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Peer Report

	State: ALASKA


	Clarifying Call to State

	
	No call necessary
	x
	

	
	Questions and responses (please note within each question if the State will provide additional information)

	
	1.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


	Overall Recommendation

Highly recommend to accept

Recommend to accept

Recommend not to accept at this time

0

0

9

Comments to support recommendation:

1. There are contradictory statements in the proposal that cannot be reconciled. The proposal states that the standards are vertically coherent. But the technical manual states “the scale scores associated with the standards based assessments are not vertically equated.  Therefore interpretation of individual score differences between the assessments is not appropriate.  Because the scale score (sic) are established independently by grade/subject combination a comparison of scale scores between subjects is also inappropriate.” Given this description of the scale, it is not clear that the calculation of growth targets is appropriate.

2. Confidence intervals are not justified and are still too large.

3. Growth measures should not be included in the calculation of safe harbor.

An additional peer comment:

The proposal does not take into account proficient students whose trajectory suggests that they are at risk for falling below proficiency.

(Use additional space as necessary)


	Specific Strengths in the Proposal 

Using your notes from the Peer Review Guidance, please note areas where the proposal was especially strong, ingenious, high quality, or exceeded the Peer Review criteria.  Please cite specific aspects of the proposal and include references to the Peer Review Guidance criteria (e.g., B.1.2.1) and the proposal (e.g., page numbers).

1. 

Dissenting comments:
1.

 (Use additional space as necessary)


	Specific Weaknesses in the Proposal 

Using your notes from the Peer Review Guidance, please note areas where the proposal was unclear, incomplete, or did not meet the Peer Review criteria.  Please cite specific aspects of the proposal and include references to the Peer Review Guidance criteria (e.g., B.1.2.1) and the proposal (e.g., page numbers).

If your Overall Recommendation is anything less than “Recommend to Accept,” this section must be filled in thoroughly.

1. 99% confidence interval violates the statement in the cross cutting document. 

2. Declining number of advanced and declining number of below proficient in cut scores by round.

3. Consequences section is not detailed enough.

4. Students retained in grade are not included in growth model.

5. Safe harbor includes schools that have reduced by 10% the number of students proficient or on track to be proficient. 

6. Scale scores cannot be compared from year to year according to their technical specifications.

PROPOSAL

Growth model no longer resets

Confidence intervals have been kept but have a small impact. (99%) 

100% match rate claimed

(1) Status plus growth (they no longer do status only). Then, (2) safe harbor.

Transfers from out of state = status only

Dissenting comments:

1.

 (Use additional space as necessary)


