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Peer Review

Growth Model 
U. S. Department of Education

December 2-3, 2008
Peer Report – Pennsylvania

Peer Group Recommendations


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

	0
	5
	2


Conditions:  

1) Replace PPI with the growth model; the use of both models will not be permitted. 

2) Do not use confidence intervals for prediction of individual student proficiency status and determination of subgroup, school or district AYP status with growth measures.

Overall Recommendation:  


	Comments to Support Overall Recommendation

	As with the previous peer review committee, this committee is concerned about the impact of the addition of the prediction-based growth model into the approved system which examines both status and improvement via the performance index.  While the index system gives credit for movement within the achievement levels over time, the growth model would give credit for potentially making progress toward proficiency.  The committee believes that using both models simultaneously or sequentially to make a single accountability determination about a school is inappropriate.

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. Filters in AYP determinations:  Status (with CI and multi-year averaging); then Safe Harbor (with CI); then Performance Index; then Growth.
	Page 31

	2. Grades included: 3-8 and 11.  Growth projections calculated for all but grades 3 and 11, where only actual score is counted.
	Page 9

	3.  Growth projections for proficiency within 2 years expect grade 7, which is projected 1 year to grade 8, and grade 8, which is projected 3 years to grade 11.
	Page 9

	4.  Same AMOs as used in status determinations used in growth determinations.
	Page 29

	5.  “District and schools meet AYP proficiency requirements if the district and school and all subgroups meet the annual measurable objective in both reading and math by meeting the status or improvement measures… or through the proposed projection to proficiency models.”  
	Page 29

	6.  No confidence intervals around growth projection.
	Response page 4

	7.  Growth predictions include expectation that already-proficient students will be predicted to maintain proficiency.
	Page 28.

	Summary Statement

	Concern about appropriateness of using both performance index and growth as proposed.  


Core Principle 2.  Establishing Appropriate Growth Targets

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. Projection to proficiency, calculation estimates a student’s performance on a future assessment based on the student’s test performance history, the histories of students with similar performance patterns, and the school the student is most likely to attend at that projected grade.  Same methodology approved in TN and OH.
	Page 9, Page 12

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 3.  Accountability, Separate for Reading and Math

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.  Met
	

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 4.  Inclusion of All Students

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.  No predictions for grade 3.  Actual performance used in that grade.
	Page 9

	2.  For all students without sufficient data to calculate a prediction (3 PSSA data points), current year performance is used.
	Page 31

	3.  Current year performance used for students with significant cognitive disabilities who take the alternative assessment (1% assessment.)  Modified assessment (2% assessment) still being developed.
	Page 31, 27

	4.  Students who change schools or districts but have 3 PSSA scores will have predictions attributed to the same school their status would be.
	Response page 6

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 5.  State Assessment System and Methodology

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. PSSA administered in grades 3-8 and 11 since 2005-06.
	Page 10

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 6.  Tracking Student Progress

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. Overall 2008 merge rates for grades 4-8:  98.9%.  All groups above 96%.
	Page 14

	2. SLDS in place with unique student and staff identifiers applied in FY 2007.
	Page 10

	3.It’s still in early stage. If everything is going well by 2009-10 PA will be in a better shape. 
	PA started unique ID procedure in the FY 2007. The fully implementation was in 2007-08. If things are going smoothly PA will have 3-year data by 2009-10.

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 7.  Participation Rates and Additional Academic Indicator

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.  95% participation and 90% or improvement in attendance/80% or improvement in grad rate required to make AYP
	Page 17

	Summary Statement
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