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Principle 1.  Universal proficiency

· Has the State proposed technically and educationally sound criteria for “growth targets” for schools and subgroups? (Principle 1.2)

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

· Please clarify whether and how “compound growth” will be included in the calculations for the 2007-08 school year and the grade levels for which compound growth will be applied.

Compound growth will be included for the 2007-08 AYP determinations for reading and math for grades 5, 6, 7, and 8.  In 2008-09, when an additional year of data is available for reading, compound growth will be included for grade 10.  In 2009-10, when an additional year of data is available for math, compound growth will be included for grade 11.
	Compound Growth
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2009-10

	Reading Grade 5
	2006, 2007, 2008 
	2007, 2008, 2009
	2008, 2009, 2010

	Reading Grade 6
	2006, 2007, 2008
	2006, 2007, 2008, 2009
	2007, 2008, 2009, 2010

	Reading Grade 7
	2006, 2007, 2008
	2006, 2007, 2008, 2009
	2007, 2008, 2009, 2010

	Reading Grade 8
	2006, 2007, 2008
	2006, 2007, 2008, 2009
	2007, 2008, 2009, 2010

	Reading Grade 10
	NA
	2006, 2007, 2009
	2006, 2007, 2008, 2010


	Compound Growth
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2009-10

	Math Grade 5
	2006, 2007, 2008 
	2007, 2008, 2009
	2008, 2009, 2010

	Math Grade 6
	2006, 2007, 2008
	2006, 2007, 2008, 2009
	2007, 2008, 2009, 2010

	Math Grade 7
	2006, 2007, 2008
	2006, 2007, 2008, 2009
	2007, 2008, 2009, 2010

	Math Grade 8
	2006, 2007, 2008
	2006, 2007, 2008, 2009
	2007, 2008, 2009, 2010

	Math Grade 11
	NA
	NA
	2006, 2007, 2010


Compound growth cannot be used for grade 3 and grade 4 students because grade 3 is the baseline and grade 4 is the first year of growth so there is no compounding factor.  Grade 9 is not assessed in Minnesota so reading grade 10 and math grade 11 require the same number of data points to calculate compound growth but the baseline year is earlier than the baseline used for grade 5, 6, 7, and 8.

Compounding points are awarded for consecutive years of improvement. Compounding points equal half of the point difference from the current performance range to the next higher performance range.  An example for a student in 2008 who made to consecutive years of growth:
· 2006: Does Not Meet LOW
· 2007: Does Not Meet HIGH

· 2008: Partially Meets LOW

This student will earn 67.5 points towards the school’s growth target.  

· For growth from the Does Not Meet HIGH range in 2007 to the Partially Meets LOW range in 2008, the student is awarded 60 points.  

· This student is also awarded 7.5 compounding points for making two consecutive years of growth (growth from 2006 to 2007 and then growth from 2007 to 2008).  

· Compounding points = one-half the difference in the points for the next highest performance range.  

· For this student scoring Partially Meets LOW in 2008, the next performance range would be Partially Meets HIGH.  

· The difference between reaching Partially Meets LOW (60 points) and Partially Meets HIGH (75 points) for this student is 15 points; 7.5 points is half the difference.

	
	Current Year

	Points Awarded
	Does Not Meet LOW
	Does Not Meet

HIGH
	Partially Meets LOW
	Partially Meets HIGH
	Meets  
	Exceeds

	Prior Year
	Does Not Meet LOW
	0
	50
	65
	80
	100
	100

	
	Does Not Meet

HIGH
	0
	0
	60
	75
	100
	100

	
	Partially Meets LOW
	0
	0
	50
	65
	100
	100

	
	Partially Meets HIGH
	0
	0
	0
	50
	100
	100

	
	Meets
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100
	100

	
	Exceeds
	0
	0
	0
	0
	75
	100


· Has the State proposed a technically and educationally sound method of making annual judgments about school performance using growth? (Principle 1.3)

· Has the State adequately described how annual accountability determinations will incorporate student growth? (Principle 1.3.1)

· Please provide additional information on how the use of the existing performance index model for status determination may impact the growth model calculations.  Specifically, does Minnesota have any information on the interaction between the AYP designations for the existing performance index and the proposal growth model?

Yes.  Minnesota has analyzed the interaction and overlap of the growth model and performance index by subgroup.  The analysis shows the number of subgroups meeting the AYP targets under the growth model compared to the performance index model.  The results indicated that subgroups are more likely to meet the AMOs using the performance index than the growth model.  The results are in Addendum Attachment 1.

Principle 2. Establishing appropriate growth targets at the student level

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

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

· Please provide a rational for the value table points assigned to movement between various performance levels.  Please include a rational for how the model ensures students are expected to attain more than one year’s growth when the model allocates 50 points to students maintaining performance at the partially proficient level.

Minnesota set value table values using a group of district stakeholders and empirical data from the 2006 and 2007 assessment administrations.  The Minnesota AYP growth model working group of district stakeholders and the Minnesota Department of Education included:

· Jim Angermeyr, Ph.D.
Director of Research and Evaluation, Bloomington Public Schools

· J. Paul Gustafson, Ph.D.

Coordinator of Research and Assessment, Rochester Public School District

· Dave Heistad, Ph.D.
Executive Director Research, Evaluation and Assessment, Minneapolis Public Schools

· Lloyd Komatsu, Ph.D.
Assessment and Evaluation Coordinator, Forest Lake Area Schools
· John Lindner
Assessment Analyst, Rosemount - Apple Valley - Eagan

· Tom Watkins, Ph.D.

Director of Research, Evaluation and Assessment, St. Paul Public Schools

· Tom Boatman

Director of Scoring and Reporting, Minnesota Department of Education

· Christy Hovanetz Lassila, Ph.D.

Assistant Commissioner, Minnesota Department of Education

The values were derived based on the actual student movement data from 2006 to 2007 and the district stakeholders’ value judgments as follows:

· Maintain current AMOs used for status to reach universal proficiency by 2014.  

· The stakeholders believe very strongly that Minnesota should not have a different set of AMOs used for growth than what is currently being used for status determinations.  District stakeholders believe that having different AMOs for status and growth would cause unneeded confusion to the calculation.  As a result of this value judgment, Minnesota had to align points awarded in the value table to points currently being awarded for the performance index.  Under the status model, Partially Meets Standards students earn 0.5 points; so, in the growth model, students who remain Partially Meets Standards must also earn 0.5 points to have a comparable scale.  While this is awarding credit to a student who remains in a Partially Meets Standards level from one year to the next, it does not award points to students who drop a level into Partially Meets Standards and does not award points to students who remain in a Does Not Meet Standards level.  It is critical to remember that Minnesota used the 0.5, Partially Meets Standards, points when determining the AMOs.  Because the 0.5, Partially Meets Standards, points were included in setting the AMOs, the schools do not earn “extra” or “bonus” points for the Partially Meets Standards students.  If Minnesota would have elected to set AMOs without the 0.5, Partially Meets Standards, points, the AMOs would be set far lower than in the approved accountability workbook and school then would have been earning “extra” or “bonus” points.

· Based on the same point values used in the status model for scale compatibility with the AMOs

· Point values based on observations of actual student performance from prior to current year on the assessments

· More points for greater growth
· More points for achievement levels closer to proficiency

· Zero points awarded for regression from proficient to not proficient or a lower achievement level

· regression from Exceeds to Meets, both proficient achievement levels, students earn 75 points rather than 100 even though the student is proficient, their level of proficiency is declining
· Fifty points are awarded for students who maintained the Partially Meets Standards level for consistency with the status model and because it demonstrates that the student made one year’s growth from the prior year

· While Minnesota understands that this is a concern because students are demonstrating one year’s growth, not demonstrating more than one year’s worth of growth, it is imperative to award points to maintain comparability to the AMOs used for status and not set separate AMOs for growth.  These 0.5 points were used when initially determining the status AMOs and are not “extra credit” or “bonus” points.  In addition, under this model, no Minnesota school could meet AYP using 0.5 points in status or growth because all AMOs are above 0.64 except math at grade 11.

· Maximum 100 points can only be earned for proficient scores

· The same value tables will be used for all grades and for both reading and math
· Use of achievement levels (performance ranges) rather than actual vertical scale scores

· Can be used with MCA-II, MTELL, and MTAS without statistically transforming the scales
· Continuity across grades and transition to MCA-III in 2011
· Award compounding points for consecutive years of improvement
· Earn points for observed movement plus award half of the point difference from the current performance movement to the next higher performance range for compounding improvement
The district stakeholders presented the AYP growth model proposal without objection to the:

· Minnesota Assessment Group on January 11, 2008
· Minnesota Commissioner’s Assessment and Accountability Stakeholders Committee on January 18, 2008
· Minnesota Local Assessment and Accountability Advisory Committee on January 18, 2008
· Minnesota’s National Technical Advisory Committee on February 15, 2008
The Minnesota Department of Education also presented the AYP growth model proposal to the Minnesota Legislature’s Senate Committee on Education and the House E-12 Education Committee on January 25, 2008 for approval prior to submission to the United States Department of Education.

· Please provide the distribution of students at each performance level across the state.  

The distribution of students at each performance level across Minnesota is provided in Addendum Attachment 2A.  Addendum Attachment 2B provides Minnesota data on student movement between performance levels from 2006 to 2007 by number and percent for each grade and subject.  In addition, data on the number of growth points earned relative to the AMOs is also provided by grade and subject.
Principle 4. Inclusion of all students

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

· Does the State’s growth model address the inclusion of all students appropriately? (Principle 4.1.1)

· Please provide additional information on how Minnesota will plan to include the results of students taking the alternate assessment based on alternate achievement standards, given the changes to the assessment during the 2007-08 school year.

Minnesota will be conducting a standard setting validation workshop for the reading and math Minnesota Test of Academic Skills (MTAS).  Dr. Phoebe Winter, a U.S. Department of Education Technical Advisor, will be assisting Minnesota with the technical design in revision of the MTAS Achievement Level Descriptors (ALDs) development and MTAS alignment of ALDs with student performance results of the 2008 MTAS standard setting validation workshop.  Please reference Addendum Attachment 4 for a complete timeline of activities Minnesota will complete to ensure the changes to the alternate assessment in 2007-08 to meet peer review will not prohibit the use of 2007 results in the AYP growth model.
Principle 5. State Assessment System and Methodology

· How will the State report individual student growth to parents? (Principle 5.2)
· How will an individual student’s academic status be reported to his or her parents in any given year? What information will be provided about academic growth to parents? Will the student’s status compared to the State’s academic achievement standards also be reported? (Principle 5.2.1)
· Please clarify how the results of the growth model will be reported to parents and the public at large.

Growth for individual students will be reported to parents on the Individual Student Report.  Student scores from 2008, 2007, and 2006 will be reported back to parents.  Addendum Attachment 5A is an example of the results that will be reported back to parents.

Growth results for the AYP growth model will be reported back to parents and the public on the school report card.  Minnesota has not finalized a school report card design for reporting the growth model.  Minnesota will report growth on the school report card in the same way proficiency is currently reported.  The website is being expanded to include pages titled “How did the State/District/School do in reading growth?” and “How did the State/District/School do in math growth?”  Addendum Attachment 5B shows the current display of AYP proficiency data on the Minnesota Department of Education website: http://education.state.mn.us/ReportCard2005/index.do.  
· Does the Statewide assessment system produce comparable information on each student as he/she moves from one grade level to the next? (Principle 5.3)

· 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?  (Principle 5.3.3)
· Please provide the conditional standard errors of measurement for each performance level in reading/language arts and mathematics for grades 3-8 and high school.

Minnesota has provided the Conditional Standard Errors of Measurement (CSEM) for each performance level in reading and mathematics for grades 3-8 and high school in Addendum Attachment 5.  The following is a list of worksheets and the contents of each:

· Tab "MN CSEMs Cuts Only" contains the information on Observed/Actual 2007 cuts, minimum and maximum scale scores, minimum and maximum CSEMs, and a note if the actual score was unobserved.

· Tabs "MN CSEMs MCA-II," "MN CSEMs MTELL," and "MN CSEMs MTAS" contain the same information as the "MN CSEMs Cuts Only" tab, but are broken out by assessment.

· Tab "MN Formatted Cuts" contains the updated tables that were used in the proposal.

Principle 6. Tracking student progress

· Has the State designed and implemented a technically and educationally sound system for accurately matching student data from one year to the next? (Principle 6.1)

· What studies have been conducted to demonstrate the percentage of students who can be “matched” between two academic years?  Three years or more years? (Principle 6.1.4)
· Please provide additional information, if possible, on Minnesota’s match rates over the last three years.
In 2005, Minnesota assessed students in grades 3, 5, 7, and 10 in Reading and in grades 3, 5, 7, and 11 in Math.  As a result, the three years analysis is limited to students who were in grades 3 and 5 in 2005 and progressed to grades 5 and 7 in 2007.  Students in grade 7 in 2005 would be in grade 9 in 2007 and grade 9 is not currently assessed.  Students in grade 10 in 2005 also are not included in the three year match rates because these students are not in grade 12, and assessments are not administered in grade 12.  Only grades 5 and 7 in 2007 have the potential for three consecutive years of matching enrollments with matching assessments. 
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Grade 3 - Assessed
	Grade 4 - Assessed
	Grade 5 - Assessed

	Grade 4 - Not Assessed
	Grade 5 - Assessed
	Grade 6 - Assessed

	Grade 5 - Assessed
	Grade 6 - Assessed
	Grade 7 - Assessed

	Grade 6 - Not Assessed
	Grade 7 - Assessed
	Grade 8 - Assessed

	Grade 7 - Assessed
	Grade 8 - Assessed
	Grade 9 – Not Assessed

	Grade 8 - Not Assessed
	Grade 9 – Not Assessed
	Grade 10 – Assessed (Read)

	Grade 9 -Not Assessed
	Grade Not assessed
	Grade 11 – Assessed (Math)

	Grade 10 – Assessed (Read)
	Grade 11 – Assessed (Math)
	Grade 12 – Not Assessed

	Grade 11 – Assessed (Math)
	Grade 12 – Not Assessed
	

	Grade 12 – Not Assessed
	
	


	Assessment and Enrollment Data 
	Reading - Percent of grade 4-8 and 10 students’ with matching data
	Math - Percent of grade 4-8 and 11 students’ with matching data

	Years
	One year (2007)
	Two years (2006, 2007)
	Three years (2007, 2006, 2005)*
	One year (2007)
	Two years (2006, 2007)
	Three years (2007, 2006, 2005)*

	Total
	99.6
	99.0
	98.2
	  99.6 
	99.0
	98.2

	White
	  99.8 
	99.3
	98.8
	  99.7 
	99.3
	98.8

	Black
	  99.0 
	97.5
	95.1
	  99.1 
	97.6
	95.2

	Hispanic
	  99.2 
	98.0
	96.9
	  99.2 
	98.1
	97.0

	Asian
	  99.6 
	98.9
	98.2
	  99.4 
	98.7
	98.3

	American Indian

	  99.0 
	97.6
	88.1
	  98.8 
	97.7
	88.3

	Free/Reduced Lunch
	99.5
	98.5
	96.3
	99.4
	98.5
	96.4

	English Language Learners
	99.0
	97.7
	96.3
	99.2
	97.9
	96.7

	Special Education
	99.5
	98.6
	96.4
	99.4
	98.5
	96.4


*Three years Percent and Number are for grades 5 and 7 in 2007.

	Enrollment Records

	Grade in 2007
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2007 testing window
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2007 and 2006 testing windows
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2007, 2006, and 2005 testing windows

	4
	59252
	56704
	

	5
	59198
	56838
	54741

	6
	60651
	57979
	

	7
	62864
	59530
	57193

	8
	64538
	62287
	

	Total
	306503
	293338
	111934


Three Year Matching Rates by Grade - Math

	Grade in 2007
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2007, 2006, and 2005 testing windows 
	Math – Student assessments matched over three years
	Math – Percent of students with matched assessments over three years

	5
	54741
	53919
	98.5%

	7
	57193
	55959
	97.8%

	Total
	111934
	109878
	98.2%


Three Year Matching Rates by Grade - Reading

	Grade in 2007
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2007, 2006, and 2005 testing windows
	Reading– Number of students with assessments matched over three years
	Reading– Percent of students with assessments matched over three years

	5
	54741
	53912
	98.5%

	7
	57193
	55953
	97.8%

	Total
	111934
	109865
	98.2%


Three Year Matching Rates by Demographic - Math

	Demographics
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2007, 2006, and 2005 testing windows
	Math– Student assessments matched over three years
	Math– Percent of students with matched assessments over three years

	All Students
	111934
	109878
	98.2%

	White
	87981
	86940
	98.8%

	Black
	9064
	8626
	95.2%

	Hispanic
	5890
	5715
	97.0%

	Asian
	6530
	6418
	98.3%

	American Indian1
	2469
	2179
	88.3%

	Free/Reduced Price Lunch
	34979
	33703
	96.4%

	English Language Learners
	7460
	7211
	96.7%

	Special Education
	15702
	15129
	96.4%


Three Year Matching Rates by Demographic - Reading

	Demographics
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2007, 2006, and 2005 testing windows
	Reading– Number of students with assessments matched over three years
	Reading– Percent of students with assessments matched over three years

	All Students
	111934
	109865
	98.2%

	White
	87981
	86952
	98.8%

	Black
	9064
	8617
	95.1%

	Hispanic
	5890
	5707
	96.9%

	Asian
	6530
	6413
	98.2%

	American Indian
	2469
	2176
	88.1%

	Free/Reduced Price Lunch
	34979
	33688
	96.3%

	English Language Learners
	7460
	7183
	96.3%

	Special Education
	15702
	15134
	96.4%


Once all possible student records have been matched the department sends all the records, matched and unmatched, to the districts and schools for verification of matched records and to update information for unmatched records to create more matches based on data available to the school and district administrators.  If a student does not have matching data, the district and school assist the department in locating the data.  The districts and schools also review the student data to ensure the student match process appropriately matched the correct data.  Receiving this additional information allows Minnesota to update the records in the warehouse and create more valid record matches.  Requiring the schools and districts to review verify and update the student records being used for AYP gives Minnesota a very high level of confidence that matches are accurate and comprehensive.  

Thank you for considering Minnesota’s AYP growth model proposal.  Please direct questions to Christy Hovanetz Lassila, Ph.D., Assistant Commissioner at Christy.Hovanetz-Lassila@state.mn.us or 651-582-8856.
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� In 2005, the Red Lake School District, 100 percent American Indian population, did not administer the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments due to a school shooting three weeks before the test: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Red_Lake_High_School_massacre.





1 In 2005, the Red Lake School District, 100 percent American Indian population, did not administer the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments due to a school shooting three weeks before the test: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Red_Lake_High_School_massacre.
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