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Introduction

The Office of Elementary and Secondary Education issues this guidance to provide States, local educational agencies (LEAs), and schools with information regarding implementation of the requirements of the Department’s growth model regulations under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), issued on October 29, 2008 (73 FR 64436).  

This guidance represents the Department’s current thinking on this topic.  It does not create or confer any rights for or on any person.  This guidance does not impose any requirements beyond those required under applicable law and regulations.

If you are interested in commenting on this guidance, please e-mail us your comment at oese@ed.gov using the subject “Growth Model Guidance” or write to us at the following address:  

U.S. Department of Education

Office of Elementary and Secondary Education

Student Achievement and School Accountability 

400 Maryland Ave, SW

Washington, DC 20202

This document supersedes the January 25, 2006, guidance document, Peer Review Guidance for the NCLB Growth Model Pilot Applications. 

Growth models track individual student achievement from one year to the next, giving schools credit for student improvement over time.  This guidance is structured to encourage States to submit high-quality and innovative growth model proposals that will facilitate adequate student progress over time toward the goal of 100 percent proficiency by the year 2013-2014.  Additionally, this guidance contains information on the peer review process and the specific regulatory requirements on which peer reviewers will evaluate each proposal.  Each State with the capability, resources, and data requirements necessary to fully implement its proposed growth model consistent with the regulatory requirements is encouraged to submit a proposal.

Section A sets forth the regulatory requirements a State’s growth model proposal must meet in order to be approved.  Section B provides a suggested structure for a State’s proposal as well as data elements the State should include in its growth model proposal.  Section C describes the peer review process.  Section D provides questions that the panel of peer reviewers will use to assess the quality of a State’s growth model proposal.  

Section A: Regulatory Requirements

On October 29, 2008, the Department issued Title I regulations that, among other things, allow a State to request authority from the Secretary, under section 9401 of the ESEA, to incorporate student academic growth into its definition of adequate yearly progress (AYP) (73 FR 64436, available at: http://www.ed.gov/legislation/FedRegister/finrule/2008-4/102908a.pdf).  In particular, 34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2) of the 2008 Title I regulations establishes the requirements that a State’s growth model must meet to receive approval.  These regulations became effective on November 28, 2008.  

A request by a State to incorporate student academic growth in its AYP definition should include specific information and evidence to address how the proposed growth-based accountability system will meet the requirements set forth in 34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2).  Specifically, a State’s policy for incorporating student academic growth in the State’s definition of AYP must: 

(1)  Set annual growth targets that —

· Will lead to all students, by school year 2013–2014, meeting or exceeding the State’s proficient level of academic achievement on the State assessments under 34 C.F.R. §200.2; 

· Are based on meeting the State’s proficient level of academic achievement on the State assessments under 34 C.F.R. §200.2 and are not based on individual student background characteristics; and

· Measure student achievement separately in mathematics and reading/language arts.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(i).

(2) Ensure that all students enrolled in the grades tested under 34 C.F.R. §200.2 are included in the State’s assessment and accountability systems.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(ii).

(3) Hold all schools and LEAs accountable for the performance of all students and student subgroups described in 34 C.F.R. §200.13(b)(7)(ii).  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(iii).

(4) Be based on State assessments that–

· Produce comparable results from grade to grade and from year to year in mathematics and reading/language arts; 

· Have been in use by the State for more than one year; and

· Have received full approval from the Secretary before the State determines AYP based on student academic growth.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(iv).

(5) Track student progress through the State data system.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(v).

(6) Include, as separate factors in determining whether schools are making AYP for a particular year–

· The rate of student participation in assessments under 34 C.F.R. §200.2; and

· Other academic indicators as described in 34 C.F.R. §200.19.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(vi).

(7) Describe how the State’s annual growth targets fit into the State’s accountability system in a manner that ensures that the system is coherent and that incorporating student academic growth in the State’s definition of AYP does not dilute accountability.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(vii).

Section B: Recommended Proposal Structure 

The following guidelines provide a suggested structure for a State’s proposal to include student academic growth in its definition of AYP.  They are designed to assist States in submitting a comprehensive growth model proposal that includes all of the information necessary to demonstrate that the proposed growth model satisfies the requirements of 34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2) (see section A of this guidance) as well as the data necessary to support the model.  Following this structure also facilitates the Department’s and external peers’ review and evaluation of the growth model being proposed.  

Any State that intends to submit a growth model proposal for inclusion in its accountability system must meet the requirements for requesting a waiver in section 9401(b)(3)(A) of the ESEA.  In particular, the State must: 

(i) Provide all interested LEAs in the State with notice and a reasonable opportunity to comment on the request;

(ii) Submit any comments to the Secretary; and

(iii) Provide notice and information to the public regarding the waiver request in the manner in which the applying agency customarily provides similar notices and information to the public.

The State should meet the notice requirements in Section 9401 before submitting the growth model to the Department for review and should submit any comments provided by LEAs as an appendix to the proposal. 

The Department requests that each State limit its growth model proposal to 30 pages.  Each proposal should present a complete and concise description of how the proposed growth model meets the regulatory requirements in 34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2) (see Section A of this guidance).  In the proposal, evidence should be provided to show how each regulatory requirement will be or has been met.  If not included in the proposal, a State may also submit an additional technical summary (of approximately 10 pages), containing computational or statistical details regarding the growth model and examples validating the model for multiple scenarios of student attendance and variations in growth patterns.  

Each State should clearly label and make easily accessible evidence it submits in support of its proposal.  For example, it would be helpful if a State extracts or specifically identifies material from the technical manual of its assessment system and explains why that material is relevant evidence for a specific aspect of its proposal linked to one of the regulatory requirements, rather than merely appending the technical manual.  If appendices (in addition to the appendix containing comments regarding the waiver request from interested LEAs) are necessary to support the proposal, they may be submitted electronically or via CD-ROM.  Appendices may include, for example, technical reports on vertical scaling for the assessment used by States; standards-setting technical reports; or examples of reports explaining student or school progress and the growth model to parents. 

The Department recommends organizing a proposal as follows:

Abstract  

An abstract (approximately 350 words or less) should succinctly identify the State’s method to establish adequate yearly growth under the growth model and briefly describe how the inclusion of growth is to be embedded within the State’s accountability system (e.g., how the proposed model includes a combination of status, safe harbor, and growth accountability determinations; growth alone; or other systems of incorporating growth into AYP).  The abstract should not include details of the growth model; technical details and examples should be reserved for the proposal or the 10-page technical summary.  The abstract should provide a straight-forward snapshot of the growth-based accountability system and how it will be used by the State for AYP decisions. 

Description of the State’s capacity regarding its data, assessment, and accountability systems  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(ii), (iv), (v), (vi), and (vii)  

Before describing the technical elements of its growth model, a State should first describe and provide evidence of its capability to fulfill the requirements of a growth-based accountability system, such as the data infrastructure, demonstrating that it has a fully compliant assessment system that supports the growth model proposed, and the coherence of the accountability system.  Information that a State should emphasize in this section includes, but is not limited to, the following:

· State data infrastructure

· The regulations require that a State seeking to incorporate growth into its definition of AYP be able to track student progress through the State’s data system.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(v).  Accordingly, a State should describe the capability and experience of its data warehouse system for entering, storing, retrieving, and analyzing the large number of records that will be accumulated over time.

· The State should describe its experience in analyzing longitudinal data on student performance.

· Match rates and analyses demonstrating lack of bias in unmatched students

· To demonstrate that it is able to track students as they progress through the system, as required by 34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(v), the State should provide evidence of its capacity to match students over time.  The State should provide in a table the rate at which it has successfully matched student scores for all students and all relevant subgroups of students (including all subgroups required by 34 C.F.R. §200.13(b)(7)(ii) for AYP determinations).  The State should include and clearly identify the numerator and denominator used in the match rate calculations as well as the overall number of students assessed each year. 

· The State should provide supporting data to demonstrate that it has the capacity to adequately match students from year to year.  The State should demonstrate that it is able to account for all students, both those matched and not matched (i.e., the State should be able to indicate why there is no prior or successive assessment score for unmatched students).  

· The State should provide evidence that its student identification and tracking system is mature enough and contains sufficient demographic information on students (e.g., race/ethnicity, disability status, participation in free/reduced price lunch) to enable statistical analyses that support lack of bias in unmatched students across two or more years. 

· If match rates show bias against one or more subgroups, the State should explain why the bias is occurring and what, if any, steps it is taking to reduce or eliminate the bias.

· If growth targets for some students are set three (or more) years into the future, the State should provide match rates for three (or more) years of data and undertake appropriate analyses to ensure that, in particular, low-performing students are not being excluded from the growth model and accountability system.  

· If match rates are declining significantly over three or more years, the State should describe the expected impact on the accountability system and identify corrections to the identification and/or data matching system to address the problem.   

· The State should describe its on-going adaptations to its identification and tracking system to improve match rates.

· Current accountability system

· The regulations require that a State’s policy for incorporating student academic growth in the State’s definition of AYP describe how the State’s annual growth targets fit into the State’s accountability system in a manner that ensures that the system is coherent and that incorporating student academic growth into the State’s definition of AYP does not dilute accountability.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(vii).  Accordingly, in its proposal, a State should describe its existing accountability system for AYP determinations to demonstrate how growth calculations will contribute to the existing system.  The State should include information regarding its minimum group size for proficiency calculations; whether it applies a confidence interval to the “status” and “safe harbor” calculations
 (and the width of the interval(s)); and a description of any averaging procedures.  In the description of its growth model, the State should discuss how these AYP definitions will continue or change once measures of student growth are incorporated into AYP decisions.  

· Student participation rates and other academic indicators

· In determining AYP, the State must include, in addition to academic achievement, (1) participation rates on the State’s assessment, and (2) at least one other academic indicator, as determined by the State, for all public elementary schools, at least one other academic indicator for all public middle schools, and graduation rate for all public high schools.  34 C.F.R. §§200.20(h)(2)(vi), 200.19.  In addition, a State may include additional other academic indicators such as decreases in grade-to-grade retention rates.  34 C.F.R. §200.19(c).  These components of AYP must be part of a State’s growth model, 34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(vi), and should be addressed in the State’s proposal.  

· Assessment quality, data systems, and growth 

· Scores on testing instruments for which measurement of academic achievement and student growth is to be determined must be reliable and valid.  34 C.F.R. §§200.20(h)(2)(iv)(C), 200.2(b)(4).  The State should provide a description of its approved assessment system (including data on the reliability and validity of the assessments being used in the growth model), indicating that students have been annually assessed in both reading/language arts and mathematics in grades 3-8 and once in high school.  

· The State should provide a detailed description of how its assessment system provides for comparable information regarding student performance as students move from one grade to the next (e.g., vertically equated for longitudinal connections).  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(iv)(A).  This description should also include information related to the stability of the assessment system over the past few years and predictions about the system’s future stability.  The State’s description of the stability of its assessment system should include evidence that the assessments on which the proposed growth model is based have been in use by the State for more than one year.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(iv)(B).

· Alternate assessments

· The State should include a full description of the State’s alternate assessment(s) based on grade-level, alternate, or modified academic achievement standards.  The State should provide information on whether/how each of the alternate assessments will be included in its growth model and how the scores of students taking alternate assessments will be included in the State’s accountability system.  

· The Department strongly encourages all States to pursue models that support the inclusion of alternate assessments based on alternate or modified academic achievement standards.  

· A State submitting a growth model proposal to the Department must ensure that all students enrolled in the grades tested are included in the State’s assessment and accountability systems.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(ii).  A State should likewise include all students in its growth model and provide a justification for the exclusion of any students.  All students, including students with disabilities who take alternate assessments based on grade-level, alternate, or modified academic achievement standards, must be included in AYP status and safe harbor determinations.  34 C.F.R. §§200.13(b)(1), (7), 200.20.

· If the State includes alternate assessments based on alternate or modified academic achievement standards in its growth model, it should ensure that students with disabilities who take those assessments and meet their growth targets are added to the number of such students who score proficient in order not to exceed the caps of 1.0 and 2.0 percent, respectively, in 34 C.F.R. §200.13(c) regarding who can be included as proficient in AYP determinations.  For further information, see page 35 of the Department’s July 2007 Modified Academic Achievement Standards Non-Regulatory Guidance available at:  http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/nclb/twopercent.doc )
· The State should include examples of and an explanation to demonstrate how students who have taken an alternate assessment or a native language assessment in year one are included in the growth calculations if they take a different assessment, such as the general assessment, in year two or any subsequent years (or vice versa).  

Model Description  

34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(i), (ii), (iii), and (iv)

A State should provide a comprehensive description of its proposed growth model and how it will be used in conjunction with or as a replacement for the State’s current accountability model.  In particular, the State should describe how the proposed use of the growth model fits into its accountability system.  The State should also include information to support the model’s validity.  This should include a justification for the State’s growth targets and how they were established; information about growth projections (if applicable); supporting tables and charts; and examples of how the growth model is implemented in practice and under varying circumstances.  Additional information on the statistical details and validity calculations for the growth model can be included in the State’s technical appendix. 

· Growth-based accountability

· The State must describe how its annual growth targets will lead to all students, by school year 2013–2014, meeting or exceeding the State’s proficient level of academic achievement on the State’s assessments.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(i)(A).  Those targets may not be based on individual student background characteristics.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(i)(B).  

· The State should describe its growth-based accountability system, including, if different from those created under section 1111(b)(2)(G) of the ESEA, its annual measurable objectives (AMOs) and the process and rationale for setting them, and how the growth model will be included in the State’s accountability system for purposes of evaluating whether a school or LEA made AYP.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(vii). 

· The State should describe how it will ensure that incorporating growth will not dilute accountability.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(vii).

· The interventions for schools and LEAs identified as in need of improvement must be consistent with section 1116 of the ESEA, including the provisions regarding public school choice and supplemental educational services.  An LEA may use the data provided by the growth model to develop school improvement plans or to select among the options available to schools in corrective action.  The State should explain how information from its growth model can help schools and LEAs better focus their school intervention efforts by incorporating the results from the growth model in accountability determinations.  

· In describing the growth model and its use for determining AYP, the State should ensure that the growth or proficiency of high-performing students is not being used to compensate for the performance of lower-performing students.

· The State should specify how it will comply with the requirement that the model hold all schools and LEAs accountable for the performance of all students and student subgroups, including students currently scoring proficient and advanced.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(ii) and (iii). 

· The State should clearly indicate that its growth model measures student achievement separately in reading/language arts and mathematics.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(i)(C).    

· The State should specify how it will make data, including data from its growth model, available to parents and the public.  If possible, the State should include sample report cards or any other pertinent documents that the State plans to make available to parents and the public.

· The Department discourages the use of confidence intervals around growth projections.  If proposed, a confidence interval should be fully justified and not exceed one standard deviation (68 percent).  

· Based on their review of growth model proposals in the past, peer reviewers have stated that, “the justification for employing confidence intervals around the AYP status target is based largely on reducing the impact of score volatility due to changes in the cohorts being assessed from one year to another, and thus reducing the potential for inappropriately concluding that the effectiveness of the school is improving or declining.  Under the growth model, the issue of successive cohorts is no longer in play since we are measuring the gains over time that are attained by individual students.  Thus, States need to justify thoroughly the use of any confidence interval around growth projections for schools and subgroups, and there is a presumption that, if a confidence interval is used, it should not exceed 1 standard error (68 percent).” (This document, which summarizes past peer review comments, was issued by the Department in May 2006 and is available at: http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/growthmodel/index.html) 

· Demonstration of the validity of the growth model

· To the extent practicable, the State should provide data-driven validity demonstrations with examples that extend more than one year out through the model.  The State should already have the data to implement these validity calculations given that it has its statewide assessment and accountability systems in place. 
· The State should clearly explain the formulas used to determine growth and provide multiple examples for hypothetical students with different outcomes.  

· Ideally, the examples that the State provides to support its proposed growth model should extend outward for at least three years. 

· If more than one growth calculation is used (e.g., different growth trajectories calculated for proficient and non-proficient students or a different model used for students taking the general test compared with students taking an alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards), the State should explain and justify each type of calculation. 

· Based on available data, the State should provide data tables for the most recent year for which AYP was determined to see how many students and schools would have made AYP by including a growth model in the State’s accountability system.  

· The practice of resetting growth targets is rarely, if ever, justifiable in a growth-based accountability system.  Details on problems with this approach can be found in the peers’ May 2006 document (available at: http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/growthmodel/index.html).  

· The State should include additional data tables to support the validity of inferences from the growth model and should include examples that demonstrate how the model works for students under various circumstances.  Although the list below is not exhaustive, the State should provide examples for how students in the following situations would be included in the growth model and/or the State’s accountability system:

· A student who changes schools;

· A student who changes LEAs;

· A student who is retained in grade; 

· A student who is new to the State;

· Students in schools with varying configurations and non-aligned time-frames for administration of the assessments (e.g., K-5 with testing in spring; 6-9 with testing in fall);

· A student who makes progress but then falls behind;

· A student who is proficient at all times but steadily declining; and

· A student who begins to take different assessments or assessments based on different achievement standards during the growth calculation period (e.g., a student taking an alternate assessment based on grade-level academic achievement standards begins taking a general assessment, or a student taking an alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards begins taking an alternate assessment based on grade-level academic achievement standards, etc.).

A State may not be able to include empirical analyses of its proposal if, for example, the State has recently revised its assessment system.  Thus, this peer review guidance does not emphasize analytical modeling.  In such instances, the State should clearly explain why these data are not available so that the Department and peer reviewers may weigh this justification with the overall growth model proposal.  Note, in addition, that a growth model must be based on assessments that have been in use by the State for more than one year and have received full approval from the Secretary before the State determines AYP based on student academic growth.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(iv)(B), (C).

Section C: Review Process

This Section C and the following Section D provide details about the peer review process used by the Department to evaluate each growth model proposal.  A State is encouraged to carefully review these sections as it prepares its proposal so that the State can prepare its proposal with an eye toward helping the reviewers and the Department.  

The purpose of the peer review is to help ensure that any growth model that is approved is technically sound, has a high probability of success in incorporating measures of student growth into the State’s school accountability systems, and complies with Title I of the ESEA and its implementing regulations, including 34 C.F.R. §200.20(h).  The Department’s review process includes an initial review by the Department and, except as described below, then full review by a panel of expert peers.  

The Department will announce deadlines separately for the submission of proposals.  Department staff will conduct an initial review and provide feedback to each State regarding any omissions or incomplete information or whether the State’s proposal on its face does not meet one or more of the regulatory requirements in 34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2).  Each State will have an opportunity during this initial review period to provide additional information as necessary.  State responses to the Department’s questions will be noted and included in the growth model proposal so that a complete and accurate document will be submitted to the peer review panel.  Only those proposals that on their face meet the regulatory requirements will be forwarded to the peer review panel for review.

Once the Department has determined that a State proposal should be forwarded for review by a panel of external peers, the review process proceeds as follows: 

1. Peer reviewers consider each proposal independently. 

2. If requested by the peers, the Department facilitates a conference call or exchange of written questions between the State and the peer review panel.  The peer reviewers may ask clarifying questions during this call, which may result in the State’s being asked to submit additional documentation. 

3. Peer reviewers meet to discuss each proposal. 

4. If requested by the peer reviewers, the Department facilitates a conference call or requests further evidence from the State during the peer review meeting. 

5. Peer reviewers evaluate the soundness of each proposal and discuss its strengths and weaknesses.  Each peer reviewer independently recommends whether the Secretary should approve a given proposal, including recommending any conditions the State would need to meet in order for its proposal to be approved. 

6. The Secretary uses this information to make a decision about whether to approve a State’s proposal.

Before a State’s proposal can receive final approval, the State submits electronically to the Department its final growth model plan as part of the State’s amended Accountability Workbook.  

Then, the Secretary approves the State to include its growth model in its accountability system through a waiver under section 9401 of the ESEA.  The approval will note the length (not to exceed four years) and conditions, if any, of the approval for the State to include the growth model in its accountability system.  

For evaluation purposes, each State approved to include a growth model in its accountability system will conduct analyses to support the validity of its growth model and overall accountability system as additional data become available.  For example, the Department may require the State to provide a comparison of the results of accountability determinations with the growth model included in the system with results of accountability determinations if growth had not been included as well as the characteristics of the schools that would have made AYP under one scenario but not the other (i.e., making AYP via growth but not via status or safe harbor).

Section D: Guidance for Peer Reviewers  

The criteria listed below correspond to the regulatory requirements in 34 C.F.R. §200.20(h) (see Section A of this document).  They are designed to guide the peer reviewers in their evaluation of each State’s growth model proposal and to facilitate their recommendations to the Secretary regarding the sufficiency of each proposal.
Peer Review Criterion 1: Achieving universal proficiency by 2013–2014 and incorporating decisions about student growth into school
 accountability determinations 

A State’s policy for incorporating student academic growth in the State’s definition of AYP must set annual growth targets that will lead to all students, by school year 2013–2014, meeting or exceeding the State’s proficient level of academic achievement on the State assessments.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(i)(A).

The State’s policy for incorporating student academic growth in the State’s definition of AYP must also describe how the State’s annual growth targets fit into the State’s accountability system in a manner that ensures that the system is coherent and that incorporating student academic growth into the State’s definition of AYP does not dilute accountability.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(vii).

1.1   
How does the State incorporate its growth model into accountability determinations to hold schools accountable for universal proficiency by 2013–2014? 


Peer review probe questions

1.1.1 Does the State use growth alone to hold schools accountable for 100 percent proficiency by 2013–2014?  If not, does the State propose a sound method for incorporating its growth model into its overall accountability system to hold schools accountable for 100 percent proficiency by 2013–2014?  What combination of status, safe harbor, and growth is proposed? 

A. Indicate which of the four options listed below the State proposes to determine whether a school makes AYP and explain, if applicable, how they are combined to determine AYP:

1. Growth alone 

2. Status and growth 
3. Status, safe harbor, and growth 

4. Safe harbor and growth 

B. What are the grades for which the State proposes to measure growth?

C. If the State does not propose to implement its growth model in all grade levels 3-8 and high school or does not propose to include students who take alternate assessments, where are the gaps and what are the implications of those gaps for school accountability determinations?
1.2   
Has the State proposed technically and educationally sound criteria for “growth targets”
 for schools and subgroups?


Peer review probe questions

1.2.1 What are the State’s “growth targets” relative to the goal of ensuring 100 percent of students are proficient by 2013–2014?  Examine carefully what the growth targets are and what the implications are for school accountability and student achievement.  

A. The State should note if its definition of proficiency includes “on track to be proficient” or a related growth concept.  For example, a State may propose that a student who is not proficient in the current grade must be on track to proficiency within three years or by the end of the grade span. 

B. A growth model that only expects “one year of progress for one year of instruction” will not suffice, as it would not be rigorous enough to close the achievement gap as the law requires.

1.2.2 Has the State adequately described the rules and procedures for establishing and calculating “growth targets”?  

1.3   
Has the State proposed a technically and educationally sound method of making annual determinations about school performance using growth that ensures that the State’s accountability system is coherent?


Peer review probe questions

1.3.1
Has the State adequately described how annual accountability determinations will incorporate student growth? 

A. Has the State adequately described and provided a rationale for how Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) or other criteria for growth would be determined?  Has the State provided a table giving the values for the AMOs from the first year the growth model will be applied through 2013–2014 that includes rigorous increases in school performance throughout that time?  Does the model set reasonable, challenging, and continuously improving annual expectations for student growth?  

· Growth models that rely on substantial increases in the growth rates of students or schools in the years immediately preceding 2013–2014 are discouraged.  The Department is open to models that set a point in time as the goal (e.g., end of grade in a particular school; within four years).  In setting these goals, the State should demonstrate how accountability is distributed among all the grades and not postponed until the set point in time.  The State’s growth model proposal should not allow attainment of proficiency by individual students to be delayed or tied to goals that are not considerably more rigorous with each consecutive grade.

B. For any proposed confidence intervals or other statistical methods to be applied to the growth model in the accountability system, has the State clearly described the rationale for the use of the specific statistical method (including minimum group size and any multi-year averaging), and the procedures for applying the method?  

· As noted previously, confidence intervals around growth projections are discouraged.  If proposed, the confidence interval should be fully justified and not exceed one standard deviation (68 percent).  See the May 2006 document by the peer reviewers for additional information (available at: http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/growthmodel/index.html).

C. For future evaluation purposes, does the State’s proposal provide evidence of the validity and reliability of the proposed growth model, including the impact of use/non-use of the growth model on the validity and reliability of overall school accountability determinations?

1.3.2 Has the State adequately described how it will create a unified AYP determination considering growth and other measures of school performance for subgroups and schools?

A. Has the State proposed a sound method for how the overall AYP determination (made AYP/did not make AYP) for a school will be made, incorporating a determination of individual student growth?

B. Has the State proposed a sound method for how the overall AYP determination for a school will incorporate growth in determining subgroup performance?

· Are the method and criteria for determining subgroup performance under the growth model the same as for all students in the school?  

C. Has the State proposed categories for characterizing student achievement at the school level and reports on growth performance and AYP determinations that are clear and understandable to the public? 

1.4   
Does the State’s proposed growth model describe the consequences of not making AYP, including that schools or LEAs that do not make AYP for two consecutive years are subject to the requirements of section 1116 of the ESEA?  

Peer review probe questions

1.4.1 Has the State clearly affirmed that the interventions for schools and LEAs identified as in need of improvement must be consistent with section 1116 of the ESEA, including the provisions regarding public school choice and supplemental educational services?

A. The State may not use its growth model to delay or avoid interventions required under section 1116 of the ESEA for any school or LEA that is identified for improvement.

B. The State may encourage or provide guidance to its LEAs to use the data provided by the growth model to develop school improvement plans or to select among the options available to schools in corrective action from the options listed in section 1116(b)(7)(C)(4) of the ESEA.  The State should explain how information from its growth model can help schools and LEAs better focus their school intervention efforts by incorporating the results from the growth model in accountability determinations. 

Peer reviewer notes on universal proficiency and coherence of accountability system: Proposal strengths and weaknesses 

Peer Review Criterion 2: Establishing appropriate growth targets at the student level

A State’s policy for incorporating student academic growth in the State’s definition of AYP must set annual growth targets that are based on meeting the State’s proficient level of academic achievement on the State’s assessments and are not based on individual student background characteristics.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(i)(B).

Introductory note: A State may, in its growth model, use student longitudinal data to adjust for the fact that students who score below proficiency may still be making substantial growth from year to year.  As part of including student growth in its accountability system, a State must establish how it will determine whether the growth achieved by a student is adequate for the school to receive credit for that student’s performance.  Expectations for growth may not be based on student demographics or school characteristics.  

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


Peer review probe questions

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

A.
Is the State’s proposed method of measuring student growth valid and reliable?

· Are the “pre-” and “post-” test scores appropriately defined and adequately measured?

· If the State will not use a single score for pre- and/or post-test scores (e.g., using an aggregation of multiple scores from multiple years), does the State adequately explain and justify how the scores would be combined, what the weights are for each score, and how and whether the scores are/are not comparable across students and over time?

· Information about the availability and technical quality of proposed data will be considered in Peer Review Criterion 5 below.  The probes associated with Peer Review Criterion 2 are focused on how the change in achievement is measured and valued.  

B.
Has the State established sound criteria for growth targets at the student level and provided an adequate rationale?

· If the State is assigning a value determination at the student level annually with regard to each student’s growth, has it used a sound process and assigned specific values for those growth targets?  For example, if a State has four performance categories, would movement between each category be weighted equally or would movement between some categories be weighted more heavily than movement between others?

· If the State proposes to calculate “difference” or “change” scores for each student, and then to aggregate those scores to the subgroup and/or school levels, the State should clearly give its rationale for doing so.

· Would the model ensure that student growth expectations are not set or moderated based on student demographics or school characteristics?  The model must have the same grade-level academic achievement standards for all students (except for students appropriately assessed using an alternate assessment based on alternate or modified academic achievement standards), while setting individual growth expectations for students to enable them to meet those standards. 

· If the State proposes a regression or multivariate/multi-level model, the independent variables may not include race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, school AYP status, or any other non-academic covariate.

· Does the model establish growth targets in relation to achievement standards and not in relation to “typical” growth patterns or previous improvement, unless there is evidence and a clear rationale that those factors are related to the overall goal of achieving proficiency for all students?

· Would gains of high-performing students compensate for lack of growth among other students?

· Does the State have a plan for periodically evaluating the appropriateness of the growth model, including the method for calculating student-level growth and whether the growth attained by students in order for the school to receive credit for the students’ performance is appropriate and sufficient to meet the goal of universal proficiency?

Peer reviewer notes on establishing appropriate growth targets: Proposal strengths and weaknesses

Peer Review Criterion 3: Measuring student achievement separately for reading/language arts and mathematics

A State’s policy for incorporating student academic growth in the State’s definition of AYP must set annual growth targets that measure student achievement separately in mathematics and reading/language arts.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(i)(C).

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?


Peer reviewer probe questions

3.1.1 Beyond Peer Review Criterion 1, how does the model address the following issues? 

A. The growth model proposal must include separate determinations for reading/language arts and mathematics, maintain validity and reliability, minimize measurement error, and support empirical integrity in the accountability system.  How does the model achieve these specifications, especially in small schools or schools that have students who are highly mobile?

B. Does the model include assessments for other content areas (e.g., covariance matrices to estimate student performance or projected performance in a content area)?  If so, the State should demonstrate that achievement on those other assessments does not compensate for failure to achieve proficiency in reading/language arts or mathematics.

Peer reviewer notes on measuring student achievement separately for reading/language arts and mathematics: Proposal strengths and weaknesses

Peer Review Criterion 4: Including all students

A State’s policy for incorporating student academic growth in the State’s definition of AYP must: (1) ensure that all students enrolled in the tested grades under 34 C.F.R. §200.2 are included in the State’s assessment and accountability systems; and (2) hold all schools and LEAs accountable for the performance of all students and student subgroups as described in 34 C.F.R. §200.13(b)(7)(ii).  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(ii) and (iii).

Introductory note: The State’s growth model should hold schools accountable for their students by including all students, to the maximum extent practicable, consistent with the ESEA’s requirements related to the inclusion of students in assessment and accountability systems (e.g., “full academic year” and minimum group size requirements) and with the technical capacity of alternate assessments based on alternate or modified academic achievement standards for students with disabilities to measure growth.  In addition, the State’s model must include all schools and LEAs.  

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


Peer review probe questions

4.1.1
Does the State’s growth model address the inclusion of all students appropriately?

A. 
Ideally, every student will have a pre-test and a post-test score, and a school will be clearly accountable for all students’ achievement for which the school has provided a full year’s instruction as defined by the State.  However, there will be situations in which this is not the case.  Are the State’s proposed rules for determining how to include student achievement results (when data are missing) in the growth model technically and educationally sound?
· For example, if a State proposes to “impute” missing data, it should provide a rationale and evidence that its proposed imputation procedures are valid.  A State proposing such a growth model must address how many students would be excluded from its calculations of growth because they lack a score, and provide an acceptable explanation of how these exclusions would not yield invalid or misleading judgments about school performance.

· Does the State have an appropriate proposal for including students with disabilities who take alternate assessments based on grade-level, alternate, or modified academic achievement standards?  

· If the State includes alternate assessments based on alternate or modified academic achievement standards in its growth model, does the State ensure that students with disabilities who take those assessments and meet their growth targets are added to the number of such students who score proficient in order not to exceed the caps of 1.0 and 2.0 percent, respectively, in 34 C.F.R. §200.13(c) regarding who can be included as proficient in AYP determinations?  For further information, see page 35 of the Department’s July 2007 Modified Academic Achievement Standards Non-Regulatory Guidance (available at:  http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/nclb/twopercent.doc).

· What method, if any, does the State use to measure academic growth for students in grade three?
· How does the State propose to distinguish between growth for a student who moves from one grade level to another and growth for a student who is retained in a grade level for two years or is promoted at mid-year?
B. What other strategies will the State use to include, in its accountability system, students who might be excluded from the growth model calculations?

4.1.2 Does the State’s growth model address the inclusion of all subgroups appropriately?

A.
States must ensure that student subgroups are neither systematically nor inadvertently excluded from participation in the growth model; the model cannot eliminate or minimize the contribution of each subgroup.  Are the State’s proposed rules for determining how to include subgroup accountability in the growth model technically and educationally sound?
· Has the State adequately addressed implications of its proposed growth model for subgroup inclusion in addition to those discussed in Peer Review Criterion 1?  For example, how will the State ensure maximum subgroup inclusion in situations where subgroups may have enough students to meet the State’s minimum group size to be included in the status AYP determination but there are not enough matched students to meet the minimum group size for the growth model AYP determination? 

· Does the State have an appropriate proposal for including students who change subgroup classification over the time period when growth is calculated (e.g., LEP to non-LEP)?

4.1.3 Does the State’s growth model address the inclusion of all schools appropriately?

A. Does the State provide an adequate plan and rationale for how the accountability system, including the growth model, will be applied to all schools consistently across the State to yield an AYP determination each year?  Has the State adequately described and provided a rationale for any proposed exceptions?
· The State may propose to apply the growth model only to schools with adequate assessment data.  If that is the case, it should propose how other schools, such as K-2 schools, single-grade schools, and high schools, will be held accountable (e.g., through continuing its approved statutory AYP/safe harbor accountability system for those schools). 

· The State should propose how it will deal with common conditions that would preclude the calculation of a growth score (e.g., school boundary changes, school closings, new schools, grade reconfiguration).

· How would the model ensure that all schools are accountable for student achievement, even when the number of tested students in a school is small or constantly changing?

4.1.4 Does the State’s growth model address the inclusion of all LEAs appropriately?

A. Does the State’s proposed model include a measure of individual student growth in LEA AYP determinations each year?  

· Does this vary from the approach used for schools?  If so, is the process valid and reliable and are all LEAs appropriately included? 

Peer reviewer notes on including all students: Proposal strengths and weaknesses
Peer Review Criterion 5: Evaluating the capability of a State’s assessment system to support growth

A State’s policy for incorporating student academic growth in the State’s definition of AYP must

be based on State assessments in mathematics and reading/language arts (and any other assessments used in the growth model)that: (1) produce comparable results from grade to grade and from year to year; (2) have been in use by the State for more than one year; and (3) have received full approval from the Secretary before the State determines AYP based on student academic growth.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(iv).

Introductory note: The ESEA requires a student assessment system that produces timely and accurate information.  Under the statutory scheme, decisions about AYP are based on the “academic status” of students compared to a target – the State’s annual measurable objectives, section 1111(b)(2)(G) of the ESEA, or the change in the percentage of students who are not proficient, section 1111(b)(2)(I) of the ESEA.  All States have submitted accountability plans that fit within this structure.  Measuring student achievement depends upon the quality of the State’s assessment system.  An assessment system that is adequate for the “status” or “safe harbor” model might not be adequate for a growth model.  

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 the ESEA’s requirements?


Peer review probe questions 

Note: Department staff will provide a summary of the current status of the State’s assessment system.

5.1.1 Provide a summary description of the State’s assessments in mathematics and reading/language arts with regard to whether they (1) are capable of producing comparable results from grade to grade and from year to year; (2) have been in use by the State for more than one year; and (3) have received full approval from the Secretary before the State determines AYP based on student academic growth.  

A. For the first year in which the growth model is proposed to be used and previous school years, did the State implement assessments that measure State-adopted content standards in reading/language arts and mathematics?

B. Did the State produce individual student, school, and LEA test results for the most recent year?

5.1.2 Has the State submitted its assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics to the Department for peer review and, if so, have they been fully approved?  

A. If they are not fully approved, what are the deficiencies, to what extent will they affect the State’s ability to measure growth in each subject, and what is the State’s plan and timeline to have fully approved assessments? 

B. If the State has not yet received approval of its assessment system, when does the State plan to submit evidence of compliance with the ESEA’s standards and assessment requirements and will the State be able to demonstrate that its reading/language arts and mathematics assessments are fully compliant prior to releasing AYP determinations that incorporate growth? 

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


Peer review probe questions

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

5.3   
Do the State’s assessments in mathematics and reading/language arts produce comparable information on each student as he or she moves from one grade level to the next? 


Peer review probe questions
The State’s mathematics and reading/language arts assessments – that is, the achievement levels and content expectations – should make sense from one grade to the next, and even within achievement levels, to support a growth model.  These probes will help the peers understand those assessments’ capability for use in growth models. 

5.3.1 Does the State provide evidence that the achievement score scales have been equated appropriately to represent growth accurately between grades 3-8 and high school, if the model includes high school?  If appropriate, how does the State adjust scaling to compensate for any grades that might be omitted in the testing sequence (e.g., grade 9)? 

Did the State provide technical and statistical information to document the procedures and results?  Is this information current?

5.3.2 If the State uses a variety of end-of-course tests to count as the high school level test required under the ESEA, how would the State ensure that comparable results are obtained across tests?  [Note: This question is only relevant for States that propose a growth model for high schools and use different end-of-course tests for AYP.] 

5.3.3 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? 

5.3.4 Has the State used any “smoothing techniques” to make the achievement levels comparable and, if so, what were the procedures?

5.4  
Are the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics stable in their design? 


Peer review probe questions

5.4.1 To what extent have the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics been stable in their overall design during at least the two most previous school years with regard to grades assessed, content assessed, assessment instruments, and scoring procedures?

5.4.2 What significant changes, if any, does the State anticipate in its assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics for the next two academic years with regard to grades assessed, content assessed, assessment instruments, scoring procedures, and/or achievement level cut-scores?

A. What impact will these changes have on the State’s proposed growth model? 

B. How does the State plan to address any assessment design changes and maintain the consistency of the proposed growth model? 

Peer reviewer notes on evaluating the capability of a State’s assessment system to support growth: Proposal strengths and weaknesses
Peer Review Criterion 6: Tracking student progress

A State’s policy for incorporating student academic growth in the State’s definition of AYP must track student progress through the State data system.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(v).

Introductory note: NCLB established the goal of having all students meet or exceed a State’s proficient level of achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics by 2013–2014.  Status models take a snapshot of a school’s or subgroup’s level of achievement to see if the school or subgroup has met the State’s established proficiency target.  Implicit in any system of growth measurement is the necessity to track individual students over time.  This section facilitates peer reviewers’ efforts to review a State proposal with regard to the State’s data system and the proposed methods for tracking 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?

Peer review probe questions

6.1.1 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?

6.1.2 Is the system proposed by the State capable of keeping track of students as they move between schools or LEAs over time?  What evidence will the State provide to ensure that match rates are sufficiently high and also not significantly different by subgroup? 

6.1.3 What quality assurance procedures are used to maintain accuracy of the student matching system? 

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?

6.1.5 Does the State student data system include information indicating demographic characteristics (e.g., racial/ethnic categories), disability status, limited English proficient (LEP) status, and socioeconomic status (e.g., participation in free/reduced price lunch))?

6.1.6
How does the proposed State growth accountability model adjust for student data that are missing because of the inability to match a student across time or because a student moves out of a school, LEA, or the State before completing the testing sequence?

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

Peer review probe questions
6.2.1 What is the State’s capability with regard to a data warehouse system for entering, storing, and retrieving the large number of records that will be accumulated over time?  

6.2.2 What is the State’s capability with regard to a data warehouse system for analyzing the large number of records that will be accumulated over time?  

6.2.3 What experience does the State have in analyzing longitudinal data on student performance?

6.2.4 How does the proposed growth model take into account or otherwise adjust for decreasing student match rates over three or more years?  How will this affect the school accountability criteria?

Peer reviewer notes on tracking student progress: Proposal strengths and weaknesses
Peer Review Criterion 7: Including participation rates and other academic indicators

A State’s policy for incorporating student academic growth in the State’s definition of AYP must include as separate factors in determining whether a school makes AYP for a particular year: (1) the rate of student participation in assessments; and (2) the other academic indicators as described in 34 C.F.R. §200.19.  34 C.F.R. §200.20(h)(2)(vi).

Introductory note: In determining AYP, a State must include, in addition to academic achievement, (1) participation rates on the State’s assessment, 34 C.F.R. §200.20(c)(1)(i), and (2) “at least one other academic indicator, as determined by the State for all public elementary school students” and graduation rate for public high schools.  Section 1111(b)(2)(C)(vi).  A State may also include other academic indicators such as “decreases in grade-to-grade retention rates.”  Section 1111(b)(2)(C)(vii); 34 C.F.R. §200.19(c).  These requirements must be addressed in a State’s growth model proposal.

7.1   
Has the State designed and implemented a Statewide accountability system that incorporates the participation rates and the additional academic indicator?  
Peer review probe questions

7.1.1 Does the State’s accountability system continue to use participation rate as one component of its AYP determinations?

7.1.2 Do the State’s “other academic indicators” deviate from the indicators in the State’s current accountability system?  Is graduation rate used for all schools with a graduating class?  If additional indicators will be used, what are the specific data elements that will be used, how will they be calculated and included in the growth model, and for which grade levels will they apply? 

7.1.3 How are data from any additional academic indicators incorporated into accountability determinations under the proposed growth model?  

Peer reviewer notes including participation rates and other academic indicators: Proposal strengths and weaknesses
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�  “Status” is the term used to describe the calculation of AYP that involves the comparison of the percentage of students who are proficient to the percentage called for in a State’s annual measurable objective.  “Safe Harbor” is the term used to describe the calculation of AYP that involves an analysis of the change in the percentage of students who are not proficient from one year to the next – the school must reduce the percentage of students in each subgroup who are not proficient by at least 10 percent and make progress on the other academic indicator to make AYP under this method. 





� The State may propose to apply the use of student growth measures to determine AYP for LEAs.  If it does so, the same provisions for evidence apply to LEAs as apply to schools, unless specifically mentioned otherwise, and peer reviewers should evaluate the soundness of the proposal for LEAs as well as for schools.


� “Growth target” denotes the level of performance required in order to meet AYP.  The State may propose different “growth targets” for different subjects, different grade spans, etc.  This document uses the term “growth target” to try to minimize confusion with “expected growth,” “projected growth,” “growth expectations,” and other terms used in value-added and other student longitudinal growth approaches that denote an empirically derived student performance score not necessarily related to the NCLB policy goals of universal proficiency.


� The peer review probe questions in this section focus on assessments in mathematics and reading/language arts because those are the assessments that a State must use for determining AYP.  To the extent a State includes assessments in other subjects in its growth model, the peer reviewers should apply each of these questions to those assessments as well.
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