Response to USED Clarification Questions on
Michigan’s Growth Model Pilot Proposal

March 13, 2008

Principle 1.2.2:  Please clarify whether growth targets are reset on an annual basis.  Please provide examples of the growth targets over consecutive years for students that repeatedly make or miss annual growth targets
Are Growth Targets Reset on an Annual Basis?

The answer to the question of whether growth targets are reset on an annual basis is both no and yes.  “No” is a valid answer because the cells that are counted as being on trajectory in the MEAP and MI-Access transition tables (presented in Tables 1 and 2, with the shaded cells counting as on trajectory) do not change from grade to grade or from year to year.

Table 1. MEAP Cells Counting as on Trajectory toward Proficiency
	Grade X MEAP achievement
	Grade X+1 MEAP Achievement

	
	Not Proficient
	Partially Proficient
	Proficient
	Advanced
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“Yes” is also a valid answer in that growth targets are always based on the actual achievement of students in the previous year, not on achievement from two, three, or four years in the past.  It may appear that this allows for the importance of accelerated growth to be delayed, but this is not the case.  Any school in which students did not make satisfactory progress toward proficiency over the previous year will be required to count such students as not proficient in AYP calculations, and will be held accountable for not accelerating the student’s growth.

Table 2. MI-Access Functional Independence Cells Counting

as on Trajectory toward Proficiency

	Grade X
MI-Access achievement
	Grade X+1 MI-Access Achievement

	
	Emerging
	Attained
	Surpassed
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Michigan believes that targeting expectations for growth based on three- to four-year trends is not educationally or statistically sound for the following reasons:

1. Students are taught by different educators each year.  This fact should be reflected in the outcome of the growth model:

a. When “on trajectory” decisions are based on a three- to four-year trend, the impact of more and less effective educators is diluted, and in fact it becomes more difficult to identify where targeted assistance is needed.  With long-term trends, the impact of more- or less-effective educators remains a factor in interpretation long after the effectiveness of those educators may have changed.  Long-term trends can hide a few educators of poor or excellent effectiveness among a larger set of educators.

b. If a school is successful in targeted intervention with particular educators, improvements in the effectiveness of particular educators will not show up in the three- to four-year trends until three to four years later.  Michigan’s model provides feedback on student growth in particular educators’ classrooms each year, and is therefore immediately responsive to effective targeted intervention.

2. One rationale for three- to four-year trends is to overcome effects of regression to the mean (attributable to measurement error) and random variations in individual student trends (attributable to unknown causes).  Michigan’s model addresses both of these concerns as follows:

a. The proposed model addresses regression to the mean through the use of progressively wider sub-performance-levels as one moves further from the center of each grade’s score distribution.  This is reflective of an analogous trend in measurement error.

b. Although unknown causes of differing student gains may remain in the data, the data still answer the question “how well did each student improve toward the increasing expectations from the previous grade to the current grade?”  In essence, the Michigan model evaluates for each child whether educators responded adequately to this particular child (with corresponding particular circumstances) in helping him or her catch up with increasing expectations.

3. Long-term projection of attaining particular achievement goals is particularly problematic as follows:

a. If a student is just on target toward proficiency in a projection model, this indicates that given the contributions of many different educators in different grades, this student has exactly a 50% probability of becoming proficient at the target date.  This is a very low predictive bar for essentially allowing students to be removed from the “not proficient” count in determining AYP.  Michigan’s model does not attempt to model future proficiency, but instead asks whether over the last year, with just the educators contributing to the student’s learning over the last year, each student in fact improved sufficiently toward proficiency.

For these educational and statistical rationales, Michigan requests that the one-year-at-a-time model be approved as a more educationally and statistically sound accountability model than using long-term projections.

Examples of Growth Targets in Consecutive Years

with Consecutive Years of Attaining or not Attaining the Targets

(Including Students in the “Not Proficient, High” Achievement Level)
Tables 3 and 4 show the growth targets for both MEAP and MI-Access.  As can be seen from Tables 3 and 4, the performance level change targets are the same whether or not students have attained their previous performance level change targets.  The educational and statistical rationale for this decision is provided above.

Table 3. Current Performance Level Change Targets for MEAP Presented by Students’ Previous Attainment of Performance Level Change Targets
	Previous

Achievement (MEAP)
	Student Met Performance Level Change Targets in Previous Years?
	Current Year

Performance Level

Change Target

	Not
Proficient
	Low
	Yes
	2 sublevels of improvement

	
	
	No
	2 sublevels of improvement

	
	Mid
	Yes
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	
	No
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	High
	Yes
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	
	No
	1 sublevel of improvement

	Partially
Proficient
	Low
	Yes
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	
	No
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	Mid
	Yes
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	
	No
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	High
	Yes
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	
	No
	1 sublevel of improvement


Table 4. Current Performance Level Change Targets for MI-Access Presented by Students’ Previous Attainment of Performance Level Change Targets
	Previous
Achievement
(MI-Access)
	Student Met
Growth Targets in
Previous Years?
	Current Year
Performance Level
Change Target

	Emerging
	Low
	Yes
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	
	No
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	Mid
	Yes
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	
	No
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	High
	Yes
	1 sublevel of improvement

	
	
	No
	1 sublevel of improvement


Please clarify whether a student in the “Not Proficient, High” achievement level may make growth targets every year and not reach proficiency within the maximum amount of time (three years)
Table 5 shows transitions (for a students in the High Not Proficient sub-level) in the base year coupled with continuing transitions of the same type (1 sublevel of improvement) over the next three years as indicated in Michigan’s growth model proposal.  The base year (B) shows the performance level change being met, and the subsequent years (1, 2, 3) showing achievement levels if the same degree of performance level change is realized in the subsequent years.  Thus, in accordance with Michigan’s growth model proposal, students who started the base year in the High Not Proficient level and meet improvement targets during the next three years are indeed on track to become proficient within the maximum amount of time.

Table 5. Demonstration of Meeting Performance Level Change Targets Resulting in Ultimate Proficiency within the Next Three Years for a Student Starting Out at the High Not Proficient Level.
	Year
	Expected Achievement if Performance Level

Change Target is Met Each Year

	Base
	Low Partially Proficient

	1
	Mid Partially Proficient

	2
	High Partially Proficient

	3
	Low Proficient


Principle 2.1.1:  Please clarify whether growth targets will be reset for a student new to an LEA but previously enrolled in the state

The answer to the question of whether growth targets are reset for students new to an LEA but not to the State is both No and Yes.  “No” is a valid answer because the cells that are counted as being on trajectory in the MEAP and MI-Access transition tables (with cells counting as on trajectory shaded being presented below) do not change from grade to grade or from year to year.

“Yes” is also a valid answer in that growth targets are always based on the actual achievement of students in the previous year, not on achievement from two, three, or four years in the past.  Michigan’s rationale for this decision is provided in the response to Principle 1.2.2.

Principle 4.1.1:  Please provide further information on the rationale for not including the “participatory level of the alternate assessment based on alternative achievement stndards and the inclusion of the “supported independence” and “functional independence” levels of the alternate assessment based on alternatve achievement levels.

The State proposes to exclude the “Participation” and “Supported Independence” assessments based on alternate achievement levels for the following reason:  These alternate assessments for the lowest functioning cognitively disabled students are shorter than the MEAP and MI-Access Functional Independence (FI), and therefore cannot reasonably be divided into smaller ranges than those that already exist (emerging, attained, and surpassed).  It is possible to consider a move out of the emerging category into the attained category as on trajectory to proficiency.  However, these students are already considered to be proficient, and therefore, the categorization as on trajectory is redundant.

Principle 5.3.3:  Please provide the cut scores for the various achievement levels  including the separation into sub-achievement levels (high, middle, and low) across grades 3-8 in both reading/language arts and mathematics along with the conditional standard errors of measurement.  Please clarify whether and how the writing assessment is included in the growth model calculation.

We respond here to the second question first.  The writing assessment is included in the growth model calculation, as it is included in the English Language Arts (ELA) score that is proposed for use in the growth model.

The score ranges (and therefore cut scores) for all twelve levels are presented for Mathematics (state and federal use), Reading (state use only), and ELA (state and federal use) in the following table:

Table 7. Scale Score Ranges for all Sub-Performance Levels in MEAP.

[image: image1.emf]
Table 8. Scale Score Ranges for all Sub-Performance Levels in MEAP.

[image: image2.emf]Low Mid High Low High Low Mid High

3 2189-2276 2277-2289 2290-2299 2300-2306 2307-2313 2314-2323 2324-2336 2337-2380

4 2300-2376 2377-2389 2390-2399 2400-2408 2409-2416 2417-2426 2427-2439 2440-2477

5 2388-2476 2477-2489 2490-2499 2500-2507 2508-2514 2515-2524 2525-2537 2538-2585

6 2499-2576 2577-2589 2590-2599 2600-2608 2609-2616 2617-2626 2627-2639 2640-2690

7 2590-2676 2677-2689 2690-2699 2700-2706 2707-2713 2714-2723 2724-2736 2737-2794

8 2696-2776 2777-2789 2790-2799 2800-2808 2809-2816 2817-2826 2827-2839 2840-2892

3 2185-2276 2277-2289 2290-2299 2300-2307 2308-2314 2315-2324 2325-2337 2338-2405

4 2294-2376 2377-2389 2390-2399 2400-2407 2408-2414 2415-2424 2425-2437 2438-2504

5 2389-2476 2477-2489 2490-2499 2500-2505 2506-2510 2511-2520 2521-2533 2534-2596

6 2503-2576 2577-2589 2590-2599 2600-2606 2607-2613 2614-2623 2624-2636 2637-2720

7 2608-2676 2677-2689 2690-2699 2700-2706 2707-2712 2713-2722 2723-2735 2736-2807

8 2710-2776 2777-2789 2790-2799 2800-2809 2810-2819 2820-2829 2830-2842 2843-2904

Subject

Ranges

Math

ELA

Emerging Attained Surpassed

Grade


In addition, the standard error curves are provided in figures 1-6 for MEAP Mathematics, figures 7-12 for MEAP ELA, figures 12-18 for MI-Access Mathematics, and figures 19-24 for MI-Access ELA.  Note that for MI-Access, the smallest standard error values are less well targeted at the “attained” performance level as one might wish.  To address this issue, the sub-levels were identified first for the “surpassed” performance level, and then mirror-image sub-levels of proportional size were identified for the “emerging” performance level.
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Figure 1. Grade 3 Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 2. Grade 4 MEAP Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 3. Grade 5 MEAP Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 4. Grade 6 MEAP Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 5. Grade 7 MEAP Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 6. Grade 8 MEAP Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 7. Grade 3 MEAP ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 8. Grade 4 MEAP ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 9. Grade 5 MEAP ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 10. Grade 6 MEAP ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 11. Grade 7 MEAP ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 12. Grade 8 MEAP ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 13. Grade 3 MI-Access Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 14. Grade 4 MI-Access Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 15. Grade 5 MI-Access Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 16. Grade 6 MI-Access Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 17. Grade 7 MI-Access Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 18. Grade 8 MI-Access Mathematics Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.

[image: image21.emf]0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

2185 2235 2285 2335 2385

MI-Access FI Grade 3 ELA Scale Score

Standard Error of Measurement


Figure 19. Grade 3 MI-Access ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 20. Grade 4 MI-Access ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 21. Grade 5 MI-Access ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 22. Grade 6 MI-Access ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 23. Grade 7 MI-Access ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.
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Figure 24. Grade 8 MI-Access ELA Standard Error Curves with Cut Score and Category Width Overlays.

Principle 6.1.4:  Please provide, if possible, additional information on the match rates across three years

Because Michigan’s proposed growth model does not rely on three-year matching, but only requires matching across the current and previous year, the three-year match rates are irrelevant to the model.

Regardless, the three year match rates are provided in Table 9.  Each row of the table lists a single cohort since the use of Unique Identifier Codes (UICs) became a statewide requirement.  The right column presents the percentage of students who tested in 2007 who were also tested in 2006 and in 2005 in the corresponding grades.

Table 9. Three-Year Match Rates for Four Michigan Cohorts.

	2005 Grade
	2006 Grade
	2007 Grade
	Match Count
	2007 Tested Count
	%Matched

	03
	04
	05
	106696
	117002
	91.19%

	04
	05
	06
	107647
	120778
	89.13%

	05
	06
	07
	109721
	124042
	88.45%

	06
	07
	08
	112005
	126175
	88.77%


