growth calculations provided the schools all students enrollments meet the minimum group size.  For schools with grade configurations that end prior to the 3rd grade, or are limited to grades 9, 10, or 12, the AYP determinations will be tied to the status of the feeder school consistent with current policy, and the growth option will not be calculated.  Membership in the non-proficient growth subgroup will be limited to students who are confirmed to have been enrolled for a full academic year (FAY).  Students that do not qualify for FAY at a school may qualify for FAY at the LEA and will participate in the LEA’s growth analysis.  All students who are not accounted for in either school or LEA will default to a state aggregate, which will also be tested for growth.  While subgroups may fail minimum group size requirements for application of the Status and Safe Harbor methods, they are fully represented in ISAC, but will not be differentiated in reporting.

New Mexico will include students who take the alternate assessment, the NMAPA, with other students in application of ISAC. The NMAPA was subjected to meticulous standards setting procedures where scaling and performance level distributions were aligned with the SBA.  Experts in the field utilized a modified “Virtual Equating” procedure (Luppescu, 1996) which is applied when two test forms do not have either respondents or items in common.  Data from the total New Mexico population of students taking the two assessments in 2006-07 were used to establish parallel scales, and parallel proficiency cut points.  The correspondence of scaled scores between the two assessments has permitted data from both to be pooled in their use for AYP and other data reporting.  Both the SBA and the NMAPA yield scaled scores that range from 0 to 900, with the majority of students scoring in the range of 200 to 900.  Scaled score cut points for both assessments are available in Appendix A.

A comparable 
Spanish version of the SBA and native language accommodations are afforded to English language learners (ELL). Students with disabilities (SWD) can take the SBA with or without accommodations. All students are included in the statewide assessment system through accommodations, native language versions of the assessments, and the alternate assessment. 

The ISAC model does not stress the proficiencies of subgroups tested with the Status and Safe Harbor approaches (i.e. ethnicity).  These first two established AYP options sufficiently underscore the achievement needs of these specific subgroups, and data concerning these subgroups are currently reported in great detail to both the public and to schools.  Instead the ISAC model intentionally refocuses attention to non-proficient students as a holistic group with its own unique and distinctive needs.  In doing so, it offers a different and more comprehensive portrait of school achievement, and helps the public, schools, and LEAs evaluate successes and challenges in a broader population of students.

Core Principle 5:  State Assessment System and Methodology

5.1   Has the State designed and implemented a statewide assessment system that measures all students annually in grades 3-8 and one high school grade in reading/language arts and mathematics in accordance with NCLB requirements for 2005-06, and have the annual assessments been in place since the 2004-05 school year?

New Mexico’s Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook was first submitted for State Grants under Title IX, Part C, Section 9302 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Public Law 107-110) in January, 2003.  Updated in July 2006, the most recent version appears on the New Mexico Public Education Department website at: http://www.sde.state.nm.us/AssessmentAccountability/AcademicGrowth/dl08/July%202006%20%20New%20Mexico%20workbook%20June%202006%20_1_.pdf . 

New Mexico submitted additional assessment materials for peer review under NCLB; and received a letter on June 15, 2007 which stated that the Status of New Mexico’s standards and Assessment system is Approval Expected.  Evidence suggests assessments are fully compliant with statutory and regulatory requirements, however full approval is dependent upon additional evidence submitted for peer review in December, 2007.  New Mexico is awaiting a reply at the date of this proposal.

5.2  How will the State report individual student growth to parents?

No plans are currently in place to report individual student growth scores to parents.  However, growth graphics will be available to teachers and schools in STARS (Student Teacher Accountability Reporting System). The simplicity of the method will allow teachers, students, and parents to easily interpret the scale score growth necessary to achieve proficiency.  Results from both the SBA and NMAPA assessments are distributed at an individual student (parent), school, LEA, and SEA level.  Printed summary reports are produced by the test vendor and sent to all schools to be distributed to parents.  Reports are published in both Spanish and English.  In addition, New Mexico produces summary reports on AYP findings that are published publicly to the New Mexico website, and internally through the secure data reporting system STARS (see Core Item 6).  Data from the ISAC application will reside together with the Status and Safe Harbor indicators for schools.  Growth curves, AMOs,  and trajectories will be made available by website as well. However, the simple notion of changes in scale scores will allow schools and parents to compute the scale score differences, and to find the scale score changes need for the student to obtain proficiency from the materials already distributed, through comparison of the report for year one and the report for year two.

The information provided to New Mexico parents in 2008 is designed to inform parents of their child’s static performance on the SBA or NMAPA. The 4-page reports show a comparison of the student’s knowledge and skills with state standards in five content areas: reading, writing, mathematics, science, and social studies. Narrative text describes the makeup of content standards, what students should know, and what they should be able to accomplish in each subject area in order to be considered Proficient.  Currently, the student’s scaled score is mapped to one of the four proficiency levels in reading, writing, mathematics, science, and social studies.  New Mexico will add school level aggregated growth results as part of the public AYP reporting, separately for reading and for mathematics.

5.3  Does the Statewide assessment system produce comparable information on each student as s/he moves from one grade level to the next?

Yes, the state assessments do provide both vertical scaling and the capacity to calculate growth for both the regular students, all subgroups, and students taking the alternate test in grades 4-8.

5.4  Is the Statewide assessment system stable in its design?

Yes, few changes to the New Mexico existing system are expected over the next two academic years (2008-09 and 2009-10). No changes are anticipated for the SBA, the NMAPA, for the affected grades used to calculate ISAC (grades 4-8). 

Some expected changes to the New Mexico system affected our decision not to include the 11th grade test in our proposed growth model. However, the data from the model is crucial to successful implementation of the High School Redesign Initiative, as it relies upon identification of the non-proficient in 8th grade. The existing state-mandated high school graduation examination will be eliminated and graduation threshold scores on other standards based assessments will be incorporated into the existing 11th grade assessments effective in Spring of 2010. In addition, recent state legislation has mandated High School Reform assessments to include formative assessments in grades 9 and 10 for students who fail to achieve Proficient Status on the 8th grade SBA and a portfolio consisting of workplace and college readiness evidence to accompany the 11th grade assessment, also effective in Spring 2010. These initiatives can be expected to significantly affect the current 11th grade test, the way that the existing High School grades are assessed, the content, instruments, scoring procedures, or achievement level cut-scores. New Mexico’s proposed ISAC model would be implemented for grades 4-8 in the first year of implementation, to allow data to be used that will inform this effort, with the expectation that the High School grades will be added, once the major restructuring of the High School Assessments is accomplished and stable.
Core Principal 6. The accountability model and related State data system must track student progress. 
6.1 Has the State designed and implemented a technically and educationally sound system for accurately matching student data from one year to the next?
Since the ISAC model does require the longitudinal tracking of students for two years, it is necessary to have a database and unique student ID’s system. New Mexico has implemented a longitudinal student database that will prove fruitful to link students. 

In 2004, New Mexico initiated a longitudinal student-data reporting system, composed of two parallel linked software domains, NMSIS (Student ID system) and STARS (Student-Teacher Accountability Reporting System).  This linked system (referred to as “STARS” for the remainder of this document) assigns, through an independent vendor, a unique 9 digit identification number (ID) to all K-12 public school students in the state.  The ID is mandatory for all submissions for public schools, and is also required for students from Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) schools, and for home- and private-schooled students who opt to participate in State assessments.  The ID is associated with each student as s/he moves between schools and LEAs within New Mexico, and is projected soon to follow students as they move into New Mexico post secondary educational institutions.  The only case in which an ID is deleted from the system is when a duplicate is identified and verified with the district.  The online system requires that students with matching first and last names be examined more closely before an ID is issued.  The available demographics include middle initial, ethnicity, date of birth, gender, and last known school and district.  The IDs of students who move out of state, transfer to private schools, die, withdraw, or graduate are not recycled or retired.  This ensures that longitudinal records remain in the system and that IDs are not contaminated by reuse.


Students who are lacking the necessary pretest scores (3rd grade and 11th grade) will be included in the “Status” model of AYP proficiency already calculated for school improvement designations.


This method will include students taking alternate assessments, as it will allow a student to be compared to his or her prior score within the cut scores of the alternate assessment.


STARS submissions, which are required at 40th, 80th, 120th, and end-of-year, monitor student progress and track mobility over time.  STARS was fully operational for the 2005-2006 school year, and contains limited historic data from the prior 2004-2005 school year.  The goal of the system is to capture longitudinal information using the student ID as the key linkage.  The STARS system has proven to be a powerful tool for auditing the accuracy of data, and for providing the NMPED with a tool to reconcile data discrepancies at a level that did not exist in the past.  For example, longitudinal data can identify students who matriculate through high school in a manner that exempts them from taking the 11th grade assessment.  Currently efforts are underway to enhance the ability to capture such discrepancies in attendance, student mobility and drop out, graduation cohort tracking, and enrollment.

The STARS system has been utilized in several longitudinal tracking endeavors, including a contracted study regarding charter school students, English language learners for setting standards, and cohort estimation for high school graduation.  These processes have estimated error rates between .5% and 1.0% and resulted from students being assigned more than one student ID during the inaugural year of the ID system (2004-2005).  These errors have subsided because duplicates have been removed, and LEAs have become more skilled in the use of the ID verification system.  It is anticipated that the use of IDs in high stakes initiatives such as AYP and implementation of the 4-year graduation cohort will promote heightened vigilance of end users in assuring data quality in student IDs.  Because of the direct link between the ID system and the data warehouse, there are no students for whom a valid ID does not exist.  When external datasets are integrated, such as when assessment data are returned from testing companies, matches are made on student ID to integrate the information into the warehouse.  When a match fails on student ID alone, fuzzy matching is utilized with name, gender, and date of birth; and subsequent variants of each.  It is likely that a small number of students whose surname changes during their tenure in public schools, and whose student ID is not valid may escape detection in longitudinal tracking, but the condition is rare.  In 2006-2007, 57 students, out of approximately 200,000 tested, did not find a match in the STARS data warehouse (0.025%), and the majority of these were the result of failure by the school to record any demographic information on the test biogrid.  Currently, exit codes are being expanded to include more detail required for longitudinal cohort tracking.  Beginning in 2007-2008, students who exit to another educational setting (out of state, home school, private school) will be registered in the system.

The STARS data warehouse contains all demographic detail required for State and Federal reporting, budgetary considerations, assessment, and other administrative functions.  The STARS capacity includes and surpasses data requirements for NCLB aggregation and reporting. 

 
Currently students who exit the public education system before completing a test (i.e. Reading/Language Arts, or Mathematics) are not counted toward Status or Safe Harbor AYP.  The ISAC model will apply the same rule; that is, if the student legally withdraws from school prior to the test window, the student will not count toward either proficiency or participation.  Students who do not formally withdraw, but instead may have dropped out, stopped out, or been absent, will still contribute to the denominator for participation, and to the denominator for proficiency provided they meet the requirements for Full Academic Year.  There is no provision for estimating the score of a student that did not complete a scorable test; these tests will be marked as “invalid” as is currently the practice for Status AYP determination.

6.2 Does the State data infrastructure have the capacity to implement the proposed growth model?

New Mexico relies on state-of-the-art test development, piloting, field testing, administration and equating processes to ensure that its data are stable, reliable and valid.  In addition to the technical documentation provided by our test vendors, New Mexico employs quality assurance consultants to independently verify and validate the technical specifications – including validity, reliability and equating evidence.
The data support for AYP is well established.  In 2006-2007, the computations for AYP for all schools and LEAs in New Mexico were integrated into the STARS data warehouse system, and reports were generated for internal and external consumers of the findings.  The vendor for the STARS warehouse system programmed the Status AYP calculations, and worked collaboratively with NMPED information technology staff to accomplish this challenging task.  In addition, NMPED has successfully teamed with two different consultants to verify calculations and duplicate the Status AYP results.  Relationships with consultants have been durable (one for 6 years, the other for 2 years), valuable, and are projected to continue reliably.

NMPED currently employs personnel with expertise to conduct and oversee the rigorous implementation of the ISAC model.  The structure of the NMPED supports an Accountability Division whose role is to oversee test development, testing security, and assessment standards.  A bureau within this division, Academic Growth and Analysis (AGA), is dedicated to monitoring AYP data quality, auditing AYP calculations, and report findings to State and Federal customers.  AGA personnel currently include three doctoral level statisticians and administrative oversight from experienced Federal and Peer Review experts.  Both NMPED and contracted providers are proficient in the use of SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences), Oracle, LinkPlus, and the Microsoft suite of products for data exchange.  AGA staff have demonstrated facility with matching algorithms for longitudinal tracking of students (for example in analyzing NMELPA materials) using these software applications.

New Mexico also convenes a technical advisory panel of national testing experts to review and critique the state assessment and accountability program, including the work of our test vendors.  Among the tasks that the technical advisory panel completes is the review of any alteration in test procedures, and that will include the oversight of the adoption of the proposed ISAC methodology.  Additionally, regular meetings of an in-state advisory panel of school and LEA officials provide insight into implementation issues at the local level.


Lastly, the needs of implementation of the ISAC methodology are not such that they will require investment of substantially more resources in time, staff, or infrastructure.
Core Principal 7. The accountability model must include student participation rates in the State's assessment system and student achievement on an additional academic indicator. 

7.1 Has the State designed and implemented a statewide accountability system that incorporates the rate of participation as one of the criteria?
Currently schools and LEAs must meet the participation rate requirement (95%) in order to be eligible to meet AYP using Status and Safe Harbor methods.  New Mexico will maintain the 95 percent participation goal as a requirement for meeting AYP. The new growth model (ISAC) will not replace or make up for the school’s requirements to meet a 95% participation rate and to meet the other indicator (attendance for schools that do not have a 12th grade, and graduation for schools with configurations that include the 12th grade). These criteria will continue to be applied.

7.2 Does the proposed State growth accountability model incorporate the additional academic indicator?

Schools and LEAs must meet the goal established for attendance (92%), or for graduation (90%; equal or exceed the previous year’s rate; average of current and previous 2 years must equal or exceed previous year’s rate) to be eligible for application of the ISAC model.  LEAs must achieve or make progress toward the goal at each grade span (elementary grades 3-5, middle grades 6-8, or high grade11), in order to meet AYP overall – as well as for each eligible subgroup in conjunction with Safe Harbor.  New Mexico will continue to require these goals for meeting AYP with the proposed ISAC model. 

Description of Evaluation Plan
The New Mexico evaluation plan includes both descriptive and inferential components that are designed to determine how ISAC contributes to AYP findings, if at all.  While the theoretical premise suggests that some low performing schools will benefit, it remains to be proven.  Principally, the evaluation will answer these questions:

1.)  How many New Mexico schools demonstrated AYP on growth alone (ISAC only)?

This subset of schools will serve as the primary testing ground for the utility of the ISAC model.  Specifically we will examine how and why the school missed AYP in the prior two methods and whether this should drive adjustments in the Status and Safe Harbor thinking.  Overall, the proportion of schools making AYP by the three methods will be compared, with consideration toward demonstrating to the educational community how each contributes differentially toward a common goal.

2.)  What were the characteristics of schools that made AYP using the ISAC option?

The descriptive component of the evaluation will capture characteristics for the non-proficient students in New Mexico, a group about which little is known at the current time. Figures will include counts and percents of non-proficient by school, by district, and statewide, along with other relevant traits. 

In addition, schools that have struggled with the conventional AYP determination, and have not made AYP for at least 2 years will be selected, with the guidance of LEAs, for special examination.  In particular we will highlight schools whose mission is to target marginalized students such as high school dropouts, juvenile corrections, behavioral problems, and treatment centers (high risk schools).  It is anticipated that the application of ISAC may spur growth in these schools that have lost hope of making AYP under the previous rules.  

3.)  What were the attitudinal shifts manifested in adding a growth alternative?

Often a readiness to act must be preceded by alterations in a school’s point of view.  While New Mexico might not realize a tangible increase in student achievement early in the process, detecting positive changes in the feelings and thoughts of personnel forecasts great potential.  A sample of high risk schools will be further examined with a structured interview of key school officials to determine if there existed any perceptible shift in their attitude about the goals and achievability of AYP that was caused by the addition of growth.  In particular we will focus on any programmatic changes, campaigns for students, attention to the value of assessment processes (getting students to school on test day), campaigns for parents, use of the data, and other qualitative changes appreciated by the staff.

4.)  Did the addition of ISAC promote achievement beyond that expected by prior performance?


It is not unreasonable to hypothesize that adding a promising alternative to making AYP would help motivate schools to refocus on achievement.  The theory will be tested on all low performing schools and LEAs who are in any step of the improvement ladder in 2006-07.  A predicted scaled score will be computed for the non-proficient subgroup based on data from all available prior years.  If it can be shown that gains in achievement significantly exceeded the predictions for the eligible schools, while all other variables have remained relatively constant, one may attribute some, if not all, of the gains to the addition of ISAC.  Because the school year 2007-2008 is near completion it is not reasonable to expect increased achievement in this first administration of ISAC, however data from school year 2008-2009 and subsequent years (years 2 + of the growth model) would be available to show changes in the growth slopes.


Going beyond this descriptive approach, New Mexico proposes to utilize the current growth model in an evaluation of what works, by linking the outcomes (non-proficiency) to instructional inputs. That is, by using the school level approach, PED will be able to analyze the effects of particular programs in reading and mathematics on non-proficiency. The first year of growth modeling will allow New Mexico to identify those schools with higher than average numbers of non-proficient, and to consider the nature and effects of the programs of instruction that are being used. 


Various methodologies can be employed to tease out the significant influences on improvements in non-proficiency; bipartite matches for samples, analysis of variance, multiple regression, or regression discontinuity.   New Mexico will explore such alternatives with guidance from LEAs, and from Federal technical advisors, with the aim of informing instructional strategies, while controlling for variables that cannot be influenced such as student attributes. Ideally, a quasi experimental design will be utilized with a stratified sample of schools to ascertain the instructional strategies in reading and mathematics that significantly improve non-proficiency rates.

Conclusion

While the ISAC model does not utilize complex statistical algorithms, or multiple measures, we see this as a superlative advantage over competing models.  ISAC makes solid conceptual sense, is simple, and has an opportunity to breathe renewed energy into schools whose leaders have been discouraged by the failure of conventional AYP to reward genuine changes in their student’s achievement.  New Mexico would like the opportunity to show that the three options available to schools (Status, Safe Harbor, ISAC) are congruent in their adjudication of AYP.  Each alternative leads, by way of different paths, to measurable and systematic incremental progress toward full proficiency.  New Mexico’s proposal fully addresses the seven Core Principals enumerated by Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings in 2005.

APPENDIX A: Details and Methodology for the New Mexico Proposed Individual Student Academic Change (ISAC) Growth Model

Under the Individual Student Academic Change (ISAC) growth model, an individual student growth gain (Gain) will be calculated for each individual student. Both non-proficient and proficient students in every New Mexico school that has a minimum of 25 or more Full Academic Year (FAY) students in the All Students group will be calculated, to help New Mexico identify the non-proficient students making growth gains and to allow greater attention and resources to be focused on those non-proficient not making adequate growth. The ISAC model allows New Mexico to include students who are making gains and were non-proficient, and students who were proficient but lost ground.  Growth will be calculated separately for reading and math, English and Spanish versions of the SBA, and the NMAPA. AYP will not combine proficient and the non-proficient students into one rate, but instead will evaluate two rates, percent proficient and percent making growth.
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The gain will measure whether the student reached the target of growth needed each year to be proficient by 2014. Gain will be calculated by subtracting each student's year one score from the scale score on the appropriate test that defines proficient in the same year to identify the student’s gap to proficiency (Gap). This same procedure will be applied to identify each student’s gap for the second year of test data, year two. The gap from year one will be subtracted from year two, and this change compared to the student’s target to determine if the student met requirements of adequate growth.

Students taking the SBA and the alternate assessment (NMAPA) will be included provided they take the same test in year one and year two. This allows New Mexico to use the appropriate test scale score cut score intervals and to compare each student’s achievement to that needed to become proficient in the year 2014. 

The gain necessary to be considered adequate for meeting AYP (Target) will be specific to the individual and to the grade to fit with the spirit of NCLB, and targets will be expressed in scale score units. The results will be computed for every student, and will include not only students who were non-proficient, but also students who were previously proficient and moved to non-proficient. This method has the advantage of allowing New Mexico to include students taking the NMAPA, since the results are specific to the cut scores for each grade, content area, and test.
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 All students non-proficient in year one (including those taking the NMAPA) shown to have made their growth targets will be aggregated to obtain a proportion of students making adequate growth (Growth Rate) for each school. The numerator will include students who were non-proficient in year one, but made gains that met or exceeded those necessary for achieving full proficiency in 2014 for that grade. The denominator will include all students who were non-proficient in year one, and did achieve proficiency in year two, plus students who previously were proficient and drifted into non-proficiency. To determine whether AYP was met for the school, school growth rates will be compared to an established growth AMO that ensures 100% proficiency by 2014.

Students who made gains but began and remained proficient will not be included in growth calculations.  These students are captured in the status model AYP rates, and are excluded from the growth model so that student’s gains do not mask findings for those that were not on target toward proficiency. 

Figure 1:  Examples of Individual Growth Targets


To illustrate, see the example shown in Figure 1, where it can be seen that students A, B, and D began non-proficient and remained non-proficient.  However students B and D exhibited adequate gain despite being non-proficient, as witnessed by the slope of their annual gain being steeper than that need to achieve full proficiency in 2014.  Conversely, student C dropped below proficient which would negatively impact a school’s growth rate.  In this example of four students, two made adequate gain (students B and D), and two did not (students A and C), yielding a school growth rate of 50%.  Note that students who were proficient in years one and two are not considered in the rate.

The development of growth AMOs will use the same process that New Mexico used to develop proficiency AMOs for the status model (described earlier).

Table 2:  Example of Four Students in 4th Grade Math

	
	Gap Year 1
	Gap Year 2
	SS Gain
	Growth Target
	Effect
	Growth Met
	Proficiency Year 1
	Proficiency Year 2

	Student A
	307
	303
	4
	83.00
	Gain (not adequate)
	No
	NP
	NP

	Student B
	256
	79
	177
	70.25
	Gain (adequate)
	Yes
	NP
	NP

	Student C
	-57
	14
	-71
	-32.00
	Loss (to Non-Proficient)
	No
	P
	NP

	Student D
	56
	-19
	75
	20.25
	Gain (adequate)
	Yes
	NP
	NP

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Aggregate Growth Rate = 
	(N non-proficient making adequate gain + N non-proficient moving to proficient)

	
	
	
	-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

	
	
	
	(N non-proficient in either Year one or Year two)


Step-by-Step Details of the Process for Calculating ISAC

A.  Establishing Individual Student Growth

1. All students in a school with a minimum of 25 or more FAY students in the All Students group will be eligible. 

2. Each student will be matched on ID to obtain a first year scaled score (year one) and a second year scaled score (year two).  

3. The student’s gap will be established for each year, comparing the scale score achieved to the threshold scale score required for proficiency in that year and grade, on that content area, and for that version of the standardized test.

4. The gap from year one will be subtracted from year two, yielding the gain.

5. The target will be expressed as the gain in scale score units needed for a student in that specific grade to be proficient in the year 2014.

6. The student’s gain will be compared to the target to determine if the student’s growth was acceptable. This will classify students as either having ‘met’ or ‘not met’ the growth target. 

7. All students non-proficient in year one (including those taking the Alternate Assessment)

B.  Establishing School AYP based on Growth

1. Students who made growth targets will be aggregated to obtain the growth rate for either the school or LEA.

2. The numerator will include all students who were non-proficient in year one, regardless of whether they achieved proficiency in year two.

3. The denominator will include all students who were non-proficient in year one, plus all students who were non-proficient in year two.  This accounts for students who slipped from proficiency in year two by lowering the school’s rate proportionally.

4. Students who began and remained proficient will not be included in the growth rate.

5. Each school’s growth rate will be compared to an established growth AMO that ensures 100% proficiency by 2014. If the school’s growth rate meets or exceeds the AMO, the school will make this portion of the growth AYP requirement. Schools with grades 4 through 8 will be eligible for application of ISAC.

6. AYP determinations will be applied in three tiers.  The first application is the Status model, followed by Safe Harbor, and Growth.  AYP criteria will be applied in order, progressing to the next step only if a school fails to meet the requirements of the previous.  The growth model will be applied as a tertiary route to AYP, and will be available only to schools not meeting the conditions of Status or Safe Harbor.

7. Growth AMOs will be set using data from 2007 as the baseline year.  The method will parallel that used for setting proficiency AMOS (see Core Principle 1.1.

8. LEA growth will be determined similarly as outlined above, by finding the growth rate in defined grade spans, and comparing rates to growth AMOs. As in school AYP, this will follow the same determination used for developing proficiency AMOs.

9. New Mexico does not propose to apply a confidence interval. 

10. Traditional NCLB subgroups will not be reported as part of ISAC, as the principle of the model is that the non-proficient group is the subgroup of interest.  Traditional subgroups are felt to be sufficiently highlighted in the prior two models of AYP.  To include them in the growth model would cause smaller schools to be eliminated from eligibility because of minimum group requirements. 

11. District AYP will be computed using the same algorithm applied to schools.

Use of the ISAC growth model as a third path to AYP creates incentives for redirecting educational efforts toward underachieving students. More important, it allows the state to allocate scarce resources to areas where they are most needed.  There are many advantages to the ISAC method of calculating growth. The ISAC growth model is a straightforward method and understandable method that has the advantage of being easily understood by the public and stakeholders, as well as being analogous to the NCLB requirement of reaching proficiency by 2014.
What our amendment to the original proposal adds:

· Unlike the current Status AYP, the ISAC design is a student level individual growth model which assesses the individual student for changes in performance measured in actual scale scores from year one to year two.  

· The ISAC design provides information that schools do not presently have about the non-proficient students, which will allow them to focus improvement plans on change at the individual student level.  This information is in the form of scale scores changes, which teachers and principals can easily interpret to evaluate each individual student’s performance; does this student meet, exceed, or depart from his or her school’s performance? 

· The ISAC design provides information that schools do not presently have about the proficient students, which will allow them to discover those students who are losing proficiency, and to intervene.

· The ISAC design provides information that New Mexico currently doesn’t have, information about non-proficient student performance beyond that provided by Safe Harbor. Moreover, it will allow schools, teachers, and parents an understandable measure of how to achieve proficient status in terms that can be easily conceptualized, that is, changes in scale scores. This method does not replace Safe Harbor, which is a status model, comparing percent decrease in non-proficiency from one year to the next, but adds to it.

· The trajectory method of calculating AMO’s will create an ability to know if the non-proficient students are on track to be proficient within a particular, set period of time

· Because ISAC is calculated at the individual student level, it allows New Mexico to include the NMAPA and both content areas, each of which have different scale score tables

· Because ISAC is calculated at the individual student level, and the individual growth targets are established by grade, it allows New Mexico to easily aggregate for school evaluations, so that grade span differences in school configurations do not affect such evaluations.

Features of ISAC Model:

· All Students at Proficiency or On Track by 2014 – This model indicates our states’ growth will have all students at proficiency or on track to be proficient by 2014. 

· Scores on Vertical Scale – Our state’s NMSAP has a vertical scale underlying its assessment, with the exception of 11th grade, which will not be included in the ISAC calculations for that reason. 

· Vertically Aligned Standards – New Mexico does have vertically aligned performance standards. 

· First Year All Grades Tested – The first year that grades 3-8, 9 and 11 were tested was 2004-05. 

· Students that are Eligible – ISAC will include students in grades 4 through 8 who have taken the same assessment (English SBA, Spanish SBA, NMAPA) for two successive years.

· Grades for which Growth is Calculated – New Mexico proposes to calculate growth for grades 4-8, for all schools that have an FAY All Student count of 25 or more.

· Number of Years for Students to Reach Proficiency – Students are expected to reach proficiency by 2014. 

· Growth Tracked for Below Proficient Students – ISAC will track growth for all students. The aggregated totals for rating schools will include those who are below proficient, and students who are proficient but lose ground.

· Use Confidence Interval – The New Mexico amended proposal does not use the confidence interval to account for small sample sizes.  
· Averaging of Calculations – New Mexico’s proposal will not use averaging of calculations.

· Incorporates Two Years of Achievement Data – New Mexico’s ISAC model will use two years of achievement data, to increase the number of eligible schools and minimize loss of students through mobility and attrition. 

· Growth Target Timeline Starts Over Each Year – New Mexico’s model requires that student level growth calculations are made every two years. 

· Growth Target Timeline Aligns with Grade Configuration – New Mexico’s growth model measures the growth of each student, compared to that needed for that student to achieve proficiency, and is grade specific. Thus, aggregations are able to be made that include different grades, different content areas, and different forms of the test. The number of years in which students are expected to reach proficiency matches with the AMOs in the state. 

· Accounts for Students Falling Off Track – New Mexico will track the proficient and advanced to see if negative growth will likely result in their falling below proficiency at a later date.

· Minimum Group size Same as for AYP Status Model – New Mexico proposes to apply a minimum sample size rule to the growth model identical to the rules for proficiency in AYP calculations for the Traditional Status model currently in place. For example, New Mexico designates a minimum N (or sample size of 25).  The proposed ISAC model will not rate schools that have fewer than 25 students who are FAY.

· Growth Applied after Status and Safe Harbor Provisions – New Mexico will first apply the traditional Status model for AYP calculations already in place. Growth will be an additional method for meeting AYP after applying the status model and the Safe Harbor provisions.

· Growth Reported at Individual Level – New Mexico will incorporate individual student growth in the next design of parent reports generated by test vendors. Currently, there will be a method to include such reports at the individual student level in the New Mexico data warehouse for school and district use.

· Includes Results From Alternate Tests - New Mexico’s model is able to include results from alternate tests, due to the use of a student specific, grade specific, test specific comparison to actual growth. Since our model does not require measurements on a common scale, if alternative assessments are introduced into AYP determinations (e.g., for students with disabilities, English language learners, or high school end-of-course tests) that are on a different metric, it is possible to incorporate these assessments into the growth paradigm.  

· Handles Non-linear Growth - New Mexico’s ISAC model does not assume that each student's growth in achievement follows a straight line. Instead, it uses the student’s change score compiled between two year’s to show growth towards proficiency, and compares it to the gains necessary for a student in that grade to be proficient in SY 2013-2014. However, there is evidence that growth over many years is curvilinear with elementary growth greater. Because New Mexico’s model proposes a two year comparison, curvilinear trends do not contaminate the yearly calculations. 

SUMMARY


The state will maintain its current traditional status model rising to the target of universal proficiency in 2014. The new ISAC Growth model will allow New Mexico to additionally measure the amount of growth made by non-proficient students, it will measure that growth for each individual student from test to test, and it will equally ensure that by 2013-2014, that all students will be proficient.  The application of ISAC to a school follows logically to an LEA.  Currently LEAs in New Mexico may meet AYP using the criteria 1 and 2 described for schools, however rather than operating on school-level aggregates, the criteria apply to three grade spans, elementary (grades 3-5), middle (grades 6-8) and high (grade 11).  With the addition of ISAC, LEAs failing to demonstrate AYP by methods 1 and 2 will have the opportunity to show growth by analyzing non-proficient students for the same grade span aggregates and comparing actual to projected growth targets.  This process will model LEAs similar to schools.

[image: image5.wmf] 

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1MINNICK & ASSOCIATES, INC.

PO Box 820            

Tijeras, NM 87059                    

505-889-9358   fax: 505-212-5842       

KMinnick@Evalteam.com

February 12, 2008

Dr. Cindy Gregory

Chief Statistician

Academic Growth and Analysis Bureau

NM Public Education Department

300 Don Gaspar Ave.

Santa Fe, NM 87501-2786

Dear Dr. Gregory:

It is our sincere pleasure to lend our support and encouragement to the New Mexico Public Education Department for their proposal to include a growth model component to the Adequate Yearly Progress calculations.

We have worked successfully with the NMPED and your office on a number of projects dealing with statewide assessments, and in particular with school ratings. Prior to the NCLB legislation, New Mexico used a system that included both status and growth models to rate schools and districts.  It was difficult at that time, since the state did not have a standard student id system and we had to rely on combinations of student’s names, dates of birth and other non-unique identifiers to match student records. However, schools and the public seemed to understand the concept of growth and wanted to see their schools meet the needs of their children.

In 2008, the NMPED is well poised to re-establish a growth model into the school and district rating system. The state has implemented much better controls on student identification numbers and the student information system is more robust. In addition, the standards based assessments the state is using are much more appropriate for assessing growth, compared to the norm-reference assessments of the past. 

The Academic Growth and Analysis Bureau have the expertise and knowledge to implement and communicate the rationale and outcomes of a student assessment growth model to the schools, districts and citizens of New Mexico. In my program evaluation work with schools across the state, I receive many comments concerning the need for the state to implement an assessment growth model to recognize the progress that schools make with their students. 

Minnick & Associates, Inc. enthusiastically supports and encourages your proposed efforts.  We stand ready to assist the Bureau in any capacity to facilitate your success.  

Sincerely,
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Kirk Minnick, President & Sr. Research Associate
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