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December 2-3, 2008
Peer Report – New York

Peer Group Recommendations


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

	0
	0
	7


Conditions:  

Overall Recommendation:  


	Comments to Support Overall Recommendation

	The overall growth model does not represent a coherent accountability design. The use of z-score and value-table metrics at different points along the educational “path” of students creates dissonance in the inference regarding mastery of the academic content standards. This is most notable at the point at which a student transitions from middle to high school. For example, the middle school enhanced extension creates a situation where a student could go through their entire grade 3 to high school experience without an expectation of proficiency until high school assessment. Additionally, the projection to a regents score of 55-64 for some students (ELL, SWD and low performers) means that schools will not be accountable for a level of performance that students themselves will be accountable for in order to receive a regents diploma. More comments are included below.

Dissenting Comments:




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. Timeline for on track to proficiency exceeds 3 years
	Page 11, Page 28

	2.Timeline for on track to proficiency varies by subgroups
	LEP, SWD and low performing students at MS have 5 years to get to proficiency an “extra” year

Addendum page 2

	3.Min n of 30 
	

	Summary Statement

	Index plus method – growth is not an additional methodology used to determine AYP.




Core Principle 2.  Establishing Appropriate Growth Targets

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.   Target for HS is low
	A score of 55-64 on regents, which is not “proficient”, is acceptable for growth proficiency target Page 14

	2.  Projected student targets reset annually 
	

	3. Targets can be extended in middle school and high school
	Page 12

	Summary Statement

	Since targets reset annually, there is the potential for the target to get increasingly difficult for students – compounding effect?




Core Principle 3.  Accountability, Separate for Reading and Math

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.  Separate calculations for reading and math
	

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 4.  Inclusion of All Students

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.Students participating in alternate assessment not included in growth
	

	2.  Concerned with students who move in and out of the system
	

	3. Included match rates (preliminary)
	

	Summary Statement

	While the match rates are high overall, there appears to be high mobility within subgroup categories. Is there any systemic bias and if not, what data are available to show no bias?


Core Principle 5.  State Assessment System and Methodology

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.Using growth along with performance index by treating on track students the same as proficient
	Page 8

	2.Intend to use CI of 90% on index 
	Page 30

	3. Use of weighted average with no explanation of what or how
	Page 14

	4. Concern with reliability of model since gains provide weak estimates of trajectories 4 years in the future
	

	Summary Statement

	It appears that NY has some data for modeling and perhaps ran the model since the proposal states that 20% more schools would have made AYP – it would have been useful to include the details. Concerned about potential unequal weighting for students with same scores because of the mixed methodology -- gains with index.

Additional modeling may have helped New York determine the feasibility of using z-scores – they do acknowledge that they have questions about the feasibility of using z-scores. Is the group/sample size held constant? If so, how? (page 24)




Core Principle 6.  Tracking Student Progress

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.  Concerns with match rate at school level
	Page 35

	2. Concerned with students who move in and out of system
	

	Summary Statement

	High match rates overall but there is mobility within subgroups. 


Core Principle 7.  Participation Rates and Additional Academic Indicator

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.  Used in AYP decision same as status
	

	Summary Statement
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