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Core Principle 1:   l00% Proficiency by 2014 and Incorporating Decisions about Student Growth into School Accountability

Evidence for Core Principle 1 Provided on Minnesota’s CD:

· 1.1.1.1: State of Minnesota Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook
· 1.3.2.1: 2008 AYP Report—example, State Level Report

· 1.3.2.2: 2008 Specifications for Calculating AYP

1.1. How does the State accountability model hold schools accountable for universal proficiency by 2013-14? 

1.1.1. Does the State use growth alone to hold schools accountable for 100% proficiency by 2013-14? If not, does the State propose a sound method of incorporating its growth model into an overall accountability model that gets students to 100% proficiency by 2013-14? What combination of status, safe harbor, and growth is proposed? 

Minnesota is committed to ensuring all students reach proficiency by 2013-14.  Minnesota will maintain its current approved annual measurable objectives (AMOs) to reach universal proficiency by 2013-14 (see Evidence 1.1.1.1, pages 25-27). These AMOs apply to schools, districts, and the state.  Minnesota will continue to hold schools and districts accountable for universal proficiency by 2013-14 using, a combination of status, safe harbor, and growth, in determining AYP for schools, districts, and the state.  Under Minnesota’s proposal, a subgroup will be able to demonstrate the AYP criteria have been met using any of the three calculations.  The status and safe harbor calculations have been used to determine AYP in Minnesota in previous years. 

The growth model is a new AYP calculation using a value table approach where all students with at least two years of assessment data will be included in the denominator for the growth calculation for the school and each eligible subgroup. The numerator will include any student in the school and subgroup who is proficient or “on track to be proficient.”  A school or district will meet AYP for that subgroup if the proportion of students meets or exceeds the current state AMO.  

Minnesota continues to evaluate and analyze how growth serves as a measure of accountability in comparison to the current status model by comparing the number of schools and districts that meet the AYP criteria using each method.  In addition, Minnesota will compare the growth model used for AYP with growth models being used in local Minnesota school districts as well as models implemented by other states for purposes of evaluating the consistency of the models.  

Currently, there are several criteria a school must meet to make AYP, meet the state’s AMOs in reading and math, attain at least 95 percent participation on the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment – Series II (MCA-II), or an alternate assessment, and meet the additional academic indicator of attendance and the graduation rate of at least 90 and 80 percent respectively or improvement for these two criteria. If one or more subgroups do not meet the state measurable objectives in reading or math, safe harbor is applied. Safe harbor requires the school demonstrate, for each of the subgroups that did not meet the state objectives that the proportion of “non-proficient” students decrease by 10 percent. In addition, the subgroup(s) must have met the total school’s attendance and graduation rate criteria, as well as the subgroups, and each subgroup must have attained at least 95 percent assessment participation. These calculations will remain the same when the growth model is added to the calculation.  These calculations, as well as Minnesota’s current AMOs, are detailed in Minnesota’s approved Accountability Workbook and Functional Specifications for Calculating AYP documents (see Evidence 1.1.1.1 and 1.3.2.2).
Minnesota reviewed several local Minnesota school district growth models and all pilot AYP growth models submitted to the United States Department of Education (Department).  After the review, Minnesota evaluated each method to determine the feasibility of implementing the model into Minnesota’s current accountability system based on the seven core principles, the data availability and capacity.  The three types of models Minnesota focused on were projections, trajectory, and value tables.  

Minnesota sees the strength of projection models as those used in the Tennessee and Ohio proposals.  However, Minnesota does not have enough student assessment data to model and verify projection accuracy.  In 2006, Minnesota first administered MCA-II in grades 3-8, 10 and 11.  In addition, Minnesota would like to use a model that demonstrates a student is currently proficient rather than a model that predicts the likelihood of whether a student will be proficient it in the future.
Minnesota was interested in using the trajectory model.  Minnesota has a vertical scale in grades 3-8; however, the vertical scale does not extend to the high school because reading is not administered in grade 9 and math is not administered in grades 9 and 10.  While the Department accepts models that do not include high schools, the school districts stakeholders in Minnesota found the inclusion of high schools to be a non-negotiable.
Minnesota has determined that a value table model is the best fit for its accountability system to maintain integrity, make use of all available data, and provide motivation to educators.  Minnesota will be using a value table with compounding points to incorporate multiple years of data for each student into the calculation.  

The value table model is relatively simple to explain and apply; the complexity was in developing the assessment and alignment of standards from grade to grade on which the achievement levels are based.  Having a model that is easy to explain and understood by educators will result in more student growth.  Educators will be able to understand how student growth translates into meeting AYP.  Educators will be able to use student data at the beginning of the year applied to the value table to see how each student has the potential to earn points for the school towards making AYP.  Educators will be encouraged that even very low-performing students do not need to advance to proficient in just one year for the school to earn some credit for the student’s growth and therefore will have an increased incentive to leave no child behind.  The more realistic expectation of growth, moving up an achievement level, is motivational to educators.  While the growth model in and of itself cannot ensure that all students will be proficient by 2014, the information educators will now have about student achievement will changes the way educators discuss student achievement and motivate different instructional strategies.  In addition, educators will be able to focus on different strategies for non-proficient and proficient students as well as different strategies for students that are making growth than those that are not making growth. 

The Minnesota value table model takes into account growth for all students and achievement levels including students who are currently meeting or exceeding standards.  The growth expectations are defined individually for each student based on that student’s current and prior years performance and they maintain the core principle that all students will be proficiency by 2013-14 because the point values in the table do not permit a school to reach 100 percent unless all students are proficient.  
Minnesota assesses all students in reading and math in grades 3-8, reading in grade 10, and math in grade 11.  Student growth will be measured in grades 4-8, 10, and 11.  For AYP calculations in 2009, the data from 2008-09, 2007-08, 2006-07 and 2005-06 will be used in determining each student’s growth.   All third grade students, who do not have a prior year score, will be included in the growth model and considered “on track to be proficient” if they are currently proficient in third grade.  If the third grade student is not proficient and does not have prior year data, then the student will be included in the growth model as NOT “on track to be proficient.”

Minnesota will implement its growth model for reading and math grades 3-8 and high school.  Growth model decisions are possible in third grade for retained students and students in third grade with no prior year data will be considered “on track to be proficient” if they are currently proficient on the third grade assessment.  

1.2. Has the State proposed technically and educationally sound criteria for “growth targets”
 for schools and subgroups?

1.2.1. What are the State’s “growth targets” relative to the goal of 100% of students proficient by 2013-14? Examine carefully what the growth targets are and what the implications are for school accountability and student achievement.  

To ensure consistency in our approach to meeting the goal of 100 percent of students proficient by 2013-14, Minnesota will use the AMOs established in Minnesota’s approved Accountability Workbook as the growth targets for use in growth model decisions (see Evidence 1.1.1.1, pages 25-27).  Based solely on student performance and ignoring demographic factors, Minnesota proposes that its value table growth model will capture students who will be proficient by 2013-14.  Students who are advancing achievement levels are considered “on track to be proficient” and schools and districts will be given some credit, but not full credit as awarded for proficiency, for the growth.
The value table growth model is built based on students’ previous test scores compared to current year test scores.  The students proficient or “on track to be proficient” will be a proportion of all students which will be used in determining if the school or district has met its AMO for the subgroup(s) to which the student is a member.  
In addition to “on track to be proficient,” the other academic indicators, attendance, graduation, and participation targets, are still required.  If a subgroup misses one of these targets they cannot recover using growth calculations.  The educational rationale is straightforward.  Participation is not a function of growth, schools either administer the appropriate assessments to their students or they do not.  

The subgroup size and AMO targets are the same for each subgroup; there is no differentiation.  In this way, our proposed methods still directly maintain and adhere to the original tenet of NCLB – closing achievement gaps between groups with no exceptions. Minnesota will use a definition of proficiency that includes both students who are proficient and “on track to be proficient.” 

Minnesota’s growth model maintains Minnesota’s high expectations for student proficiency by including only those students who will Meet or Exceed the proficiency threshold. As a result, the farther below proficiency that students initially score, the more they must improve in succeeding years in order to be proficient.  Minnesota believes this approach will continue the trend of rising student achievement, and therefore, a closing of the achievement gap.   While the tables below do not clearly demonstrate improved student achievement, it is because the assessment system in Minnesota has changed over the last three years.  In 2006, Minnesota changed assessments from MCA to MCA-II which is aligned to Minnesota’s revised and more rigorous academic standards. The MCA-IIs were also administered in 2007; however, the alternate assessments used for the students with disabilities and English Language Learners (ELL) also changed and as a result, there were more ELLs taking the Reading MCA-IIs.  Four achievement levels describe the success students have with the content tested on Reading and Math MCA-II: Exceeds Standards is the highest level, Meeting the Standards is considered proficient, Partially Meets Standards, and Does Not Meet Standards is the lowest level.  

	Figure 2:

Reading MCA-II, Grades 3-8 and 10 ,  Proportion Meeting or Exceeding the Standards

	
	2005
	2006*
	2007**
	2008

	White
	89.67
	82.78
	82.39
	84.45

	African American
	64.01
	55.67
	53.35
	56.10

	Hispanic
	65.74
	64.62
	55.55
	58.95

	All Students
	84.78
	78.41
	77.01
	79.18


*MCA-II was first administered in 2006.  Results prior to 2006 are not on the same scale as 2006 and beyond and cannot be compared.   Minnesota reset AMOs for 2006 to 2014 based on the MCA-II.

**In 2007 and later, Minnesota was not permitted to use the alternate assessment for ELLs.  As a result, all students, regardless of ELL status were administered the general education assessment.  This resulted in a decrease in the proportion proficient.

	Math MCA-II, Grades 3-8 and 11 ,  Proportion Meeting or Exceeding the Standards

	
	2005
	2006*
	2007**
	2008

	White
	89.09
	73.23
	74.19
	75.87

	African American
	63.14
	40.13
	41.68
	43.95

	Hispanic
	68.99
	47.58
	48.34
	50.97

	All Students
	84.71
	67.94
	68.99
	70.59


*MCA-II was first administered in 2006.  Results prior to 2006 are not on the same scale as 2006 and beyond and cannot be compared.   Minnesota reset AMOs for 2006 to 2014 based on the MCA-II.

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

As explained in Section 1.2.1, Minnesota will use the AMOs established in Minnesota’s approved Accountability Workbook as the annual growth targets for use in growth model decisions (see Evidence 1.1.1.1, pages 25-27).
Minnesota understands that the Department will be considering a State’s growth model proposal in the context of the State’s full accountability system.  Minnesota’s growth model proposal does not present too many ways to make AYP and thus does not dilute accountability.  Minnesota currently uses a performance index status and safe harbor calculations in making AYP determinations; the addition of a growth model to Minnesota’s accountability system will not weaken the State accountability system. 
Minnesota takes pride in its AYP Performance Index and maintains high standards that will ensure 100 percent proficient by 2013-14.  Minnesota’s AYP Performance Index is very simple and easy to understand.  The index is directly related to achievement level descriptors on Minnesota assessments and the reporting to parents, educators, and the public is transparent.

Minnesota’s AYP Performance Index meets three of the original four core principles for performance indexes outlined by the Department:

1. Minnesota’s index does not give extra weight to students scoring above proficient.

2. Minnesota’s index is calculated separately for reading and math and for each relevant subgroup.

3. Minnesota’s index does not have an explicit requirement that does not allow schools to make AYP without also increasing the percent of students who are proficient.  However, while the calculation does not explicitly require schools to increase the percent proficient to utilize the performance index, the partial points awarded do not dilute the standards or targets for proficiency.  Only one-half point is awarded for partially proficient status and all but the grade 11 math targets are above .5000.
4. Minnesota’s index is consistent with NCLB and includes provisions on AMOs and intermediate goals.

Minnesota’s AYP Performance Index also meets the three new principles proposed by the Department for internal deliberations and reauthorization discussions:

1. Minnesota’s index does not provide points to students without a demonstrable level of achievement.

2. Minnesota’s index is tied to the state defined academic achievement standards.

3. Minnesota reports student achievement based on the index achievement levels to parents and the public.

Earning Performance Index points in Minnesota’s AYP calculation is a transparent connection between Achievement Level Descriptors and index points earned:
· Exceeds the Standards = 1 index point

· Meets the Standards = 1 index point

· Partially Meets the Standards = 0.5 index point

· Does Not Meet the Standards = 0 index points 

Most importantly, in addition to meeting the performance index core principles, the computation of statewide starting points for the status calculation for the AYP Performance Index is also rigorous.  Schools do not earn “bonus points” or “extra credit” towards status as a result of the Performance Index.  Instead, the full and partial points were used when determining the AMO targets (see Appendix A). 

Minnesota has evaluated the use of this growth model compared to the current status and safe harbor AYP calculations using last year’s data to compare the approaches. One school is predicted to make AYP in 2008 based on 2006, 2007, and 2008 data and using the growth model.  No district AYP determinations would change using the growth model.  The AYP growth model projections include compounding points for high schools in Reading, but not for Mathematics because the grade 11 students will not have two years of math results until 2009.  These AYP results are shared in the following table.
	Figure 1: AYP Determinations and Projections
	
	Yes
	No

	2007 AYP Results 
Status and Safe Harbor (No Growth Model) 
	Districts:

Schools:
	259
1189
	234
729 

	2007 Projected AYP Results based on 2005-06 and 2006-07 data    
Status and Safe Harbor and Growth Model   
	Districts:

Schools:
	260
1189
	233
729

	2008 AYP Results 
Status and Safe Harbor (No Growth Model) 
	Districts:

Schools:
	210

983
	296

937

	2008 Projected AYP Results based on 2005-06, 2006-07 and 2007-08 data    
Status and Safe Harbor and Growth Model   
	Districts:

Schools:
	210



984
	296

936


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

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

As explained in section 1.2.1, Minnesota will use the AMOs established in Minnesota’s approved Accountability Workbook as the growth targets for use in growth model calculations (see evidence 1.1.1.1. pages 25-27). This approach maintains the high accountability expectations while recognizing the growth of individual students. Because the MCA-II score required for a determination of proficiency increases with each grade level, the standards for proficiency are more rigorous with each consecutive grade. Accountability is distributed among all grades because a student will not be considered “on track to be proficient” unless she is advancing in achievement levels or is meeting or exceeding the proficiency threshold. 

The method proposed follows a process presented at national conferences and meetings and makes no adjustments for differences in student background characteristics.  It is straightforward and easy to understand conceptually.  In Minnesota, the proficiency AMOs for reading and math were set using the method described in the NCLB legislation and subsequent regulations.  The decision was made to have annual increases in proficiency goals on the way to universal proficiency by 2013-14.  The growth proposal honors the intent of this method by aligning the targets for growth to the established AMOs.  Each year, schools are still required to meet the AMOs.  If a school does not meet this target using athe status model, safe harbor, and the growth model will be applied. 

Minnesota will provide evidence of the validity and reliability of the proposed growth model for AYP determinations. Minnesota will conduct and provide analysis of the difference between AYP determinations for status and safe harbor and the model that includes status, safe harbor, and growth. Minnesota will also continue to model different growth scenarios to determine if the value tables are a valid measure compared to other growth models, such as a trajectory and other models currently being used in local Minnesota school districts. This will be done by modeling several different growth scenarios and comparing the lists of schools to ensure that all the models are capturing growth in the same way.  
1.3.2. Has the State adequately described how it will create a unified AYP judgment considering growth and other measures of school performance at the subgroup, school, district, and state level?

Minnesota will have a unified AYP determination when considering the growth model and other measures of school performance at the subgroup, school, district, and state levels. The growth model will be applied at the same time the status and safe harbor criteria are calculated  providing a subgroup with one additional way to meet the AYP criteria (see Appendix B). For the purposes of creating a unified approach to meeting Minnesota’s goals, Minnesota will use the AMOs established in Minnesota’s approved Accountability Workbook as the growth targets for use in growth model decisions. (See evidence 1.1.1.1.) 

Each AYP determination will be made through calculating whether or not the entity made AYP using the status model, safe harbor, and the growth model. Schools and districts may make AYP with one or more subgroups meeting requirements of the status model, one or more subgroups using safe harbor, and one or more subgroups meeting the growth model requirements. All subgroups must have at least 95 percent tested, the whole school and the subgroup must meet the attendance criterion, and the whole school and the subgroup must meet the graduation criterion (for high schools) to be eligible to use the safe harbor and growth model options to make AYP.

With a few modifications, Minnesota will maintain the current format for reports on AYP determinations (see evidence 1.3.2.1).  Minnesota has found the current report format to be clear and understandable to the public. The layout consists of:  a summary of the AYP criteria met with the use of a 38-cell matrix – indicating which of the AYP criteria were met and which criteria were not met (page 1), the school or district level data that helped make the “yes” and “no” determinations reported in the matrix (page 2), and details on the number of students that were included in each of the AYP criteria (page 3).  

This same format has been used the last five years. To the public reviewing only the first page of the AYP report, the addition of the growth model component will be transparent. Information regarding whether a subgroup met AYP using growth will be provided along with the status and safe harbor delineations. This information will allow the public, schools, and districts, to be able to isolate the actual performance using the growth component.

In addition, Minnesota will add the growth model component explanation logic to the functional specifications technical assistance paper currently available on the Minnesota Department of Education Website (see Evidence 1.3.2.2).
As Minnesota has done in the past, districts will be receiving the foundation file for AYP that includes all the data used by the department to compute final AYP determinations.  Parents will receive the Individual Student Report (ISR) that displays student scores and growth from year to year.  The ISR reports to parents the knowledge and skills identified in the Minnesota Academic Standards for which the student has mastered.  In addition to the results being used by parents and students to track individual progress on the Minnesota Academic Standards, the results also serve many other purposes such as school accountability, teachers track the performance of individual students and schools to make instructional decisions, and school administrators use them to make instructional, resource, and policy decisions.
1.4. Does the State proposed growth model include a relationship between consequences and rate of student growth consistent with Section 1116 of ESEA?

1.4.1. Has the State clearly described consequences the State/LEA will apply to schools? Do the consequences meaningfully reflect the results of student growth?

Minnesota’s growth model does not change the current structure for consequences.  Minnesota’s proposed growth model includes a relationship between consequences and the rate of student growth consistent with the No Child Left Behind Act.  Schools not making AYP will still be required to implement a school improvement plan.  If a school or district makes AYP using the growth model component, then the school or district is considered to have made AYP.  Minnesota will continue to require Title I schools that do not meet AYP for two years in a row to provide the students in the school with choice including transportation options.  For Title I schools not making AYP for three years in a row, students will be offered Supplemental Educational Services on a need first basis.   Title I schools that have not made AYP for four consecutive years are subject to restructuring.

Core Principle 2:   Establishing Appropriate Growth Targets at the Student Level 

Evidence for Core Principle 2 Provided on Minnesota’s CD:

· 1.1.1.1: State of Minnesota Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook

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

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

For the proposed growth measure, an additional distinction is made between students scoring in the lower and upper ranges of the Does Not Meet the Standards and Partially Meets the Standards achievement levels.  This distinction was made in order to allow for students to demonstrate incremental growth within those achievement levels as they grow toward proficiency.  A similar distinction is not made for students scoring in the proficient achievement levels, Meets the Standards and Exceeds the Standards to comply with the NCLB “bright line” principle that prohibits performance by higher-achieving students from compensating for performance by lower-achieving students.  To make this distinction, Minnesota used a method to find low and high ranges within the Does Not Meet the Standards and Partially Meets the Standards achievement levels in a meaningful way. 

Students would be unlikely to score greater than one conditional standard of error (CSEM) above their true score on any single attempt.  Thus if scale score plus one CSEM is less than the cut point for the next achievement level, Minnesota can say with confidence that students at those scales scores would be unlikely to earn the next highest achievement level on any single attempt of the test.  For students scoring in this range of scale scores, the achievement level qualifier of Low is assigned.  If however scale score plus one CSEM is greater than or equal to the cut point for the next achievement level, we are less sure that students at those scales scores would not earn the next highest achievement level on any single attempts of the test.  For students scoring in this range of scale scores, the achievement level qualifier of High is assigned.  

For example, a student who scores 347 on the grade 3 Mathematics test would be considered to be Partially Meets the Standards – High (Scale Score of 347 + CSEM of 3 is greater than or equal to 350, the cut point for the Meets the Standards achievement level).  These ranges were determined using 2007 as a base year.  The same ranges will be used in subsequent years.  See Appendix D for detailed information and score ranges for all grades.
Schools and districts are awarded points based on how much a student has improved her performance over the previous years.  Minnesota’s value table assigns a score or “value” to each possible student achievement outcome. For Minnesota, the possible outcomes are defined by capturing each student’s achievement level from one year to the next on the MCA-II, Mathematics Test for English Language Learners (MTELL), and Minnesota Test of Academic Skills (MTAS.) for students with significant cognitive disabilities.
Points are awarded for growth between different performance ranges.  Based on actual Minnesota student data, more points are assigned to outcomes that are more highly valued and less likely to be achieved.  For example, if a student enters a teacher’s class at achievement level Does Not Meet HIGH and is an achievement level Meets at the end of the school year, the school and districts earn more points than if the student remained at achievement level Does Not Meet HIGH or improved just one achievement level to Partially Meets LOW.

Point values in the value tables were determined empirically and followed intuitive rules:

· 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

· 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 level for consistency with the status model and because it demonstrates that the student made growth and did not regress from the prior year

· Maximum 100 points can only be earned for proficient scores
· Compounding point values earn points for observed movement plus half the difference in points to the next highest achievement level
· The same value tables will be used for all grades and both subjects
· 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

· Award half of the point difference from the current performance movement to the next higher performance range

Example for a student in 2008:

Three years of MCA-II performance for a student, who showed two consecutive years of growth

· 2006: Does Not Meet LOW
· 2007: Does Not Meet HIGH

· 2008: Partially Meets LOW

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

	
	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
	[image: image2.emf]Figure 3:

"On Track to Be Proficient"  

Example of a 5th Grade Student's Growth Trajectory to Proficiency 
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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


Awarding Compounding Points
Compound growth will be included for the 2008-09 AYP determinations for reading and math for grades 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10.  In 2009-10, three years of data are available for math, so compound growth will be included for grade 11.
	Compound Growth
	2008-09
	2009-10

	Reading/Math Grade 5
	2007, 2008, 2009
	2008, 2009, 2010

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

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

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

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

	Math Grade 11
	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.
· Calculations are repeated for all students in the school and district

Difference between reaching Partially Meets LOW and Partially Meets HIGH for a student in Does Not Meet HIGH last year is 15 points (75 – 60).

	
	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


Example Value Table with Student Outcomes for a School with 250 Students 
	
	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
	5
	10
	5
	0
	0
	0

	
	Does Not Meet

HIGH
	0
	5
	5
	10
	1
	0

	
	Partially Meets LOW
	0
	1
	10
	20
	5
	0

	
	Partially Meets HIGH
	0
	0
	10
	25
	18
	2

	
	Meets
	0
	0
	0
	25
	40
	23

	
	Exceeds
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	20


Math – Value Table with Points Earned and Growth Score for a School with 250 Students
	
	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
	5 x 0 = 

0
	10 x 50 = 

500
	5 x 65 = 

325
	0
	0
	0

	
	Does Not Meet

HIGH
	0
	5 x 0 = 

0
	5 x 60 = 

300
	10 x 75 = 

750
	1 x 100 = 100
	0

	
	Partially Meets LOW
	0
	1 x 0 = 

0
	10 x 50 = 

500
	20 x 65 = 

1300
	5 x 100 = 500
	0

	
	Partially Meets HIGH
	0
	0
	10 x 0 = 

0
	25 x 50 = 

1250
	18 x 100 = 1800
	2 x 100 = 200

	
	Meets
	0
	0
	0
	25 x 0 = 

0
	40 x 100 = 4000
	23 x 100 = 2300

	
	Exceeds
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10 x 75 = 750
	20 x 100 = 2000

	
	Total Points = 16575
	0
	500
	1125
	3300
	7150
	4500

	
	Growth Score is .663 = ((16575 total points earned/250 students) * 0.01)


The schools growth score is then compared to the AMO target for that subject.  If the growth score exceeds the AMO, the school will make AYP for that subgroup.  See Appendix E for statewide movement and Appendix F for average statewide growth for all grades.

	MATH  -Statewide Targets expressed as Proportion Proficient

	Grade
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	3
	0.7895
	0.7895
	0.8196
	0.8496
	0.8797
	0.9098
	0.9399
	0.9699
	1.0000

	4
	0.6964
	0.6964
	0.7398
	0.7831
	0.8265
	0.8699
	0.9133
	0.9566
	1.0000

	5
	0.5979
	0.5979
	0.6553
	0.7128
	0.7702
	0.8277
	0.8851
	0.9426
	1.0000

	6
	0.5989
	0.5989
	0.6562
	0.7135
	0.7708
	0.8281
	0.8854
	0.9427
	1.0000

	7
	0.5880
	0.5880
	0.6469
	0.7057
	0.7646
	0.8234
	0.8823
	0.9411
	1.0000

	8
	0.5839
	0.5839
	0.6433
	0.7028
	0.7622
	0.8217
	0.8811
	0.9406
	1.0000

	11
	0.2813
	0.2813
	0.3840
	0.4866
	0.5893
	0.6920
	0.7947
	0.8973
	1.0000


For students in grades 4-11 who are lacking the necessary prior year scores, their participation is limited to status and safe harbor in AYP calculations.  All students, regardless of the assessment, MCA-II, MTAS, and MTELL will have growth calculated the same way, based on growth to the next higher achievement levels or maintaining a proficient level of Meets or Exceeds. It is important to note that all Minnesota students, including currently proficient students, are included in the growth model.  Proficient students not maintaining their current level of proficiency are not given full credit in the growth model.  A student who scores proficient is weighted the same as a student who is on track to be proficient; in this way, the growth of high-performing or proficient students does not compensate for the lack of growth among other students. 

All students will be included in the growth trajectory, including highly mobile students.  As long as a student is enrolled in the current school for the full academic year and has prior year data anywhere in Minnesota, the student will be included in the growth model.  A student does not have to be in the school for multiple years to be included in the growth model.

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.

 Minnesota has awarded some points to students who move from Exceeds to Meets for several reasons:

1. The current Minnesota model for status awards students who move from Exceeds to Meets full credit.

2. Minnesota’s assessment is not as precise at measuring student achievement at the top of the achievement scale (see tables below).
3. Students performing in the top achievement level tend to regress towards the mean.

4. A Minnesota school or district will not be able to make AYP if students are moving from Exceeds to Meets in 2014 because only 75 points are awarded compared to the full 100 points for maintaining their current level of proficiency or advancing an achievement level.

5. It will also be increasingly more difficult for schools and districts to meet AYP with students moving from Exceeds to Meets in years leading up to 2014 because the targets in reading will be over 0.75 (earning 75 points) in 2009 except grade 8 at 0.7431 and grade 10 at 0.7484 and all math targets will be over 0.75 in 2010 except grade 11.

6. In maintaining the core principle of higher performing students not compensating for lower performing students, Minnesota’s model does not award additional points to students who move from Meets to Exceeds.

Percent of Students Moving From Exceeds in 2006 to Meets in 2007

	Grade
	Math
	Reading

	4
	31
	31

	5
	28
	33

	6
	32
	28

	7
	22
	26

	8
	28
	21


Percent of Students Moving From Meets in 2006 to Exceeds in 2007

	Grade
	Math
	Reading

	4
	19
	15

	5
	21
	20

	6
	16
	20

	7
	19
	21

	8
	15
	31


Minnesota’s system is able to keep track of students as they move between schools and districts in the state over time using probabilistic matching.  Minnesota does not limit the matching criteria to the same school or the same district, all records are matched regardless of where in the state the student is enrolled or assessed.  

Match rates are very high and do not significantly differ by subgroup.  Minnesota matches student data in the current year at rates between 98.8 percent and 99.8 percent depending on subgroup.  The overall current year data match rates for reading and mathematics are both 99.6 percent.  The match rates for both reading and math vary by only one percent from the subgroup with the highest match rate to the subgroup with the lowest match rate.  
Current Year Matching - 2008
Numerator = Student in the denominator with an assessment record (Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment – Series II (MCA-II), Minnesota Test of Academic Skills (MTAS) or Mathematics Test of English Language Learners (MTELL)) with any score code (valid score, invalid score, not complete, not attempted, etc.).

Denominator = All students enrolled in Minnesota in a tested grade 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10/11 during the testing window.

Matching Current Year and Prior Year -2008 and 2007
Numerator = All students in the denominator with an assessment record (Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment – Series II (MCA-II), Minnesota Test of Academic Skills (MTAS) or Mathematics Test of English Language Learners (MTELL)) with any score code (valid score, invalid score, not complete, not attempted, etc.) in 2007 and an assessment in 2006 as previously listed and including the TEAE/MNSOLOM or the alternate assessment as these assessments were predecessor assessments used in 2006 for English Language Learners and Students with Disabilities with any score code.

Denominator = All students enrolled in Minnesota in a tested grade 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10/11 during the testing window in 2008 and 2007.  

· Students enrolled in grade 3 in 2008 for the first time will not be included in the denominator because these students were in grade 2 in 2007 which is not a tested grade in Minnesota.  

· Students in grade 10 will be included in the denominator for the 2008 to 2006 matching because the 2008 grade 10 students were in grade 9 in 2007 (which is not a tested grade in Minnesota) and grade 8 in 2006.

· Students in grade 11 will not be included in the denominator for the 2008 and 2007 matching because the 2008 grade 11 students are only tested in math and these students were in grade 10 in 2007 and grade 9 in 2006 which are not math tested grades Minnesota.

Matching Current Year and Prior Years -2008, 2007, and 2006

In 2006, Minnesota assessed students in grades 3-8, and 10 in Reading and in grades 3-8, and  11 in Math.  As a result, the three years analysis is limited to students who were in grades 3-8, and 10, not grade 11 until 2009
Numerator = All students in the denominator with an assessment record (Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment – Series II (MCA-II), Minnesota Test of Academic Skills (MTAS) or Mathematics Test of English Language Learners (MTELL)) with any score code (valid score, invalid score, not complete, not attempted, etc.) in 2008 and an assessment in 2007 and 2006 as previously listed and including the MCA or the alternate assessment as these assessments were predecessor assessments used in 2006 for general education students, English Language Learners, and Students with Disabilities.

Denominator = All students enrolled in Minnesota in a tested grade 3-8, and 10 in 2008 during the testing window.  

The AMO, or growth target, may only be met by students who are proficient or “on track to be proficient” using Minnesota’s approved definition of proficiency.  Therefore, while all growth is weighted equally, only students with growth or meeting or exceeding the proficiency threshold will contribute to meeting the growth target.    The growth of high performing students will not compensate for the lack of growth among other students.  High performing students are included equally and carry the same weight as low performing students.  The lower performing students who make growth are included in the growth model the same way a high performing, proficient students are also included. 

The growth model Minnesota is proposing ensures that the growth expectations are not set or moderated based on student demographics or school characteristics.  The proficiency levels are the same statewide based on grade level and subject (reading or math).  Only prior years’ assessment data are used to determine if a student is making growth to proficiency.
Minnesota’s growth targets are established in relation to the proportion of students meeting the achievement standards at the level of proficiency.  Minnesota will use the AMOs established in Minnesota’s approved Accountability Workbook as the growth targets for use in growth model decisions.  (See evidence 1.1.1.1.)  

Each year Minnesota will evaluate the progress of each student and the accuracy of the growth expectation determined the prior year by reviewing current year data and the cut points for the Does Not Meet and Partially Meets achievement level.  Minnesota will continue to calculate AYP using the status and safe harbor method to determine the impact of the growth model.  Growth will also be analyzed to ensure that the growth calculation is a valid and reliable measure of student performance by comparing it to the other growth models used by local Minnesota school districts and models used in other states.

Core Principle 3:   Accountability for Reading/Language Arts and Mathematics Separately

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?

3.1.1. Are there any considerations in addition to the evidence presented for Core Principle 1?

Minnesota’s growth model will calculate growth using reading scores for the reading results and math scores for the math results.   Separate reading and math growth calculations will be used and compared to the respective AMO.  Each student will have two separate value table values, one for reading and one for math.  Likewise, there will be two different calculations used in the growth model for determining if the AMOs have been met, one for determining reading and one for determining math.  Thus, results will remain separate and clearly delineated between reading and math.

The determination of whether or not a student is on track to be proficient is based only on the use of prior years student achievement data and the established proficiency threshold.  These assessments, reading and math MCA-IIs, MTAS and MTELL and the achievement levels are valid and reliable measures of both student and school achievement. Evidence of this claim is found in the annual assessments technical report.  The growth model does not rely on complex statistical procedures or imputed values for students. School-based fluctuations in student growth (referred to as error) will be minimized in Minnesota because the students on which growth will be calculated will be a true cohort of students, unlike the current AYP determinations based on year-to-year status scores and improvements. All data used in the AYP determinations are actual data.

Schools that are very small or that have highly mobile populations will still have an AYP determination as is current practice in Minnesota.  All full academic year students are included in the AYP calculation.  Minnesota’s proposed growth model is not based on assessments for other content areas nor does it rely on the use of covariance matrices to estimate or project student performance. All growth for reading and math are respectively based on prior year scores for each student.
Core Principle 4:   Inclusion of All Students

Evidence for Core Principle 4 Provided on Minnesota’s CD:

· 1.1.1.1: State of Minnesota Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook.

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

Any full academic year student who participates in a valid test administration will be included in the AYP calculations either based on status and safe harbor or the growth model.  No modification is made to the minimum N size of 20 for a subgroup.   

Minnesota will include all students, subgroups, schools, and districts in the growth model.  All students in all schools taking the MCA-II or state approved alternate assessments, MTAS and MTELL will be included in the growth model for reporting and for accountability determination purposes.  The school as a whole, and the subgroups, are required to meet the 95 percent participation rate.  If the school does not meet this target, they have not met AYP and growth cannot compensate for not meeting participation.   

Minnesota is including alternate assessments in the proposed growth model for the 2007-08 AYP determinations and included the data from all assessments when developing the value table.  Approximately one percent of students take the Reading MTAS, the alternate assessment for students with significant cognitive disabilities, and approximately one percent of students take the Math MTAS.  Value tables will be applied to the MTAS for these students based on improving an achievement level or maintaining a proficient level from the prior year, the same way it is calculated for the general education assessment.  These students will continue to be included in the status and safe harbor calculations of AYP too.

Approximately six percent of students take the MTELL, the mat alternate assessment for English Language Learners.  The MTELL results are reported using the achievement level.   Value tables will be applied to the MTELL for these students based on improving an achievement level or maintaining a proficient level from the prior year, the same way it is calculated for the general education assessment.  ELL students will continue to be included in the status and safe harbor calculations of AYP too.

Minnesota will include all students in the growth model that have current year and prior year data (no prior year data is needed for grade three students) regardless of where the student attended school the prior year.  Because the assessments are administered in the spring, a majority of the instruction since the last administration occurred in the current year school.  The student must be in the same current year school for the full academic year to be included in any AYP school calculation.  Students that are new to Minnesota will not be included in the growth calculation but will continue to be included in status and safe harbor.
Minnesota will include third grade students in the growth model calculation using proficiency as the benchmark for being on track to be proficient in the growth model.  All third grade students are included in the AYP calculation for status and safe harbor as well.

Growth for a student, who moves from one grade to the next, is retained or promoted mid-year, will be calculated the same way. Students are expected to improve an achievement level or reach proficiency to be considered “on track to be proficient.”  A student who is retained for the full year and tested in the same retained grade may still meet proficiency or be “on track to be proficient” if the student improves an achievement level or Meets or Exceeds the proficiency standard.  If a student is promoted mid-year, it is assume that the student is ready for the next higher grade level work so the student must maintain her proficient level or improvement an achievement level to be considered on track to be proficient.
Minnesota will include all students in the AYP accountability system even if they are not included in the growth model because all students will be included in participation, status, and safe harbor, and other indicators (attendance and graduation rate).

Minnesota as our model does not allow for imputing missing data.  Imputing missing data introduces statistical error.  As explained in Core Principle 6 responses, Minnesota has a 99 percent match rate.  Having minimal missing data makes it unnecessary to impute the missing values.  Minnesota will be using the same status and safe harbor model but adding a growth model component.  For this reason, two years of data are not required for a student to be included in the AYP calculation.  If the student does not have two years of data, the student is still included in every part of the AYP calculation, status, safe harbor, participation, and other indicators (attendance and graduation rate) but will not be used in the growth model calculation if the growth model calculation is used for that school with the exception of grade three students where proficiency will be the indicator of being “on track to be proficient.”

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

The minimum group size does not change when implementing a growth model.  The subgroup size in Minnesota’s approved Accountability Workbook is at least 20 which will be used in AYP and for the growth model calculation (see evidence 1.1.1.1, page 32).  If the subgroup does not meet the cell size requirement for the status model, the subgroup is not included in the AYP calculation.  However, if the subgroup has the required cell size for the status model, it will be included for the AYP calculation even if the subgroup does not meet the subgroup size requirement for the growth model calculation.

If a student changes subgroup classification over the growth calculation time period, the student will be included in the subgroup she is reported in during the testing window of the current year of the calculation.  

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

Minnesota will include all students in the AYP accountability system because all students will be included in participation, status, safe harbor, and growth.  Minnesota has a statewide K-12 data warehouse, so even single grade schools, like a sixth grade center, will have a baseline data for their students from fifth grade and the opportunity to use the growth model.  When results from sixth grade students in the current year are available, a growth model calculation can be completed.   K-2 schools earn the AYP designation based on the other academic indicators as is current approved practice.
Minnesota will include any student in the growth model that has prior year data regardless of where the student attended school the prior year.  Minnesota assessments are administered in the spring, so a majority of the instruction since the last administration occurred in the current year school.  The student must be in the same school for the full academic year to be included in the AYP school calculation for status, safe harbor and growth.  If school boundaries change, a new school opens, a school closes, or there is a new grade configuration, students will still be included in the growth calculations for their current school.  Minnesota has the ability to locate student assessment records statewide, so there will not be a situation where a school cannot calculate growth simply because it is a new or different configuration.
Schools that are very small or that have highly mobile populations will still have an AYP determination and a growth calculation.  All schools that have students for an AYP determination will have growth calculated for the All Students group.  However, these schools may not have subgroups that have the opportunity to participate in the growth model component if the subgroup does not meet the minimum cell size of 20 students.

Core Principle 5:   State Assessment System and Methodology

Evidence for Core Principle 5 Provided on Minnesota’s CD:
· 5.1.1.1: Minnesota Statute 120B.30; Subdivision 1a, Statewide Testing and Reporting System. 

· 5.1.1.2: Statewide Comparison of Reading/Mathematics Scores. 

· 5.1.1.3: Minnesota Assessments: Interpretive Guide. 
· 5.1.1.4: Individual Student Report – Sample for 2008. 
· 5.1.1.5: 2007 MCA-II School and District Summary Reports. 

· 5.1.1.6: School Report Card Website (screen shots included).

· 5.1.1.7: MCA-II Student-level Information in Educator Portal (screen shots included).

· 5.2.1.1: MN Work Plan toward USED Approval of Assessment System.

· 5.3.1.1: Minnesota Technical Manual & 2007 Yearbook. 

· 5.3.1.2: MCA-II Equating Specifications

· 5.3.1.3: Test Construction Specifications

· 5.3.1.4: MCA-II Reading and Mathematics Achievement Level Descriptors. 

· 5.3.1.5: MCA-II Standard Setting Technical Manual and Appendices. 

· 5.4.2.1: Minnesota Statute 120B.023.

· 5.4.2.2:
Overview of Standards and Assessment Revision Cycle.

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 NCLB requirements for 2005-06, and have the annual assessments been in place since the 2004-05 school year?

5.1.1. Provide a summary description of the Statewide assessment system with regard to the above criteria.  

Minnesota has designed a standards-based assessment system in reading and mathematics for students in grades 3-8, 10 and 11 that measures students annually.  The annual assessment system for all grades 3-8, 10 and 11 has been implemented for the past two years, since 2005-06.  The core components of the Minnesota assessment began in 1998 with the administration of tests in reading and mathematics (grades 3 and 5).  With the passage of NCLB in 2002, the assessment was expanded to grades 3-8, 10 and 11.  Consistent data on student learning gains are available for the past two years (2005-06 and 2006-07).  The assessment of learning gains will continue in 2007-08 and the foreseeable future. 

The annual standards-based assessment, called the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment – Series II (MCA-II), is based on the State’s content standards as is the MTAS and MTELL.  These standards specify challenging expectations for the educational achievement of Minnesota students in content areas including reading, science, and mathematics. Beyond measuring the attainment of challenging content, the Minnesota Assessment System was developed to address all of the purposes and scope of the state assessment program described in Minnesota Statute 120B.30, Subdivision 1a. (see evidence 5.1.1.1). This statute indicates that Minnesota’s assessment program is intended to provide information needed to improve the public schools to monitor growth toward the state academic standards of all students and informing parents of the educational progress of their public school children. 

Specifically, the program includes the following provisions: 

Subd. 1a. Statewide and local assessments; results. (a) The commissioner must develop reading, mathematics, and science assessments aligned with state academic standards that districts and sites must use to monitor student growth toward achieving those standards. . . . 

(1) annual reading and mathematics assessments in grades 3 through 8 and at the high school level for the 2005-2006 school year and later; and

(2) annual science assessments in one grade in the grades 3 through 5 span, the grades 6 through 9 span, and a life sciences assessment in the grades 10 through 12 span for the 2007-2008 school year and later. (Emphasis added.)  

The annual proficiency results from these assessments are used to determine if the schools, districts, and state of Minnesota have met AYP.  

Minnesota has been reporting student results for MCA-II reading and mathematics in grades 3-8, 10 (reading) and 11 (mathematics) since 2006 (see evidence 5.1.1.2). The reports available for the MCA-IIs are extensive and include individual student, school, and district reports as well as state summaries.  In order to support appropriate uses and interpretations of the scores, Minnesota has prepared a guide to the reports, called Minnesota Assessments: Interpretive Guide. This publication is designed to help educators interpret the scores included on all reports of assessment results.  As a result, educators are equipped to help parents and others make better use of the information provided on the reports (See evidence 5.1.1.3).  
In the Minnesota Assessments: Interpretive Guide, the Student Report is described on pages 14-15. This report includes information about the total score and its meaning for one year. Starting in 2008, the Student Report will also display the comparison of the student’s historical scores available in the data base.  In addition, the Strand or Sub-Strand Scores (subdomains) are presented as raw scores to provide transparency about the number of items on which these scores are based. A comparison of the student’s content scores to other students in the state helps parents interpret their student’s success (See evidence 5.1.1.4).  

Several types of reports summarize scores for schools, districts, and the state, also described in the Minnesota Assessments: Interpretive Guide publication.  These reports present the data contained on the student report, but aggregated across schools, districts, and the state.  There are lists of student scores, lists of school and district average scores, and reports that breakout scores for various demographic groups in schools, districts, and for the state as a whole.  

Minnesota provides summary reports and subgroup reports for the assessments (see evidence 5.1.1.5). In addition to the printed reports, Minnesota also provides an electronic form of the reports through a web-based system that provides for user-based queries (see evidence 5.1.1.6). Educators have access to student information in their classroom in a non-filtered display through a secure, rights-based web interface (see evidence 5.1.1.7).

5.1.2. Has the State submitted its Statewide assessment system for NCLB Peer Review and, if so, was it approved for 2005-06? 

Minnesota’s assessment system is Fully Approved as of September 2008.  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.  
5.2. How will the State report individual student growth to parents?

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 about academic growth to parents? Will the student’s status compared to the State’s academic achievement standards also be reported?

The student report is introduced in section 5.1.1 with supporting evidence 5.1.1.3 and 5.1.1.4.  The information on this report provides both an indication of current academic status in relation to the states academic achievement standards (this year’s score) and also an indication of academic status and growth over time.  The student’s current year academic status is reported as the MCA-II grade level score. The scale used to report grade-to-grade growth, Minnesota’s Progress Score, is described below the Achievement Level Descriptors for each subject on page 2 and page 3.  In addition, Minnesota’s data system, which uses a unique student identification code, captures and retains historical information on student progress over time.  Therefore, the student’s academic status for all previous years will be shown on the student report sent home to parents.  The historical trend data are compared to annual on-grade-level performance and projected growth and shown graphically. Showing students and parents the trend in performance enables them to evaluate progress over time. As noted in Section 5.1, the historical data included on the 2007-08 reports can include up to three years of historical data for students who have been in the Minnesota system since the advent of this assessment.  

A continuous scale begins low in third grade and reaches its maximum in eighth grade. Non-contiguous grades are not reported using the progress score. It allows student growth to be monitored from one tested grade to the next.  

While Minnesota plans to provide individual student growth to parents of students in grades 3-8, this submission for use of growth for AYP is based on a value-table model using academic achievement standards. This model will allow for all tested students to be included to the growth calculations. 

5.3. Does the Statewide assessment system produce comparable information on each student as he/she moves from one grade level to the next? 

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 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?

In order to establish the growth scale for the MCA-IIs, an equating design was developed and implemented.  An equating design was established and put in place during the first year of implementing the tests at all grades in 2006.  Chapter 6 of the Minnesota Technical Manual (see evidence 5.3.1.1) provides an overview of the steps used to construct the scales. The procedures used to produce the vertical scale are outlined in the MCA-II Equating Specifications (see evidence 5.3.1.2). Guidance for this process was provided by Minnesota’s Technical Advisory Committee.  Each of the separate grade-level tests in the MCA-II is designed to concentrate on content and skills defined for each grade by the grade level expectations of the Minnesota Academic Standards.  These grade-level differences were used to determine the equating links that would be used to establish the MCA-II development scale. Equating forms were prepared for each adjacent pair of grades and given to students in a grade higher and a grade lower than the established grade level in order to obtain information about grade level performance differences on the selected test items (see evidence 5.3.1.3).  These equating forms were administered to students using a matrix sampling approach during the test administration of 2005-2006 and repeated in 2006-2007, as described in Chapter 7 of the 2007 Minnesota Technical Manual (see evidence 5.3.1.1). 

While the MCA-II vertical scale in both reading and mathematics was developed using contiguous grades 3-8 and does not extend into high school, Minnesota is proposing a growth model using a value table model based on its academic achievement standards for all grades. By doing so, the omission of some high school grades in the vertical scale is taken into account in Minnesota’s growth model proposal. 

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

Minnesota uses its comprehensive assessment of reading and mathematics in grades 10 and 11 to assess growth from middle school through high school.  

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? 

The annual Minnesota Technical Manual and corresponding Yearbook (see evidence 5.3.1.1) provides detailed analysis of data, including performance by achievement levels for all grades and information on the classifications accuracy for the achievement levels across all grades. These data provide evidence for Minnesota’s alignment of the established academic achievement standards across grade levels.  

The cut scores recommended for the achievement standards in Minnesota were established by a process that used the item mapping methodology and modifications of it. This method helps teachers and curriculum experts in making recommendations about performance expectations for students that are based on the academic content standards. The item mapping process involves grade-level teachers and curriculum leaders reviewing the content included in the test and recommending three points at which the amount of knowledge and skill required to be successful increases at the identified cut points.  

Minnesota’s academic achievement standards were recommended by groups of Minnesota educators after a thorough review of the assessments and were later adopted by the commissioner of education. Minnesota established academic achievement standards for MCA-IIs in reading and mathematics and MTELL (as it used the MCA-II scale and has the same underlying metric for achievement standards) in the summer of 2006 and MTAS in spring 2007, prior to the publication of results after its first operational year. The standard setting process used an item-mapping methodology (see evidence 5.3.1.1).  

From time to time, the task of identifying points where an increased content demand occurs is challenging for the panelists, especially when the empirical evidence contradicts panelists’ a priori ideas about content difficulty.  For example, the same content element or concept can appear at several different difficulty levels in an ordered book, especially when the complexity or density of the text, or the level of cognitive application required in the test question alters the difficulty of an item, without altering the content assessed.  Therefore, panelists are guided by a draft set of achievement descriptions to help them make decisions that eventually were finalized by the panelists (see evidence 5.3.1.4).

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

The work on Minnesota’s achievement levels in grades 3-8, 10, and 11 was completed in the summer of 2006. Panels of educators met to discuss reading in grades 3, 5, 8, and 10. In mathematics, panels met to review grades 3, 5, 8, and 11. At the summer 2006 meetings, the achievement level impact data were used during the rounds of educator judgments to compare recommendations across grade levels. They helped educators evaluate the degree of alignment of their recommendations with grade levels above and below their own.  There was a clear articulation among the group of participants that having achievement standards that fluctuated greatly from grade-to-grade was confusing to students, parents, educators, and other consumers of assessment results and should be avoided.  

After educator panels had made their final recommendations, an articulation panel met to discuss the outcomes and impacts of the content decisions. The articulation panel included both the content table leaders from each grade as well as stakeholders from across the educational spectrum of Minnesota. A statistical interpolation was used in determining the cut scores of the off-grades, those for which no panel officially met. The articulation panel made the final recommendations to the commissioner of education for approval. This articulation process is described in the standard setting technical manual (see evidence 5.3.3.1). The results of the articulation panel deliberations led to smoothing recommendations for reading but no smoothing recommendations for mathematics. The round-by-round results of the standard setting process are provided in the standard setting technical manual (see evidence 5.3.1.5). 

5.4. Is the Statewide assessment system stable in its design?

5.4.1. To what extent has the Statewide assessment system been stable in its overall design during at least the 2004-05 and 2005-06 academic terms with regard to grades assessed, content assessed, assessment instruments, and scoring procedures?

The Minnesota vertical scale and the corresponding achievement levels aligned to grade-level expectations have been stable since the first operational year of 2006. The first operational assessment and reporting of student scores took place in the summer of 2006 and the establishment of the vertical scale occurred in the following year. Although student growth will not be reported on the student report until 2008, the progress score for all students taking the tests each year, 2006 and 2007, has been reported to schools and districts since that time.  
5.4.2. What changes in the Statewide assessment system’s overall design does the State anticipate for the next two academic years with regard to grades assessed, content assessed, assessment instruments, scoring procedures, and achievement level cut-scores?

In 2007, Minnesota began a review and revision of the Minnesota Academic Standards that will focus first on the mathematics standards (2007) with revised assessments if necessary beginning in 2011, science standards (2009) with revised assessments if necessary beginning in 2012, and English language arts standards (2010) with revised assessments if necessary beginning in 2013 (see evidence 5.4.2.1 and evidence 5.4.2.2).  Other curriculum areas will be reviewed and revised in subsequent years.  The new revised standards will include expectations for each grade level and/or course, as appropriate. Depending on the depth and breadth of the standards revisions, changes in the content assessed may be needed. However, these changes will be methodically implemented so that schools have the opportunity to focus instruction on new skill areas and/or adopt newly aligned curriculum and instructional materials. The process for modifying the MCA-IIs and the various scales for reporting (including the vertical scale) will be determined based on the extensiveness of the change in the standards assessed. Because the degree of change in the standards is unspecified at this time, the possible change in MCA-II is only speculative. However, two scenarios can be anticipated:
1. If minor revisions to the content standards are made and there is minimal or moderate impact on the content tested on MCA-II, the changes can be made over a two year period.  During this time a validation of the vertical scale will occur, and it can be adjusted as necessary.  The extent of the adjustment to the vertical scale would determine the impact on the accountability system and any needed changes.  
2. If the revisions to the content standards are substantial and extensive changes are necessary to the content being tested on MCA-IIs, there will be a need to establish a new vertical scale and revisit the use of this scale in reporting student learning gains in the accountability system. The earliest these changes could occur would be in 2010-11 for mathematics. 

In either scenario, Minnesota anticipates the broader achievement levels will remain consistent which is an additional reason Minnesota determined the value table growth model fit best with the overall accountability system.

Core Principle 6:   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?

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?

Minnesota has designed and implemented a technically and educationally sound system for accurately matching student data from one year to the next.  Minnesota has a student identification system that assigns a unique number to each student upon initial enrollment that can track student test results over the student’s educational career in Minnesota public K-12 schools.  Districts report to the state student information using the identification number assigned by the district, and the state matches that identification number to the one in the data warehouse to match data for use and storing.

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

Minnesota’s system is able to keep track students as they move between schools and districts in the state over time using probabilistic matching.  Minnesota moved to probabilistic matching from deterministic matching this year.  As a result, Minnesota is matching more records and is also more accurate in those matches.  Match rates are sufficiently high and do not significantly differ by subgroup.  Minnesota matches students data at rates between 99.7  percent and 97.6 percent depending on subgroup and subject with an accuracy rate of 99.99 percent.  

While Minnesota currently is matching at a high rate and level of accuracy, the state strives for 100 percent.  To get closer to 100 percent, all data, matched and unmatched, is sent back to schools and districts for review.  School and district personnel have an additional opportunity to verify the accuracy of the current matches and make updates, corrections, and edits to inaccurate data in the source data system that may have led to the record being unmatched.  Minnesota firmly believes that data accuracy is paramount to calculating AYP.  Minnesota uses two secure website applications (MARSS Web Edit System, the student enrollment system and Test Web Edit System, the assessment data system) to transfer student data and information to match more student records with current and prior year assessment data.  This process gives school and district personnel the opportunity to ensure accuracy and integrity of their data as well as provide additional information about the student that leads to an increase in the match rate.
The overall current year data match rates for reading and mathematics were 99.6 and 99.4 percent respectively.  The match rates for both reading and math vary by only one percent from the subgroup with the highest match rate to the subgroup with the lowest match rate.  
	Current Year Data and Enrollment
	Reading - Percent of grade 4-8 and 10 students’ with current year data
	Math - Percent of grade 4-8 and 11 students’ with current year of data

	Total
	99.6
	99.4

	White
	99.7
	99.5

	Black
	99.1
	98.9

	Hispanic
	99.3
	99.2

	Asian
	99.6
	99.5

	American Indian
	97.9
	97.6

	Free/Reduced Lunch
	99.4
	99.3

	English Language Learners
	99.3
	99.4

	Special Education
	99.1
	99.0


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

Quality assurance procedures are used to maintain the accuracy of the student matching system in Minnesota.  Minnesota is continuously refining the matching routines used to link student enrollment records to assessment records.  Over the past year, Minnesota has been conducting matching studies to improve current match rates.  In past years, Minnesota has used deterministic matching based on exact matches of the unique student identifier, students last name, first name, birth date and gender.   Using these criteria, the resulting matches were lower, and less accurate, because a pre determined threshold must be met to compared to using the current probabilistic matching.

	Current Year Data and Enrollment
	Reading - Percent of grade 4-8 and 10 students’ with current year data
	Math - Percent of grade 4-8 and 11 students’ with current year of data

	Total
	99.0 (99.6)
	99.0 (99.4)

	White
	99.3 (99.7)
	99.3 (99.5)

	Black
	97.5 (99.1)
	97.6 (98.9)

	Hispanic
	98.0 (99.3)
	98.1 (99.2)

	Asian
	98.9 (99.6)
	98.7 (99.5)

	American Indian
	97.6 (97.9)
	97.7 (97.6)

	Free/Reduced Lunch
	98.5 (99.4)
	98.5 (99.3)

	English Language Learners
	97.7 (99.3)
	97.9 (99.4)

	Special Education
	98.6 (99.1)
	98.5 (99.0)


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.  

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?

For the 2007-08 AYP calculations a very small percent of students in grades 4-8 would not have had prior year data.  Of the students in grades 4-8 and 10 that have been in Minnesota for three years approximately 99 percent have at least three years of data.  Analysis for math grade 11 cannot be completed because students were in grade 10 in 2007 and grade 9 in 2006, neither grade assesses math.   
	Enrollment Records

	Grade
	Students enrolled in the 2008 testing window in a tested grade
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2008 and 2007 testing windows
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2008, 2007 and 2006 testing windows

	4
	59416
	57293
	55442

	5
	59807
	57698
	55941

	6
	60140
	57718
	56020

	7
	62855
	60265
	58367

	8
	64222
	62264
	60024

	10
	69785
	67519
	63803

	Total
	376225
	362757
	349597


Two Year Matching Rates by Grade - Math

	Grade
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2008 and 2007 testing windows
	Math – Student assessments matched over two years
	Math – Percent of students with matched assessments over two years

	4
	57293
	59395
	99.33%

	5
	57698
	59778
	99.51%

	6
	57718
	60129
	99.47%

	7
	60265
	62831
	98.80%

	8
	62264
	64197
	99.43%

	Total
	293192
	295238
	99.31%


Three Year Matching Rates by Grade - Math

	Grade
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2008, 2007 and 2006 testing windows
	Math – Student assessments matched over three years
	Math – Percent of students with matched assessments over three years

	5
	55941
	55410
	99.05%

	6
	56020
	55603
	99.26%

	7
	58367
	57532
	98.57%

	8
	60024
	59222
	98.66%

	Total
	230352
	227767
	98.88%


Two Year Matching Rates by Grade – Reading

	Grade
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2008 and 2007 testing windows
	Reading – Student assessments matched over two years
	Reading – Percent of students with matched assessments over two years

	4
	57293
	56910
	99.33%

	5
	57698
	57405
	99.49%

	6
	57718
	57396
	99.44%

	7
	60265
	59532
	98.78%

	8
	62264
	61905
	99.42%

	10
	67519
	62331
	92.32%

	Total
	293192
	355479
	97.99%


Three Year Matching Rates by Grade - Reading

	Grade
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2008, 2007 and 2006 testing windows
	Reading – Student assessments matched over three years
	Reading – Percent of students with matched assessments over three years

	5
	55941
	54928
	98.19%

	6
	56020
	55593
	99.24%

	7
	58367
	57528
	98.56%

	8
	60024
	59219
	98.66%

	Total
	230352
	227268
	98.66%


Two Year Matching Rates by Demographic - Math

	Demographics
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2008 and 2007 testing windows
	Math – Student assessments matched over two years
	Math – Percent of students with matched assessments over two years

	All Students
	293192
	295238
	99.31%

	White
	233818
	225692
	99.98%

	Black
	28557
	26122
	99.87%

	Hispanic
	18544
	17234
	99.92%

	Asian
	18599
	17569
	99.97%

	American Indian
	6922
	6575
	99.87%

	Free/Reduced Price Lunch
	102665
	97095
	99.95%

	English Language Learners
	22817
	20859
	99.95%

	Special Education
	43429
	41834
	99.91%


Three Year Matching Rates by Demographic - Math

	Demographics
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2008, 2007 and 2006 testing windows
	Math – Student assessments matched over three years
	Math – Percent of students with matched assessments over three years

	All Students
	230352
	227767
	98.88%

	White
	178679
	176914
	99.01%

	Black
	19797
	19424
	98.12%

	Hispanic
	12943
	12754
	98.54%

	Asian
	13754
	13586
	98.78%

	American Indian
	5179
	5089
	98.26%

	Free/Reduced Price Lunch
	74744
	73701
	98.60%

	English Language Learners
	14884
	14576
	97.93%

	Special Education
	32899
	32239
	97.99%


Two Year Matching Rates by Demographic - Reading

	Demographics
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2008 and 2007 testing windows
	Reading – Student assessments matched over two years
	Reading – Percent of students with matched assessments over two years

	All Students
	293192
	355479
	97.99%

	White
	288218
	275648
	99.98%

	Black
	35288
	31187
	99.85%

	Hispanic
	21792
	19853
	99.86%

	Asian
	22513
	20930
	99.85%

	American Indian
	8414
	7861
	99.87%

	Free/Reduced Price Lunch
	122990
	114372
	99.89%

	English Language Learners
	27011
	23550
	99.66%

	Special Education
	52117
	49758
	99.95%


Three Year Matching Rates by Demographic - Reading

	Demographics
	Students in tested grades enrolled during the 2008, 2007 and 2006 testing windows
	Reading – Student assessments matched over three years
	Reading – Percent of students with matched assessments over three years

	All Students
	230352
	227268
	98.66%

	White
	178679
	176879
	98.99%

	Black
	19797
	19266
	97.32%

	Hispanic
	12943
	12569
	97.11%

	Asian
	13754
	13466
	97.91%

	American Indian
	5179
	5088
	98.24%

	Free/Reduced Price Lunch
	74744
	73245
	97.99%

	English Language Learners
	14884
	14164
	95.16%

	Special Education
	32899
	32173
	97.79%


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.  

6.1.5. Does the State student data system include information indicating demographic characteristics (e.g., ethnic/race category), disability status, and socio-economic status (e.g., participation in free/reduced price lunch)?

Minnesota’s data system includes information for each student indicating demographic characteristics, ethnic or race category, disability status, and socio-economic status (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, district, or the State before completing the testing sequence?

The growth model does not adjust for missing student data because of the potential error it introduces to the calculations.  Minnesota is able to match 99.6 percent of the current year student data and has a 99 percent match rate to prior year data, imputing values for missing data is not necessary.   If there is missing data, it will remain missing data since it accounts for so few records.  Students who change schools or districts can easily be located by the state and by asking the districts to help locate the data by providing additional information about the student from the prior year.  Students who do not have two years of data will not be included in the growth component, but they will be included in AYP in the status and safe harbor calculations.

In many cases, schools and districts are able to assist Minnesota in resolving missing student data using data analysis procedures at the local level. 

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

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

The data infrastructure in Minnesota has the capacity to implement the proposed growth model.  Minnesota’s K-12 data warehouse has capabilities for entering, storing, retrieving, and analyzing large number of records that have been accumulated over time in Minnesota.  The warehouse boasts over a 99 percent matching rate with stringent matching criteria ensuring 99.9 percent accuracy.  Minnesota’s model does not take into account, or adjust for decreasing student match rates over three or more years because Minnesota has a very high match rate and only needs two years of data, the current and prior year, to include a student in the growth calculation for AYP.  Minnesota is using a matching process that includes school and district verification of the data collected after it was initially reported and prior to it being used for purposes of accountability.  While Minnesota has updated prior year data records for students, a process of developing a system to allow for verification and updates of a student’s entire assessment record history at one time rather than on a year by year basis is underway.

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

Minnesota has some experience analyzing longitudinal data on student performance.  Minnesota was a recipient of an IES grant to develop a data warehouse and that development has been happening rapidly and data is now being analyzed and used to make policy decisions and for purposes of accountability.   
Minnesota has already developed and replicated the SQL programming for the AYP growth model calculation internally.  Minnesota has the expertise internally to develop, implement, disseminate, and evaluate the growth model calculation.

In addition, Minnesota currently contracts with HumRRO, an external organization, to replicate the current AYP calculations as an independent verification of the accuracy of Minnesota’s model.  HumRRO will also be replicating the growth model component of the AYP calculation once it is approved for use.
6.2.3. 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?

The three year match rate is approximately 99 percent.  The match rate for students will only continue to improve with time with school and district assistance and improvements to Minnesota’s procedures.  While the match rates drop as additional years of data are included, the match rates in Minnesota still remain very high so it will not affect school accountability.

Core Principle 7:   Participation Rates and Additional Academic Indicator

7.1. Has the State designed and implemented a Statewide accountability system that incorporates the rate of participation as one of the criteria? 

7.1.1. How do the participation rates enter into and affect the growth model proposed by the State?

The participation rate will be used in the AYP calculation with a growth model the same way it is currently used.  Schools and districts that did not meet AYP using the status model are eligible to meet AYP using the safe harbor model only if the school and all the subgroups have tested at least 95 percent of the students in reading and math.  The same 95 percent tested requirement for the school and subgroups used to determine eligibility for safe harbor must be met for a school or district to be eligible to use the growth model to meet AYP.  

7.1.2. Does the calculation of a State’s participation rate change as a result of the implementation of a growth model? 

Minnesota will not change the participation rate calculation for AYP; it will remain the same when the growth component is included. 

7.2. Does the proposed State growth accountability model incorporate the additional academic indicator? 

7.2.1. What are the “additional academic indicators” used by the State in its accountability model?  What are the specific data elements that will be used and for which grade levels will they apply?

The additional academic indicators used in Minnesota’s AYP calculation are attendance for all schools and graduation rate for high school.   The Attendance rate is one of the additional academic indicators. The Attendance rate is based on MARSS End of Year attendance figures reported from the previous two years. The attendance measure is computed for All Students and subgroups, and is used as an additional academic indicator for the ‘All Students’ group and the disaggregated subgroup AYP determinations when determining Safe Harbor and growth.   Schools and districts must have and Attendance rate at 90 percent or higher or an increase of 0.1 percent over the prior year.  All students in grades 1-12 are included in the Attendance measurement.  The minimum cell size for measurement of attendance is 40.

The Graduation rate is the other additional academic indicators. The Graduation rate is based on MARSS enrollment data reported over a five year period; End of Year data from the previous four years and fall data from the current year. The graduation rate is computed for all disaggregated groups and is used as an additional academic indicator measure for the ‘All Student’ group and the disaggregated subgroup AYP determinations when determining Safe Harbor and growth.  Schools and districts must have a Graduation rate at 80 percent or higher or an increase of 0.1 percent over the prior year.  All students in grades 8-12 within a school are evaluated to compute the Graduation rate.  The minimum cell size for measurement of graduation is 40.

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

The model does not change the way Minnesota utilizes the additional academic indicator(s).  Minnesota will use the same rules for eligibility for safe harbor as well as growth.  For the school to be eligible to utilize the growth model, the school must have at least 95 percent tested in each subgroup, meet the attendance rate and graduation rate for the whole school, as well as the subgroup using the growth model.

Appendix A – Performance Index Targets

The Minnesota statewide Performance Index targets are set by rank ordering the school results and finding the school representing the 20th percentile of the statewide population.  For each grade and subject, the following method was used to determine the statewide starting points.

1. Public school MCA-II scores are evaluated for all public school students.

2. Index points are assigned to each record based on the achievement levels associated with each record: Does Not Meet the Standards=0.0, Partially Meets the Standards=0.5, Meets the Standards and Exceeds the Standards = 1.0.

3. Records are then summarized by grade and subject within each school summing the index points to determine the ‘index point total’ and counting the records as the ‘enrollment total.’

4. ‘Proportion proficient’ is then computed for each grade and subject by dividing the ‘index point total’ by the ‘enrollment total.’

5. The total number of records for each grade and subject within the state is computed resulting in a ‘statewide enrollment total.’

6. The ‘statewide enrollment total’ for each grade and subject is multiplied by 0.20 to determine the 20th percentile number.

7. For each grade and subject, the schools are ranked based on their proportion proficient from low (0.0000 proportion proficient) to high (1.0000 proportion proficient).

8. Based on this ranking, a ‘cumulative enrollment total’ is written to each school record in order from 0.0000 to 1.0000.  For example, the first school (at 0.0000 proportion proficient) has an ‘enrollment total’ of 40. The ‘cumulative enrollment total’ is set to 40. The second school (at 0.0010 proficient) has an ‘enrollment total’ of 55.  The ‘cumulative enrollment total’ is set to 40 + 55 = 95. The third school (at 0.0020 proficient) has ‘enrollment total’ at 73.  The ‘cumulative enrollment total’ is set to 40 + 55 +73 = 168.

9. The first school that has their ‘cumulative enrollment total’ equal or exceed the 0.2000 proportion proficient of the ‘state enrollment total’ has their ‘proportion proficient’ set as the statewide starting point for that subject and grade.

	MATH

Statewide Index Targets expressed as Proportion Proficient

	Grade
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	3
	0.7895
	0.7895
	0.8196
	0.8496
	0.8797
	0.9098
	0.9399
	0.9699
	1.0000

	4
	0.6964
	0.6964
	0.7398
	0.7831
	0.8265
	0.8699
	0.9133
	0.9566
	1.0000

	5
	0.5979
	0.5979
	0.6553
	0.7128
	0.7702
	0.8277
	0.8851
	0.9426
	1.0000

	6
	0.5989
	0.5989
	0.6562
	0.7135
	0.7708
	0.8281
	0.8854
	0.9427
	1.0000

	7
	0.5880
	0.5880
	0.6469
	0.7057
	0.7646
	0.8234
	0.8823
	0.9411
	1.0000

	8
	0.5839
	0.5839
	0.6433
	0.7028
	0.7622
	0.8217
	0.8811
	0.9406
	1.0000

	11
	0.2813
	0.2813
	0.3840
	0.4866
	0.5893
	0.6920
	0.7947
	0.8973
	1.0000


	READING

Statewide Index Targets expressed as Proportion Proficient

	Grade
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	3
	0.7222
	0.7222
	0.7619
	0.8016
	0.8413
	0.8809
	0.9206
	0.9603
	1.0000

	4
	0.6948
	0.6948
	0.7384
	0.7820
	0.8256
	0.8692
	0.9128
	0.9564
	1.0000

	5
	0.7193
	0.7193
	0.7594
	0.7995
	0.8396
	0.8797
	0.9198
	0.9599
	1.0000

	6
	0.7027
	0.7027
	0.7452
	0.7876
	0.8301
	0.8726
	0.9151
	0.9575
	1.0000

	7
	0.6563
	0.6563
	0.7054
	0.7545
	0.8036
	0.8527
	0.9018
	0.9509
	1.0000

	8
	0.6404
	0.6404
	0.6918
	0.7431
	0.7945
	0.8459
	0.8973
	0.9486
	1.0000

	10
	0.6477
	0.6477
	0.6980
	0.7484
	0.7987
	0.8490
	0.8993
	0.9497
	1.0000


Also, school and district targets are set based on the grades enrolled in the school.  If the school serves predominately higher grades (i.e. sixth, seventh, and eighth) but has a single fifth grade class, the target is set to reflect mainly grades sixth, seventh, and eighth with fifth grade factoring in less.  The calculation is written out below.

Setting Intermediate Math Index Targets for a School

((number of grade 3 math kids * grade 3 math target 0.7895) + (number of grade 4 math kids * grade 4 math target 0.6964) + (number of grade 5 math kids * grade 5 math target 0.5979)) / (number of grade 3 math kids + number of grade 4 math kids + number of grade 5 math kids) = School’s Math Index Target
Determining if a School Meets the Math Index Target for AYP

((number of grade 3, 4, and 5 Does Not Meet the Standards Math kids * 0) + (number of grade 3, 4, and 5 Partially Meets the Standards Math kids * 0.5) + (number of grade 3, 4, and 5 Meet the Standards Math kids * 1)  + (number of grade 3, 4, and 5 Exceeds the Standards Math kids * 1)) / (number of grade 3, 4, and 5 math kids with scores) 

> or = or < School’s Math Index Target

Appendix B - Example of how AYP will be calculated for a school

Compute Adequate Yearly Progress

Based on the federal No Child Left Behind Act, schools must meet 38 criteria for adequate yearly progress to have been made at that school.  Districts must meet the same criteria as schools, except that school grades are not taken into consideration.  If any one of the 38 criteria is not met, the school has not made adequate yearly progress under the federal accountability plan.  Below are the 38 cells that are evaluated to determine AYP.

	AYP STATUS
	YES
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Attendance Criteria Met
	YES
	
	

	Graduation Criteria Met
	YES
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	Reading 95% Tested
	Math 95% Tested
	Reading Criteria Met
	Math Criteria Met

	Total
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	White
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Black
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Hispanic
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Asian
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	American Indian
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Economically Disadvantaged
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Limited English Proficient
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Students with Disabilities
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES


1.  Participation:  
Did the school in total and each subgroup test at least 95 percent of students?  



If the current year participation rate or the average participation rate for the subgroup being evaluated is 95 percent or more, then the participation criterion has been met.

2.  Attendance Criteria:
Did the school demonstrate a 90 percent attendance rate or 0.1 percent improvement in the percentage of students in attendance?  If the school has an attendance rate of 90 percent or better, or the increase in attendance of at least 0.1 percent, then the attendance criterion has been met.

3.  Graduation Rate:
Did the school demonstrate an 80 percent graduation rate or a 0.1 percent improvement in graduation rate?  If the school has a graduation rate of 80 percent or better, or if the school has increased the graduation rate of at least 0.1 percent, then the graduation rate criterion has been met.

4.  Reading Criteria:
  
Did the school in total and each subgroup meet the reading proportion proficient target or Safe Harbor provisions or the Growth Model provisions?  If the school and all subgroups scoring at the proficient level in reading meet the reading proportion proficient target, then the school has met the reading criterion.  Those subgroups not meeting the reading proportion proficient target may still demonstrate adequate yearly progress if Safe Harbor provisions are met or the Growth Model provisions are met.




Safe Harbor:  The school must meet the participation criterion (#1 above), the attendance criterion (#2 above), and the graduation rate criterion (#3 above) in order for any subgroup to be eligible for Safe Harbor provisions.  If any of the first three criteria above are not met, then Safe Harbor may not be applied to any group not meeting proficiency targets.  If all of the first three criteria are met, then the group or subgroup evaluated must demonstrate the following:

a. the percent of non-proficient students have decreased by at least 10 percent from the preceding year,
b. the group has met the attendance criteria (the group has an attendance rate of  90 percent or better or the increase in attendance by at least 0.1 percent), 
c. the group has met the graduation rate criterion, (the group has a graduation rate of 80 percent or better or the increase in graduation rate is at least 0.1 percent).

Growth Model: The school must meet the participation criterion (#1 above), the attendance criterion (#2 above), and the graduation rate criterion (#3 above) in order for any subgroup to be eligible for Growth Model provisions.   If any of the first three criteria above are not met, then the Growth Model may not be applied to any group not meeting proportion proficient targets.  If all of the first three criteria are met, then the group or subgroup evaluated must demonstrate the following:

a. the percent of students “on track to be proficient” in reading meets the current year AMO,
b. the group has met the attendance criterion (the group has an attendance rate of  90 percent or better or the increase in attendance by at least 0.1 percent),
c. the group has met the graduation rate criterion (the group has a graduation rate of 80 percent or better or the increase in graduation rate is at least 0.1 percent).

If the school and all subgroups either meet the reading proficiency or meet Safe Harbor provisions or the Growth Model provisions, then the reading criterion has been met.

6.  Math Criteria:

Did the school in total and each subgroup meet the math proficiency target or Safe Harbor provisions or the Growth Model provisions?  If the school and all subgroups scoring at the proficient level in math meet the math proportion proficient target, then the school has met the math criterion.  Those subgroups not meeting the math proportion proficient target may still demonstrate adequate yearly progress if Safe Harbor provisions are met or the Growth Model provisions are met.




Safe Harbor:  The school must meet the participation criterion (#1 above), the attendance criterion (#2 above), and the graduation rate criterion (#3 above) in order for any subgroup to be eligible for Safe Harbor provisions.  If any of the first three criteria above are not met, then Safe Harbor may not be applied to any group not meeting proficiency targets.  If all of the first three criteria are met, then the group or subgroup evaluated must demonstrate the following:

d. the percent of non-proficient students have decreased by at least 10 percent from the preceding year,
e. the group has met the attendance criteria (the group has an attendance rate of  90 percent or better or the increase in attendance by at least 0.1 percent),
f. the group has met the graduation rate criterion, (the group has a graduation rate of 80 percent or better or the increase in graduation rate is at least 0.1 percent).

Growth Model: The school must meet the participation criterion (#1 above), the attendance criterion (#2 above), and the graduation rate criterion (#3 above) in order for any subgroup to be eligible for Growth Model provisions.   If any of the first three criteria above are not met, then the Growth Model may not be applied to any group not meeting proportion proficient targets.  If all of the first three criteria are met, then the group or subgroup evaluated must demonstrate the following:

d. the percent of students “on track to be proficient” in math meets the current year AMO and
e. the group has met the attendance criterion (the group has an attendance rate of  90 percent or better or the increase in attendance by at least .1 percent) and 

f. the group has met the graduation rate criterion (the group has a graduation rate of 80 percent or better or the increase in graduation rate is at least .1 percent).

If the school and all subgroups either meet the math proficiency or meet Safe Harbor provisions or the Growth Model provisions, then the math criterion has been met.

7. Adjustment:  
Did the school not make AYP solely because the SWD subgroup did not make the reading or math criterion?  If the school did not make AYP solely because the SWD subgroup missed its proficiency target (in reading, math, or both), a mathematical adjustment is applied to the percent proficient.  If applying the mathematical adjustment increases the SWD percent proficient to meet or exceed the state proficiency target, the SWD subgroup will be considered to make AYP.  The same mathematical adjustment is applied to the reading and math criteria.  The mathematical adjustment does not apply to participation, writing, or graduation.

Appendix C – Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment – Series II (MCA-II) Achievement Levels
The MCA-II vertical scale score does account for an increased score for the “same” performance level cut point at every higher grade.  Please refer to charts below: 

2008 Scale Score Ranges by Achievement Level for Math MCA-II

	2008
	Math

	
	Does Not
	Partially
	Meets
	Exceeds

	Grade
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max

	3
	301
	338
	340
	349
	350
	363
	364
	399

	4
	401
	439
	440
	449
	450
	462
	464
	499

	5
	501
	539
	540
	548
	550
	562
	563
	599

	6
	601
	638
	640
	649
	650
	664
	666
	699

	7
	701
	739
	740
	749
	750
	763
	765
	799

	8
	801
	839
	840
	849
	850
	862
	864
	899

	10/11
	1101
	1139
	1140
	1149
	1150
	1162
	1164
	1199


2008 Scale Score Ranges by Achievement Level for Reading MCA-II

	2008
	Reading

	
	Does Not
	Partially
	Meets
	Exceeds

	Grade
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max

	3
	301
	338
	340
	348
	350
	362
	365
	399

	4
	401
	439
	440
	449
	450
	461
	464
	499

	5
	501
	538
	540
	548
	550
	562
	565
	599

	6
	601
	639
	640
	649
	650
	659
	661
	699

	7
	701
	739
	740
	749
	750
	758
	761
	799

	8
	801
	839
	840
	848
	850
	859
	860
	899

	10/11
	1001
	1039
	1040
	1049
	1050
	1060
	1062
	1099


2008 Vertical Scale Scores by Achievement Level for Reading MCA-II

	2008
	Reading

	
	Does Not
	Partially
	Meets
	Exceeds

	Grade
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max

	3
	2300
	3276
	3301
	3475
	3495
	3746
	3775
	4441

	4
	2400
	3458
	3478
	3630
	3646
	3837
	3865
	4483

	5
	2550
	3627
	3646
	3767
	3784
	3975
	4000
	4578

	6
	2600
	3672
	3688
	3822
	3837
	4042
	4066
	4605

	7
	2760
	3744
	3760
	3899
	3911
	4113
	4133
	4697

	8
	2800
	3833
	3850
	3978
	3993
	4186
	4209
	4824

	10/11
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na


2008 Vertical Scale Scores by Achievement for Math MCA-II

	2008
	Math

	
	Does Not
	Partially
	Meets
	Exceeds

	Grade
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max
	Min
	Max

	3
	2200
	3338
	3362
	3472
	3494
	3665
	3695
	4226

	4
	2260
	3455
	3479
	3640
	3663
	3863
	3900
	4606

	5
	2320
	3517
	3541
	3711
	3736
	3980
	4020
	4747

	6
	2380
	3617
	3642
	3814
	3840
	4039
	4074
	4966

	7
	2464
	3748
	3768
	3924
	3949
	4094
	4128
	4992

	8
	2500
	3786
	3807
	3969
	3991
	4159
	4188
	5039

	10/11
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na


Appendix D – Determining Within Achievement Level Cuts Points 
The method looks to the scale score and conditional standard of error (CSEM) to provide us with a logical cut between low and high performance within an achievement level.

Students would be unlikely to score greater than one conditional standard of error (CSEM) above their true score on any single attempt.  Thus if scale score plus one CSEM is less than the cut point for the next achievement level, we can say with confidence that students at those scales scores would be unlikely to earn the next highest achievement level on any single attempt of the test.  For students scoring in this range of scale scores, we assigned the achievement level qualifier of Low.  If, however, scale score plus one CSEM is greater than or equal to the cut point for the next achievement level, we are less sure that students at those scales scores would not earn the next highest achievement level on any single attempts of the test.  For students scoring in this range of scale scores, we assigned the achievement level qualifier of High.

For example, a student who scores 347 on the grade 3 Mathematics test would be considered to be Partially Meets the Standards – High (Scale Score of 347 + CSEM of 3 is greater than or equal to350, the cut point for the Meets the Standards achievement level). 

These ranges are determined each year for each grade, subject and test.
	2006 MCA-II Mathematics
	
	2006 MCA-II Reading

	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets
	
	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets

	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High
	
	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	03
	301 - 335
	336 - 339
	340 - 346
	347 - 349
	
	03
	301 - 335
	336 - 339
	340 - 344
	345 - 349

	04
	401 - 435
	436 - 439
	440 - 445
	446 - 449
	
	04
	401 - 434
	435 - 439
	440 - 445
	446 - 449

	05
	501 - 535
	536 - 539
	540 - 545
	546 - 549
	
	05
	501 - 534
	535 - 539
	540 - 545
	546 - 549

	06
	601 - 634
	635 - 639
	640 - 645
	646 - 649
	
	06
	601 - 634
	635 - 639
	640 - 645
	646 - 649

	07
	701 - 734
	735 - 739
	740 - 745
	746 - 749
	
	07
	701 - 735
	736 - 739
	740 - 745
	746 - 749

	08
	801 - 834
	835 - 839
	840 - 845
	846 - 849
	
	08
	801 - 835
	836 - 839
	840 - 845
	846 - 849

	11
	1101 - 1134
	1135 - 1139
	1140 - 1145
	1146 - 1149
	
	10
	1001 - 1035
	1036 - 1039
	1040 - 1045
	1046 - 1049


	2007 MCA-II Mathematics
	
	2007 MCA-II Reading

	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets
	
	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets

	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High
	
	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	03
	301 - 333
	334 - 339
	340 - 346
	347 - 349
	
	03
	301 - 333
	334 - 339
	340 - 344
	345 - 349

	04
	401 - 435
	436 - 439
	440 - 445
	446 - 449
	
	04
	401 - 433
	434 - 439
	440 - 445
	446 - 449

	05
	501 - 534
	535 - 539
	540 - 545
	546 - 549
	
	05
	501 - 534
	535 - 539
	540 - 545
	546 - 549

	06
	601 - 634
	635 - 639
	640 - 645
	646 - 649
	
	06
	601 - 635
	636 - 639
	640 - 645
	646 - 649

	07
	701 - 734
	735 - 739
	740 - 745
	746 - 749
	
	07
	701 - 735
	736 - 739
	740 - 745
	746 - 749

	08
	801 - 834
	835 - 839
	840 - 845
	846 - 849
	
	08
	801 - 835
	836 - 839
	840 - 845
	846 - 849

	11
	1101 - 1135
	1136 - 1139
	1140 - 1145
	1146 - 1149
	
	10
	1001 - 1035
	1036 - 1039
	1040 - 1046
	1047 - 1049


	2007 MTAS Mathematics
	
	2007 MTAS Reading

	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets
	
	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets

	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High
	
	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	03
	159 - 191
	192 - 194
	195 - 197
	198 - 199
	
	03
	157 - 191
	192 - 194
	195 - 196
	197 - 199

	04
	161 - 191
	192 - 194
	195 - 197
	198 - 199
	
	04
	160 - 191
	192 - 194
	195 - 196
	197 - 199

	05
	161 - 192
	193 - 194
	195 - 197
	198 - 199
	
	05
	143 - 190
	191 - 194
	195 - 196
	197 - 199

	06
	167 - 190
	191 - 194
	195 - 197
	198 - 199
	
	06
	140 - 190
	191 - 194
	195 - 196
	197 - 199

	07
	145 - 189
	190 - 194
	195 - 196
	197 - 199
	
	07
	146 - 189
	190 - 194
	195 - 196
	197 - 199

	08
	140 - 190
	191 - 194
	195 - 196
	197 - 199
	
	08
	146 - 189
	190 - 194
	195 - 196
	197 - 199

	11
	170 - 192
	193 - 194
	195 - 197
	198 - 199
	
	10
	146 - 189
	190 - 194
	195 - 196
	197 - 199


	2007 MTELL Mathematics

	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets

	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	03
	301 - 336
	337 - 339
	340 - 346
	347 - 349

	04
	401 - 436
	437 - 439
	440 - 445
	446 - 449

	05
	501 - 533
	534 - 539
	540 - 544
	545 - 549

	06
	601 - 634
	635 - 639
	640 - 646
	647 - 649

	07
	701 - 734
	735 - 739
	740 - 745
	746 - 749

	08
	801 - 835
	836 - 839
	840 - 845
	846 - 849

	11
	1101 - 1132
	1133 - 1139
	1140 - 1144
	1145 - 1149


	2008 MCA-II Mathematics
	
	2008 MCA-II Reading

	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets
	
	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets

	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High
	
	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	03
	301 - 333
	334 - 339
	340 - 345
	346 - 349
	
	03
	301 - 333
	334 - 339
	340 - 344
	345 - 349

	04
	401 - 434
	435 - 439
	440 - 446
	447 - 449
	
	04
	401 - 435
	436 - 439
	440 - 445
	446 - 449

	05
	501 - 534
	535 - 539
	540 - 545
	546 - 549
	
	05
	501 - 534
	535 - 539
	540 - 546
	547 - 549

	06
	601 - 634
	635 - 639
	640 - 645
	646 - 649
	
	06
	601 - 635
	636 - 639
	640 - 645
	646 - 649

	07
	701 - 734
	735 - 739
	740 - 746
	747 - 749
	
	07
	701 - 736
	737 - 739
	740 - 745
	746 - 749

	08
	801 - 834
	835 - 839
	840 - 845
	846 - 849
	
	08
	801 - 835
	836 - 839
	840 - 845
	846 - 849

	11
	1101 - 1134
	1135 - 1139
	1140 - 1144
	1145 - 1149
	
	10
	1001 - 1035
	1036 - 1039
	1040 - 1046
	1047 - 1049


	2008 MTAS Mathematics
	
	2008 MTAS Reading

	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets
	
	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets

	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High
	
	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	03
	128 - 185
	186 - 189
	190 - 196
	197 - 199
	
	03
	58 - 181
	182 - 189
	190 - 192
	193 - 199

	04
	117 - 184
	185 - 189
	190 - 195
	196 - 199
	
	04
	42 - 182
	183 - 189
	190 - 192
	193 - 199

	05
	147 - 186
	187 - 189
	190 - 196
	197 - 199
	
	05
	74 - 184
	185 - 189
	190 - 194
	195 - 199

	06
	150 - 185
	186 - 189
	190 - 196
	197 - 199
	
	06
	73 - 183
	184 - 189
	190 - 194
	195 - 199

	07
	93 - 182
	183 - 189
	190 - 194
	195 - 199
	
	07
	101 - 185
	186 - 189
	190 - 195
	196 - 199

	08
	115 - 185
	186 - 189
	190 - 196
	197 - 199
	
	08
	88 - 182
	183 - 189
	190 - 194
	195 - 199

	11
	161 - 187
	188 - 189
	190 - 197
	198 - 199
	
	10
	52 - 181
	182 - 189
	190 - 192
	193 - 199


	2008 MTELL Mathematics

	
	Does Not Meet
	Partially Meets

	Grade
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	03
	301 - 335
	336 - 339
	340 - 346
	347 - 349

	04
	401 - 434
	435 - 439
	440 - 446
	447 - 449

	05
	501 - 534
	535 - 539
	540 - 544
	545 - 549

	06
	601 - 633
	634 - 639
	640 - 645
	646 - 649

	07
	701 - 731
	732 - 739
	740 - 745
	746 - 749

	08
	801 - 831
	832 - 839
	840 - 844
	845 - 849

	11
	1101 - 1132
	1133 - 1139
	1140 - 1144
	1145 - 1149


Appendix E – Student Achievement Level Movement 2007 to 2008 on MCA-II, MTELL and MTAS

	Math
	Current Year (2008)

	Grade
	Prior Year (2007)
	Does Not Meet-Low
	Does Not Meet-High
	Partially Meets–Low
	Partially Meets-High
	Meets
	Exceeds
	Total

	03
	Does Not Meet - Low
	33%
	14%
	14%
	19%
	19%
	0%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	0%
	6%
	6%
	31%
	56%
	0%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets – Low
	0%
	0%
	28%
	11%
	56%
	6%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	0%
	0%
	0%
	9%
	55%
	36%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	 
	(No prior year data)
	3%
	3%
	7%
	8%
	45%
	33%
	100%

	03 
	Total 
	3%
	3%
	7%
	8%
	45%
	33%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	04
	Does Not Meet – Low
	65%
	16%
	11%
	2%
	5%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	43%
	26%
	21%
	4%
	5%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets – Low
	17%
	20%
	36%
	11%
	15%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	6%
	11%
	35%
	15%
	31%
	2%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	1%
	2%
	11%
	10%
	58%
	18%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	0%
	0%
	1%
	1%
	31%
	67%
	100%

	04 
	Total 
	7%
	5%
	12%
	7%
	39%
	29%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	05
	Does Not Meet - Low
	66%
	16%
	10%
	3%
	3%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	38%
	26%
	22%
	7%
	7%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - Low
	18%
	20%
	30%
	14%
	17%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	6%
	11%
	26%
	19%
	37%
	2%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	1%
	3%
	9%
	11%
	61%
	15%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	0%
	0%
	1%
	1%
	35%
	63%
	100%

	05 
	Total 
	10%
	7%
	11%
	9%
	39%
	24%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	06
	Does Not Meet – Low
	58%
	19%
	15%
	4%
	3%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	22%
	22%
	32%
	15%
	10%
	0%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets – Low
	9%
	12%
	32%
	21%
	25%
	0%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	3%
	5%
	20%
	22%
	48%
	2%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	1%
	1%
	7%
	11%
	68%
	12%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	0%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	42%
	56%
	100%

	06 
	Total 
	10%
	6%
	12%
	10%
	42%
	19%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	07
	Does Not Meet - Low
	60%
	21%
	14%
	2%
	2%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	28%
	26%
	33%
	7%
	6%
	0%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - Low
	11%
	16%
	41%
	12%
	19%
	0%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	4%
	6%
	32%
	16%
	41%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	1%
	1%
	10%
	8%
	66%
	14%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	28%
	71%
	100%

	07
	Total 
	11%
	7%
	16%
	7%
	38%
	20%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	08
	Does Not Meet - Low
	71%
	19%
	7%
	2%
	1%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	32%
	32%
	23%
	9%
	4%
	0%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - Low
	14%
	24%
	29%
	19%
	14%
	0%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	5%
	12%
	24%
	24%
	34%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	1%
	2%
	7%
	12%
	63%
	15%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	26%
	73%
	100%

	08
	Total 
	15%
	9%
	11%
	10%
	34%
	21%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reading
	Current Year (2008)

	Grade
	Prior Year (2007)
	Does Not Meet-Low
	Does Not Meet-High
	Partially Meets-Low
	Partially Meets-High
	Meets
	Exceeds
	Total

	03
	Does Not Meet - Low
	46%
	18%
	11%
	11%
	11%
	4%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	0%
	10%
	10%
	10%
	50%
	20%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - Low
	0%
	14%
	0%
	14%
	57%
	14%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	11%
	0%
	22%
	22%
	33%
	11%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	33%
	67%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	100%

	 
	(blank)
	8%
	3%
	4%
	6%
	27%
	51%
	100%

	03 
	Total 
	8%
	3%
	4%
	6%
	27%
	51%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	04
	Does Not Meet - Low
	67%
	12%
	10%
	4%
	4%
	3%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	35%
	16%
	25%
	10%
	12%
	2%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - Low
	20%
	15%
	28%
	15%
	20%
	2%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	11%
	10%
	28%
	18%
	29%
	3%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	3%
	3%
	11%
	13%
	53%
	17%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	0%
	0%
	1%
	2%
	29%
	67%
	100%

	04 
	 Total
	9%
	4%
	8%
	7%
	33%
	38%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	05
	Does Not Meet - Low
	58%
	14%
	18%
	3%
	5%
	2%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	25%
	17%
	34%
	9%
	14%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - Low
	10%
	11%
	35%
	13%
	30%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	4%
	5%
	25%
	13%
	49%
	4%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	1%
	1%
	8%
	7%
	62%
	21%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	0%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	30%
	69%
	100%

	05 
	Total 
	8%
	4%
	11%
	5%
	39%
	33%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	06
	Does Not Meet – Low
	64%
	16%
	11%
	3%
	3%
	3%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	34%
	21%
	26%
	9%
	9%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets – Low
	17%
	18%
	28%
	17%
	19%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	7%
	10%
	24%
	19%
	36%
	5%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	1%
	2%
	8%
	10%
	50%
	29%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	1%
	0%
	1%
	1%
	21%
	76%
	100%

	06 
	Total 
	9%
	5%
	9%
	8%
	32%
	37%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	07
	Does Not Meet – Low
	70%
	10%
	11%
	3%
	3%
	3%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	37%
	16%
	27%
	11%
	9%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets – Low
	18%
	12%
	27%
	18%
	21%
	4%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	8%
	7%
	21%
	21%
	35%
	8%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	2%
	2%
	8%
	12%
	44%
	31%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	1%
	0%
	1%
	2%
	19%
	77%
	100%

	07 
	Total 
	12%
	4%
	10%
	9%
	27%
	36%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	08
	Does Not Meet – Low
	63%
	13%
	16%
	4%
	3%
	2%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	27%
	16%
	33%
	11%
	13%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - Low
	12%
	10%
	32%
	17%
	26%
	3%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	5%
	5%
	22%
	17%
	43%
	8%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	1%
	1%
	8%
	9%
	52%
	29%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	1%
	0%
	1%
	1%
	21%
	77%
	100%

	08 
	Total 
	12%
	4%
	12%
	8%
	30%
	34%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Does Not Meet – Low
	42%
	16%
	25%
	9%
	7%
	2%
	100%

	 
	Does Not Meet - High
	15%
	12%
	35%
	17%
	20%
	1%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - Low
	7%
	6%
	26%
	22%
	36%
	4%
	100%

	 
	Partially Meets - High
	3%
	2%
	15%
	19%
	53%
	9%
	100%

	 
	Meets
	1%
	1%
	4%
	8%
	54%
	32%
	100%

	 
	Exceeds
	0%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	22%
	77%
	100%

	10 
	Total 
	9%
	4%
	10%
	9%
	34%
	34%
	100%


Appendix F – Growth Scores and AMO Targets 2008
	Grade
	Subject
	Points Total
	Students Total
	Average Growth Points per Student Total
	Growth Score
	AMO Target
	Difference

	3
	Math
	5,146,580
	59,945
	86.37810077
	0.8638
	0.8196
	-0.0442

	4
	Math
	4,008,388
	59,577
	71.56301328
	0.7156
	0.7398
	0.0242

	5
	Math
	3,836,665
	59,984
	67.89115586
	0.6789
	0.6553
	-0.0236

	6
	Math
	3,913,395
	60,309
	69.22197262
	0.6922
	0.6562
	-0.0360

	7
	Math
	3,902,633
	63,043
	66.73676425
	0.6674
	0.6469
	-0.0205

	8
	Math
	3,820,820
	64,449
	62.94388982
	0.6294
	0.6433
	0.0139

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade
	Subject
	Points Total
	Students Total
	Average Growth Points per Student Total
	Growth Score
	AMO Target
	Difference

	3
	Reading
	4,981,985
	59,945
	83.87603751
	0.8388
	0.7619
	-0.0769

	4
	Reading
	4,091,613
	59,577
	72.68163247
	0.7268
	0.7384
	0.0116

	5
	Reading
	4,339,715
	59,984
	76.51119535
	0.7651
	0.7594
	-0.0057

	6
	Reading
	4,143,203
	60,309
	72.9616895
	0.7296
	0.7452
	0.0156

	7
	Reading
	4,075,925
	63,043
	69.35855767
	0.6936
	0.7054
	0.0118

	8
	Reading
	4,380,950
	64,449
	71.92615213
	0.7193
	0.6918
	-0.0275


 
Appendix G – Value Table Values Sensitivity Analysis 
Minnesota has provided analysis of school AYP determination results using the originally proposed value table and is now providing two additional analyses using higher and lower values than proposed in the original model to demonstrate the sensitivity of the model to the AYP determination.  Minnesota is presenting two additional value tables for purposes of the sensitivity analysis aligned closely with the stakeholders guiding principles, but these new higher and lower values have not been discussed with the stakeholders.

The first value table for the sensitivity analysis increases the values in the table to be five points higher than the original proposed values; these numbers are bold in the value table.  The value of 50 points was not changed in the table for students maintaining the Partially Meets levels as to not award more points to these students for growth than would be awarded for status. The points for moving from Does Not Meet LOW to Does Not Meet HIGH also remains at 50 as Minnesota will not award more points to a student in a lower achievement level.  The maximum value was not increased by five points; it remained at 100 points as to not violate the core principle of higher performing students compensating for lower performing students.  

The second value table for the sensitivity analysis decreased the values by five points from the original proposed values; these numbers are in bold in the value table.  The value of 50 points also was not changed in the value table for students maintaining the Partially Meets levels as to not award fewer points to these students for growth than would be awarded for status. The maximum value was not decreased by five points; it remained at 100 points as to award schools full credit towards reaching 100 percent proficient. 

Minnesota has evaluated the use of this growth model compared to the current status and safe harbor AYP calculations using last year’s data to compare the approaches. Two schools are predicted to make AYP in 2008 based on 2006 and 2007 data and using the growth model.  The AYP growth model projections do not include compounding points as Minnesota will not have the third year of data until May 2008.  In addition, the projections do not include high schools because the students in grade 10 will not have the two years of reading results until 2008 and the grade 11 students will not have math results until 2009.  High schools in 2008 will only have the option to use reading growth and will have the option to use reading and math growth in 2009.  
Using the original values, resulted in two school determination would change from not making AYP to making AYP.  No district AYP determination would change. These results are shared in the following table.
	ORIGINAL VALUES: AYP Determinations and Projections
	
	Yes
	No

	2007 AYP Results 
Status and Safe Harbor (No Growth Model) 
	Districts:

Schools:
	259
1189
	234
729 

	2007 Projected AYP Results based on 2005-06 and 2006-07 data    
Status and Safe Harbor and Growth Model   
	Districts:

Schools:
	260
1189
	233
729

	2008 Projected AYP Results based on 2006-07 data    

Status and Safe Harbor (No Growth Model)   
Increased Reading and Math Target from 2007
	Districts:

Schools:
	208 (210)
1050 (1055)
	286 (283)
868 (863)

	2008 Projected AYP Results based on 2005-06 and 2006-07 data    

Status and Safe Harbor and Growth Model   
Increased Reading and Math Targets from 2007
	Districts:

Schools:
	208
1052
	286
866


Original Proposed Minnesota Value Table Values - Determined by the Actual Empirical Data of Student Movement and Stakeholders Guiding Principles

	
	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


In the sensitivity analysis using the value table with higher values, rather than the originally proposed values, resulted in one school determination would change from not making AYP to making AYP.  No district AYP determination would change.  These results are shared in the following table.
	SENSITIVITY-  HIGHER VALUES: AYP Determinations and Projections
	
	Yes
	No

	2007 AYP Results 
Status and Safe Harbor (No Growth Model) 
	Districts:

Schools:
	259
1189
	234
729 

	2007 Projected AYP Results based on 2005-06 and 2006-07 data    
Status and Safe Harbor and Growth Model   
	Districts:

Schools:
	260
1189
	233
729

	2008 Projected AYP Results based on 2006-07 data    

Status and Safe Harbor (No Growth Model)   
Increased Reading and Math Target from 2007
	Districts:

Schools:
	208 
1050
	286
868

	2008 Projected AYP Results based on 2005-06 and 2006-07 data    

Status and Safe Harbor and Growth Model   
Increased Reading and Math Targets from 2007
	Districts:

Schools:
	208
1053
	286
865


Sensitivity Analysis- Higher Values (the bold number were increased by five points, all other value are from the original proposed value table)

	
	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
	70
	85
	100
	100

	
	Does Not Meet

HIGH
	0
	0
	65
	80
	100
	100

	
	Partially Meets LOW
	0
	0
	50
	70
	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


In the sensitivity analysis using the value table with lower values, rather than the originally proposed values, did not result in any school and district AYP determination to change.  These results are shared in the following table.
	SENSITIVITY- LOWER VALUES: AYP Determinations and Projections
	
	Yes
	No

	2007 AYP Results 
Status and Safe Harbor (No Growth Model) 
	Districts:

Schools:
	259
1189
	234
729 

	2007 Projected AYP Results based on 2005-06 and 2006-07 data    
Status and Safe Harbor and Growth Model   
	Districts:

Schools:
	260
1189
	233
729

	2008 Projected AYP Results based on 2006-07 data    

Status and Safe Harbor (No Growth Model)   
Increased Reading and Math Target from 2007
	Districts:

Schools:
	208 
1050
	286
868

	2008 Projected AYP Results based on 2005-06 and 2006-07 data    

Status and Safe Harbor and Growth Model   
Increased Reading and Math Targets from 2007
	Districts:

Schools:
	208
1052
	286
866


Sensitivity Analysis- Lower Values (the bold number were increased by five points, all other value are from the original proposed value table)

	
	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
	60
	75
	100
	100

	
	Does Not Meet

HIGH
	0
	0
	55
	70
	100
	100

	
	Partially Meets LOW
	0
	0
	50
	60
	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


Appendix H - Additional Examples of the Value Table Growth Calculations: Specifically for Students with Varying Amounts of Growth and Regressing Academic Achievement 
Additional Example - Student A in 2008:

Three years of MCA-II performance for a student, who showed two consecutive years of growth

· 2006: Does Not Meet HIGH
· 2007: Partially Meets LOW
· 2008: Partially Meets HIGH
For growing from the Partially Meets LOW range in 2007 to the Partially Meets HIGH range in 2008, the student is awarded 65 points

	
	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


Awarding Compounding Points
· For making two consecutive years of growth (2006 to 2007 growth and then 2007 to 2008 growth), the student is eligible for compounding points

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

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

Difference between reaching Partially Meets HIGH and Meets for a student in Partially Meets LOW last year is 35 points (100 – 65).

	
	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


· This student earns a total of 82.5 points in 2008 

· The student earns 65 growth points for growing from Partially Meets LOW to Partially Meets HIGH
· The student earns 17.5 compounding points for her second consecutive year of growth (Half the points she would have earned if she had grown to the next highest performance range)

Additional Example - Student B in 2008:

Three years of MCA-II performance for a student, who showed two consecutive years of growth

· 2006: Partially Meets LOW

· 2007: Partially Meets HIGH

· 2008: Meets
For growing from the Partially Meets HIGH range in 2007 to the Meets range in 2008, the student is awarded 100 points.
	
	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


Awarding Compounding Points
· For making two consecutive years of growth (2006 to 2007 growth and then 2007 to 2008 growth), the student is eligible for compounding points

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

· For the student scoring Meets in 2008, the next performance range would be Exceeds
Difference between reaching Meets and Exceeds for a student in Partially Meets HIGH last year is 0 points (100 – 100).

	
	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


· This student earns a total of 100 points in 2008 

· The student earns 100 growth points for growing from Partially Meets HIGH to Meets
· The student earns 0 compounding points for her second consecutive year of growth

· Half the points she would have earned if she had grown to the next highest performance range

Additional Example – Student C in 2008:

Three years of MCA-II performance for a student, who showed did not show growth

· 2006: Exceeds
· 2007: Meets
· 2008: Partially Meets HIGH
For moving from the Meets in 2007 to the Partially Meets HIGH range in 2008, the student is awarded 0 points.
	
	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


Awarding Compounding Points
· Compounding points are not awarded because the student did not make two years of consecutive growth.

Additional Example - Student D in 2008:

Three years of MCA-II performance for a student, who showed one year of growth

· 2006: Partially Meets LOW
· 2007: Meets
· 2008: Meets
For remaining in the Meets range in 2007 and in 2008, the student is awarded 100 points.
	
	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


Awarding Compounding Points
· Compounding points are not awarded because the student did not make two years of consecutive growth.
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� Minnesota’s index is tied to the state defined academic achievement standards and rigorous achievement levels as evidenced on the Department’s website: http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/groups/assessment/documents/report/011583.pdf.





� http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/Accountability_Programs/No_Child_Left_Behind_Programs/School_Performance_AYP/index.html
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