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Peer Review

Growth Model 
U. S. Department of Education

December 2-3, 2008
Peer Report – Colorado

Peer Group Recommendations


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

	0
	7
	0


Conditions:  

1) Use the existing status AMO for the growth model.  There must be a single AMO, applied to both status and growth calculations. 

2) Provide impact data after one-year and allow the U.S. Department of Education the flexibility to review the appropriateness of the model for further use. Specifically, Colorado should demonstrate that any gains are educationally meaningful and not artifacts of using percentiles. Also, Colorado needs to provide information on the impact of the annual re-computation of growth expectations.

Overall Recommendation:  


	Comments to Support Overall Recommendation

	The committee recognized and appreciated the efforts of the Colorado Department of Education to develop and implement a new approach for growth models in NCLB.

The primary area for discussion was around the methodology developed by Dr. Betebenner and the extension of this model to evaluation of school performance. Several issues and comments:

1) The committee was impressed with the innovative approach and the mathematically and statistically sound review of the method. 

2)  The committee also appreciated the state’s desire to fully align its state accountability system with NCLB and the attention to generating instructionally relevant data.

3) The extension of these models can be problematic, i.e., operationalizing to develop school evaluations. Is the use of percentiles in an aggregate method appropriate? This method seems wonderful with excellent applications at the student and classroom level, but the extension to a state system is problematic. More specifically, given the volatility of scaled scores for students a few questions at the extremes of the distribution will have a profound impact on the percentile value.

4) There is an overall difficulty in their proposal in that they are trying to integrate the two systems (state and NCLB) and at times the committee identified it would be difficult for the committee, or educators, to identify which system was being used. 

5) Several members expressed reservations about using projections with percentiles, with some inherent issues that should be addressed, but at same time recognized sound statistical models provided by Betebenner and an understanding it could work. 

6) The committee appreciates your quick and timely response regarding the generation of AMOs for the growth model. The general view of the committee is that if you are generating AMOs for specific growth values, your response is tenable. However, the scoring rubrics you are employing for AYP provide adequate measures or AMOs for use via the growth model. The committee’s approval is conditioned upon Colorado using the existing AMOs from status for growth.

7) Committee was impressed with data system and infrastructure to complete statewide implementation of growth models.

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. Met criteria, with reservations.
	

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 2.  Establishing Appropriate Growth Targets

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. Met criteria with conditions and revisions
	

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 3.  Accountability, Separate for Reading and Math

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.  Met criteria
	

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 4.  Inclusion of All Students

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. Met criteria
	

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 5.  State Assessment System and Methodology

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. Met criteria
	

	Summary Statement

	Committee was impressed with reporting system! Outstanding.




Core Principle 6.  Tracking Student Progress

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. Met criteria
	

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 7.  Participation Rates and Additional Academic Indicator

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. Met criteria
	

	Summary Statement
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