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Introduction

In accordance with the seven core principals of technically sound growth models outlined in U.S. Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings’ letter of December 2007 to Chief State School Officers, the state of Missouri proposes the addition of a growth model component to its current accountability system.  Missouri meets all minimum eligibility requirements to implement a growth model-based accountability system and stands poised to build upon its approved accountability and assessment systems to better serve the schools and students of the state.

Missouri’s current assessment and accountability systems effectively meet the “bright line” goals of NCLB:

Statewide assessment system – Missouri’s assessment system, the Missouri Assessment Program (MAP) currently assesses all students in grades 3-8, and in one grade at the high school level annually in Communication Arts, Mathematics, and Science.  Beginning in 2008-2009, high school assessments will be replaced by end-of-course assessments in English II, Algebra I, and Biology.  The statewide assessment system also includes the Missouri Assessment Program-Alternate (MAP-A) for students whose significant cognitive disabilities prevent them from participating in MAP subject-area assessments.  All students enrolled in Missouri public schools participate annually in either the MAP or the MAP-A.  The state’s assessment system received Full Approval through the Peer Review process in June, 2007.

Reporting assessment results by subgroup – Results of both the MAP and the MAP-A are reported at the building, district, and state level for the total student population, as well as for all NCLB-required subgroups.

Improving teacher quality – Nearly all (96 percent) of Missouri’s 68,500 teachers are “highly qualified,” meeting criteria including earning advanced degrees, earning National Board Certification, and meeting other measures of subject-area knowledge and teaching ability.  The United States Department of Education approved Missouri’s plan for increasing the percentage of public school teachers who are “highly qualified” in January 2007.
Informing parents of their options – Missouri posts on the state’s website a process for districts and buildings to determine whether they make AYP as soon as they receive assessment data.  This allows districts to notify parents of children that are in Title I schools that have not made AYP for two consecutive years of their school choice options. Schools then arrange alternative school choices upon parental request.
Overview of Missouri’s Proposed Growth Model Accountability Component

Missouri’s current accountability system incorporates a status model that determines AYP for all public schools and districts and for all required subgroups in communication arts and mathematics based upon the percent of students in scoring at or above the state’s established Proficient level on either the MAP or the MAP-A.  A Safe Harbor provision allows a school or district that does not meet the Annual Proficiency Target for each subgroup the opportunity to make AYP using participation rate and attendance and/or graduation rate indicator targets.  In addition, confidence intervals are applied.  

Missouri proposes to continue use of its current status model with Safe Harbor provisions.  However, within the proposed new model, schools that do not meet AYP based on status and current Annual Measurable Objective targets will be evaluated for growth in grades 3-8, as well.  

Step 1:  For each school, district, and subgroup, AYP will be determined based upon the percent of students scoring at or above the State’s established proficiency level.


Number of students scoring Proficient or Advanced = Percent Proficient based on status


        Total number of reportable students
Step 2:  For all schools/districts/subgroups not meeting AYP in Step 1, a growth model calculation will be applied to all students in grades 3-8.  For each such student, that student’s scale score will be compared to the previous year’s performance (or his/her base score) to determine whether that student is “on track to be Proficient” within four years, or by grade 8, depending upon the year in which the student’s baseline was established.  The number of students “on track to be Proficient” will then be added to the number of students scoring Proficient or Advanced to determine the total Percent Proficient or “on track to be Proficient.”

# scoring Proficient or Advances + number “on track to be Proficient” =  Percent Proficient or 
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                      Status and growth

Step 3:  If a district/school/subgroup does not meet AYP following Steps 1 and 2, Safe Harbor will be applied to the status component.

Missouri’s Reponses to Core Principles for Peer Review


Core Principle 1:  100% Proficiency by 2014 and Incorporating Decisions about Student Growth into School Accountability

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? 

Indicate which of the four options listed below is proposed to determine whether a school makes adequate yearly progress (AYP) and for identifying schools that are in need of improvement, and explain how they are combined to determine AYP:

1. Growth alone 

2. Status and growth 
3. Status, safe harbor, and growth 

4. Safe harbor and growth 

Missouri proposes a combination of status, safe harbor, and growth (Option 3) to determine AYP calculations.  The state will maintain its current annual measurable objectives (AMOs) to ensure that all schools are accountable for universal proficiency by 2013-14.  Missouri’s AYP targets, determined in 2002, will ensure that all students meet or exceed the state’s proficient level in both communication arts and mathematics by 2013-2014.

	
	Adequate Yearly Progress - Missouri
	

	Year
	Communication Arts
	Mathematics

	2014*
	100
	100

	2013
	91.8
	90.8

	2012
	83.7
	81.7

	2011
	75.5
	72.5

	2010
	67.4
	63.3

	2009
	59.2
	54.1

	2008
	51.0
	45.0

	2007
	42.9
	35.8

	2006
	34.7
	26.6

	2005
	26.6
	17.5

	2004
	20.4
	10.3

	2003
	19.4
	9.3

	2002
	18.4
	8.3


*  Source – Reference 1, Missouri’s Accountability Workbook, p. 16

These targets apply to schools, districts, the state, and all subgroups.   Missouri’s current process for determining AYP calculations, as described in its approved Accountability Workbook, is a status model based on the percent of students scoring at the Proficient or Advanced level as determined by the state’s established scale score cutpoints.  Schools or districts not making AYP based on the percent of students scoring Proficient or Advanced may meet targets based on additional indicators and Safe Harbor.  If such schools or districts achieve participation rates of 95 percent for all subgroups (providing the subgroup meets minimum cell size), and the school or district meets the additional attendance/graduation rate indicator targets, and the school or district decreases the percent of students scoring below the Proficient level by 10 percent, the school or district can meet AYP within the Safe Harbor provision.  Confidence intervals are applied at the .99 level for assessment data and at .75 for Safe Harbor.  (See Reference 1 -- Missouri’s Accountability Workbook and Reference 2 -- Understanding Your Adequate Yearly Progress Report, 2007-2008.)

Missouri proposes to incorporate a growth model calculation into its accountability system at grades 3-8, establishing unique growth trajectories that will ensure that, by 2014, all students will either be proficient or “on-track to be proficient” by the end of grade 8, or within four years of the baseline score, whichever is reached first.  For buildings that do not make AYP based on status (as defined in Missouri’s current approved Accountability Workbook), assessment data will be analyzed at the student level to determine which students are “on track to be proficient.”   For each student, a growth trajectory will be calculated that will ensure that the student is “on- track to be proficient” in each content area within four years, or by the end of grade 8, whichever comes first, depending upon the grade level in which the student’s baseline score is determined.  The number of students that are “on track to be proficient” will be added to the numerator of the “Percent Proficient” calculation to determine AYP (based on the state’s established AMOs identified in the approved Accountability Workbook) for each subgroup, school, district, and the state.  All students that have been enrolled in the district for at least one full academic year (as defined in Missouri’s current approved Accountability Workbook, Reference 1, p. 14) will be included in the denominator of this calculation.  

Missouri is currently conducting an analysis of data to project the impact of the addition of a growth model calculation to the state’s accountability system would impact AYP calculations.

· What are the grade levels and content areas for which the State proposes to measure growth (e.g., from 2004-05 to 2005-06 in reading and mathematics for grade levels 3-8)?  
Missouri proposes to measure individual student growth within each content area (communication arts and mathematics) for all students in grades 3-8 using 2006-2007 assessment data as the benchmark year.  (Grade 3 students and grade 8 students will be evaluated based on status only, with grade 3 representing the baseline and grade 8 representing the target grade.)   
· If the State does not propose to implement its Growth model in all grade levels 3-8 and high school and for both subjects, where are the gaps in Growth Model decisions and what are the implications of those gaps for school accountability?
Missouri plans to add end-of-course assessments to its accountability system pending approval of revisions to the state’s Accountability Workbook, submitted concurrently with this proposal.  If approved as submitted, the revised accountability system will incorporate high school students’ performance on either the Algebra I end-of-course test or on an approved alternative end-of-course test (Geometry, Algebra II, Integrated Mathematics II or Integrated Mathematics III), and their performance on the English II end-of-course test, into AYP calculations for mathematics and communication arts, respectively.  These assessments are not statistically linked to MAP content area assessments for grades 3-8.  Furthermore, end-of-course assessments are not vertically linked statistically or conceptually within a broad content area (for example Algebra I to Geometry) to show growth.  It would be neither practical nor meaningful to implement a growth model using these assessments.  Therefore, Missouri will establish 7th or 8th grade as an end target for growth model decisions, depending upon the grade level in which an individual student’s baseline score is established.  Pending approval of revisions to the state’s Accountability Workbook, Missouri will evaluate the AMO for high school calculations based upon data from the first administration of the end-of-course assessments to determine if it will be necessary to establish new targets.  Missouri will also continue to apply Safe Harbor provisions and confidence intervals to high school calculations, so it is not anticipated that use of a status model for these grade levels will significantly impact AYP calculations in the aggregate.
1.1.1 Documentation – Please refer to the following documentation for further information regarding Missouri’s current method for determining AYP
·  Reference 1 – Missouri’s Approved Accountability Workbook
· Reference 2 – Understanding Your Adequate Yearly Progress Report, 2007-2008
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 maintain continuity in Missouri’s approved accountability process, Missouri plans to maintain its current AMOs to ensure 100% student proficiency by 2013-14 (see Section 1.1.1).  AMO’s will correspond to growth targets established for growth model decisions.  Because AMOs and growth targets are identical for each subgroup, the incorporation of a growth model into the accountability system will allow Missouri to preserve the integrity and intent of NCLB by allowing stakeholders to evaluate and address achievement gaps that may exist between groups. 

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

Beginning in grade three, the first year a student is detected as being below Proficient in either mathematics or communication arts, a series of growth targets will be established to determine the scores that the student must achieve in each subsequent year of testing to be Proficient at the end of four years, or by the end of grade 8, whichever occurs first.    A baseline for students entering the district will be established based upon the student’s first MAP administration following the first full academic year of enrollment.  A unique growth trajectory leading to proficiency at the end of four years (calculated from the end of the base year), or by the completion of grade 8, which ever comes first, depending on the grade level in which the student’s baseline score is determined, will be established in both mathematics and communication arts.  To calculate the growth trajectory, the numeric difference between the student’s scale score in the baseline year (grade 3 for the majority of students) and the scale score cutpoint that defines proficiency at the end of the target grade level will be determined:

(Proficiency Cutpoint – Scale score obtained in first non-Proficient year) = Annual Expected Growth
                               Number of Years to Proficiency Goal

The growth trajectory will represent the amount of improvement (in terms of scale score) the student must show in each intermediate year in order to reach proficiency by the target grade level (the earlier of grade 8, or four years from the baseline score)  (Revised) growth targets for baseline scores determined in each grade 3-7 will be determined as follows:

	Baseline Grade (Status)
	Year 1

Benchmark
	Year 2

Benchmark
	Year 3

Benchmark
	Target  Grade

(Status)

	3
	 Grade 4 -- ¼ distance from baseline to grade 7
	Grade 5 – ½  distance from baseline to grade 7
	Grade 6 – ¾  distance from baseline to grade 7
	7

	4
	Grade 5 – ¼ distance from baseline to grade 8
	Grade 6 – ½  distance from baseline to grade 8
	Grade 7 – ¾  distance from baseline to grade 8
	8

	5
	Grade 6 – 1/3 distance from baseline to grade 8
	Grade 7 – 2/3 distance from baseline to grade 8
	
	8

	6
	Grade 7 – ½ distance from baseline to grade  8
	
	
	8

	7
	Status for grade 7
	
	
	8


· Clarify if the growth trajectory leading to proficiency is at the end of four years or by the completion of 8th grade, whichever comes first.

The growth trajectory will lead to proficiency either at the end of four years, or by the completion of 8th grade, depending upon the grade in which the student enters the growth model.  For students whose baseline is established at the end of grade 3, the trajectory will lead to proficiency by the end of grade 7.  For students whose baseline is established at the end of grade 4 (either because they were previously proficient, or because they are new to the district), the trajectory will lead to proficiency by the end of grade 8.

	Grade in which student tests less than Proficient
	Number of Years to proficiency Goal
	Grade in which Proficiency is achieved

	3rd
	4
	7

	4th
	4
	8

	5th
	3
	8

	6th
	2
	8


· Clarify whether and how the state will recalculate trajectories each year.  If the state does recalculate trajectories each year, how does the proposal ensure 100 percent proficiency by 2013-2014?

The state will not recalculate the growth trajectory each year.  Growth targets will remain constant from the student’s baseline year through the next four years, or the end of grade 8, whichever comes first.  The student’s scale score will be compared to the targets on that student’s growth trajectory (as established in the baseline year) to determine if the student is “on-track to be proficient”.
1.3   Has the State proposed a technically and educationally sound method of making annual judgments about school performance using growth?

Missouri’s MAP scale scores are vertically linked on a continuous scale from grades 3-8 using the TerraNova Survey (see Reference 3 -- MAP Technical Report, 2007, pp. 106-107), providing a technically sound basis for evaluating growth, both at the individual student level, and in the aggregate.       
1.3.1
Has the State adequately described how annual accountability determinations will incorporate student growth?

A. Has the State adequately described and provided a rationale for how Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) or other criteria for growth would be determined?  Has the State provided a table giving the values for the AMOs from the first year the growth model will be applied (e.g., 2005-06) through 2013-14 that includes rigorous increases in school performance throughout that time?  Does the model set reasonable, challenging, and continuously improving annual expectations for student growth?  
As described in Section 1.1.1 and 1.2.1, Missouri will use the Annual Measurable Objectives established in Missouri’s currently approved Accountability Workbook as the growth targets for use in growth model calculations.  Missouri identified these AMOs in 2002 as a means of distributing expected improvement in the percent of students scoring at or above the state’s established “Proficient” level and creating benchmark targets that would ensure that all students achieve proficiency by 2013-2014.  The expectation is that increasing numbers of students will demonstrate proficiency each year.  Rigor is inherent in Missouri’s “Proficiency” cutpoints as a result of the state’s Senate Bill 1080, passed in 2004, which dictates that the “State Board of Education shall “…align the performance standards of the MAP so that such indicators meet, but do not exceed, the performance standards of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) exam” (See Reference 4 – Missouri Senate Bill 1080).   Missouri’s growth model proposal will allow the state to maintain its high expectations for school districts, while also considering the progress of individual students.  Establishing benchmark growth targets for each student from grade 3 to grade 8 will effectively distribute accountability across the grade levels.
B. For any proposed confidence intervals or other statistical methods to be applied to the decision about meeting the AMO for growth, has the State clearly described the rationale for the use of the specific statistical method (including minimum group size and any multi-year averaging), and the procedures for applying the method?

As outlined in its current approved Accountability Workbook (Reference 1), Missouri will continue to aggregate data across grades in a building with groups smaller than 30 to determine the percent proficient (including students “on-track” to be proficient) and above.  Calculations will be completed separately for communication arts and mathematics.  

· Describe the rationale for the use of a 99 percent confidence interval and the procedures for applying the method.  Please note that the Department did not allow the application of a confidence interval with the growth model in those models that were approved for the 2005-06 school year.  The 2005-06 peer review summary document provides additional guidance on the use of confidence intervals.  

Revised – Missouri will not apply confidence intervals to the growth model component of the accountability system.
C. For future evaluation purposes, does the State’s proposal provide evidence of the validity and reliability of the proposed growth model, including impact of use/non-use of the growth model on validity and reliability of overall school accountability judgments?

Missouri will continue to apply safe harbor provisions to the status component of the system as outlined in the currently approved Accountability Workbook (Reference 1) (Revised).  This will improve the overall reliability and validity of the data, and consequently, of the decisions based upon the data.  Missouri will work with the Office of Social and Economic Data Analysis (OSEDA), at the University of Missouri - Columbia to analyze growth model scenarios to ensure that growth trajectories and targets are valid and meaningful over time.

1.3.1 Documentation – Please refer to the following for further information regarding use of the growth model and validity/reliability of accountability judgments

· Reference 1 – Missouri’s Approved Accountability Workbook

· Reference 4 – Missouri Senate Bill 1080

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?

A. Has the State proposed a sound method for how the overall AYP judgment (met/not met) for the school will be made, incorporating judgment of student growth?

Overall AYP judgment for a school will be made based upon the overall percent of students in the building scoring at or above “Proficient”.  The overall percent will be determined, as outlined in the Overview, using the number of students scoring above the “Proficient” cutpoint, as well as the number of students determined to be “on-track to be proficient”.  If a building does not meet AYP based on status and growth calculations, safe harbor provisions as outlined in the state’s currently approved Accountability Workbook will be applied to the status component (Revised).  All subgroups in the school or district must have at least 95 percent participation rate, and the school or district must document 93 percent average daily attendance for the safe harbor provision to be applied. (see Reference 1 -- Missouri’s Approved Accountability Workbook, p. 45). 
B. Has the State proposed a sound method for how the overall AYP judgment for the school will incorporate growth in subgroup performance?

· Are the method and criteria for determining subgroup performance on growth the same as for students in the school as a whole?  

AYP will be calculated for subgroup, school, district, and state levels using identical status and growth model applications, and the safe harbor provisions described in Section 1.3.2A.  Schools or districts may make AYP within one or more subgroups using the status model, status and growth, or safe harbor.  
C. Has the State proposed categories for understanding student achievement at the school level and reports for growth performance and AYP judgments that are clear and understandable to the public? 

Missouri will maintain its current format for reporting AYP determinations to schools, districts, and the state as a whole, with minor modifications to incorporate growth model calculations.  See Reference 2 – Understanding Your Adequate Yearly Progress Report, 2007-2008, page 9, for a sample report.  

1.3.2C Documentation – Please refer to the following for further information about AYP reporting

· Reference 2 – Understanding Your Adequate Yearly Progress Report, 2007-2008

1.4   Does the State’s 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?
· The proposed interventions must comply with the Section 1116 requirements for public school choice, supplemental educational services, and so on.

As outlined in Missouri’s currently approved Accountability Workbook, each public school and district in Missouri receives a report of AYP for the state, district, building, and all subgroups.  Title I districts and buildings, including charter LEAs, are subject to the requirements of section 1116 of No Child Left Behind (NCLB).  Districts must notify parents of children who are in Title I schools that have not made AYP for two consecutive years of their school choice options, and must make arrange alternative school choices if requested.  Non-Title I schools and districts must write a school improvement plan to address areas of deficiency and may also lose eligibility for a waiver of their on-site Missouri School Improvement Program (MSIP) review.  (See Reference 2 – Understanding Your Adequate Yearly Progress Report, 2007-2008, pp. 10-18 for complete description of consequences and interventions for schools not making AYP.) This structure will be maintained in the context of incorporating a growth model component into the accountability system. 

· Given Missouri’s monitoring finding from March 2007 in which the Department found that Missouri was not identifying LEAs for improvement, clarify the state’s proposed plans and capacity to manage potentially more rigorous efforts.  

The interventions facing LEAs not meeting AYP under the growth model concept are identical to those not meeting AYP under the status model.  While Missouri did not identify LEA’s for improvement based upon AYP prior to 2007, Missouri did identify and provide interventions to LEAs not making AYP in 2008.  Additionally, Missouri has been identifying and working intensely with LEAs through its state system of classifying public school districts (MSIP) since 1990.  Missouri has developed a triage approach to working with LEAs through its statewide system of support which includes a review process, feedback, and technical assistance.  The review includes measures of compliance with state and federal programs, curriculum evaluation, classroom observations, resource evaluation (pupil teacher ratios, course offerings, etc.), school improvement plan evaluation, and many other components.  

Reviews are customized depending upon the LEAs improvement needs.  This is determined by looking at 14 performance indicators, including AYP.  Districts with the greatest need receive an intensive on-site review conducted by a team of professionals from across the state.  The review provides both qualitative and quantitative feedback to school districts.  The feedback is used to revise the district’s school improvement plan and devise strategies for improvement.  The plan and technical assistance for those activities are supported by the Regional School Improvement Team.  LEAs in less need of improvement receive a shorter review, with a smaller team focused on specific areas of improvement.  LEAs with consistently good performance are monitored for compliance with state and federal programs, and receive an on-site review conducted by regional DESE staff.
· If proposed, the State should explain how it plans to focus its school intervention efforts by incorporating the results from a growth model.  For instance, a State should be prepared to explain how a school that does not meet either traditional AYP goals or growth-based accountability goals might be subject to more rigorous intervention efforts than schools not making AYP on only one accountability measure.

Schools and districts that do not make AYP using either status model or status and growth model will receive disaggregated reports that will indicate, as a result of application of the growth model process, the grade levels and content areas in which particular subgroups are not Proficient or on-track to be proficient.  These schools will be expected to develop school improvement plans that specifically describe how the achievement gaps will be addressed.  State support teams will provide targeted assistance to these schools.

· Explain how the state plans to focus its school intervention efforts by incorporating the results from a growth model.  

The growth model will permit Missouri to support LEAs and schools as they focus efforts on students and groups of students whose performance is keeping the LEAs and schools from meeting AYP targets.  LEAs and schools will receive credit for students who are making meaningful progress toward the proficiency target.  This will encourage work with students who need the most support and intervention to show gains.  It should also allow success for the students who need the most encouragement as they work toward realistic goals.   The addition of a growth model to Missouri’s accountability plan will add a nuance that will help identify LEAs and schools most in need of intervention.  If LEAs and schools that meet their AYP targets through the growth calculations can be removed from the LEA and school improvement lists, more resources will be devoted to LEAs and schools most in need of improvement interventions. 
1.4.1 Documentation – Please refer to the following for further information regarding consequences and school intervention:

· Reference 1 – Missouri’s Approved Accountability Workbook

· Reference 2 – Understanding Your AYP Report, 2007-2008

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

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?  
Missouri’s growth model calculations will be based solely on academic achievement, not on any additional demographic characteristics.  Lower achieving students, whose baseline scores are lower, will have to demonstrate greater progress each year in order to be considered “on-track to be proficient.”  All students that have been enrolled in the district for at least one full academic year at the time of testing will be included in growth model calculations.
A. Is the State’s proposed method of measuring student growth valid and reliable?
· Are the “pre-“ and “post-“ test scores appropriately defined and adequately measured?
For each student scoring below Proficient, a baseline score will be established using the MAP scale score for communication arts and mathematics.  Grade 3 will represent the baseline year for students that have been enrolled in the district for at least one full academic year.  The difference between a student’s baseline score and the proficiency cutpoint at the target grade level (four years from the baseline grade level or grade 8) will be distributed equally across the interim grade levels to create a growth trajectory that will define “on-track to be proficient” for that student.  

MAP Mathematics and Communication Arts Proficiency Cutpoints

	Grade Level
	Mathematics
	Communication Arts

	3
	628
	648

	4
	651
	662

	5
	668
	675

	6
	681
	676

	7
	685
	680

	8
	710
	696


Example 1: Student Growth Targets and Determination

MAP Mathematics

	Year
	Grade
	Proficiency Cutpoint
	 Growth Target
	Actual Score
	Determination

	2006
	3
	628
	
	477
	Not proficient

	2007
	4
	651
	529
	540
	“On track”

	2008
	5
	668
	581
	560
	Not “on track” 

	2009
	6
	681
	633
	640
	“On track”

	2010
	7
	685
	685
	685
	Proficient



The student in Example 1 received a scale score of 477 on the grade 3 MAP mathematics assessment.  The Proficient cutpoint for grade 3 mathematics is 628; therefore, a baseline for a growth trajectory is established in grade 3.  This student will be monitored for four years, with the expectation that, if the student meets growth targets, he will reach the proficiency cutpoint of 685 by grade 7.  The annual growth expected each year will be (685-477)/4 = 52.  The growth target for the first year will be 477 + 52 = 529; the growth target for the second year will be 477 + 104 = 581; the growth target for year 3 will be 477 + 156 = 633; the final growth garget will be 477 + 208 = 685.  In the year that the student first scored “not proficient,” the student was evaluated for status only.  In year 1 of growth monitoring, the student (now in 4th grade) scored a 540 on the mathematics test, which was higher than the growth target, so the student was counted as “on-track.”  In year 2 of growth monitoring, the student scored a 560 on the 5th grade test, which was lower than the growth target, so the student was counted as not “on-track.”  In year 3, the student scored a 640 on the 6th grade test, which was above the growth target, so the student was counted as “on-track.”  Finally, in year 4, the student scored a 685 on the grade 7 test, achieving Proficiency.  In grade 8, this student will be monitored for status only.
· How will the state handle fluctuating student scores?  For example, how will growth be applied to students who are below proficient in year 1, proficient in year 2, and then below proficient in year 3?  

The student will enter the growth model process in the first year that he/she is not proficient and a growth trajectory will be calculated.  If the student becomes proficient in any year prior to the target grade level, the student’s score will be counted as status in that year.  If the student drops back below proficient in subsequent years of testing, the score will be compared to the original growth trajectory.  

Example 2: Student Growth Targets and Determination

MAP Communication Arts

	Year
	Grade
	Proficiency Cutpoint
	 Growth Target
	Actual Score
	Determination

	2006
	3
	648
	
	650
	Proficient

	2007
	4
	662
	 
	651
	Not Proficient

	2008
	5
	675
	662
	676
	Proficient

	2009
	6
	676
	673
	672
	Not “on track”

	2010
	7
	680
	684
	685
	Proficient

	2011
	8
	696
	696
	696
	Proficient


The scores for the student in Example 2 fluctuate, demonstrating the use of a single growth trajectory for the duration of the student’s inclusion in the growth model.  This student scored above the Proficient cutpoint for MAP communication arts in grade 3, and was counted as status in that year.  In grade 4, the student scored below Proficient for the first time, so a baseline for growth is established in that year, and the student will be monitored for growth across the next four years through grade 8.  The annual growth expected will be: (696-651)/4 = 11.25 (11, rounded to the nearest whole number).  In the first year, the growth target will be 651 + 11 = 662; in the second year, the growth target will be 651 + 22 = 673; in the third year, the growth target will be 651 + 33 = 684; and, in the final year (grade 8) the Proficiency target will be 696.  In year 1 of growth monitoring (grade 5), this student scored 676 on the communication arts test.  Since 676 is above the Proficient cutpoint, the student is counted as “Proficient” in that year.  The next year, the student scores 672.  This score is below the Proficient, so the student enters the growth model calculation again; however, his score is compared to the trajectory established in the base year.  672 is below the original growth target for grade 6, so the student is counted as not “on track”.  In the third year, the student scores 685 (both Proficient, and above the growth target) and is counted as Proficient.  The student maintains Proficiency in the final year.
· If the State will not use a single score for pre- and/or post- test scores (e.g., using an aggregation of multiple scores from multiple years), does the State adequately explain and justify how the scores would be combined, what the weights are for each score, and how and whether the scores are/are not comparable across students and across time?

Missouri will use a single score for pre-test and a single score for post-test.
B. Has the State established sound criteria for growth targets at the student level, and provided an adequate rationale?

· If the State is assigning a value determination at the student level annually with regard to each student’s growth, has it used a sound process and assigned specific values for those growth targets? For example, if a State has four performance categories, would movement between each category be weighted equally or would some categories be weighted more heavily than others? 
Missouri’s model defines “on-track to be proficient” in terms of how many scale score points a student’s score must improve each year in order for that student to reach the proficient cutpoint at the target grade level.  MAP scores are reported on four achievement levels (Below Basic, Basic, Proficient and Advanced) based on scale score cutpoints established using a modified Bookmark standard-setting process.  Movement from one category to the next is weighted equally.  However, only students scoring above the Proficient cutpoint, or determined by their growth trajectory to be “on-track to be proficient” will contribute to meeting AMO for the school and district.
· If the State would only calculate “difference” or “change” scores for each student, and then aggregating to the subgroup and/or school levels, then the State should clearly give its rationale in this section.

Not applicable to Missouri’s model.

· Would the model ensure that student growth expectations are not set or moderated based on student demographics or school characteristics?  The model must have the same proficiency expectations for all students, while setting individual growth expectations for students to enable them to meet grade level standards. 

Missouri’s model establishes growth trajectories for each student based solely on student performance, without regard for demographics or other school characteristics.  All students are expected to achieve Proficiency as defined by Missouri’s established scale score cutpoints.  The growth model recognizes that lower performing students will have to improve at more accelerated rates in order to reach proficiency by the target grade levels.
· If the State proposes a regression or multivariate/multi-level model, the independent variables may not include race/ethnicity, socio-economic status, school AYP status, or any other non-academic covariate.

Missouri does not propose a regression or multivariate/multi-level model.

· Does the model establish growth targets in relation to achievement standards and not in relation to “typical” growth patterns or previous improvement, unless there is evidence and a clear rationale that those factors are related to the overall goal of achieving proficiency for all students?

Missouri’s model establishes individual student growth trajectories in relation to proficiency cutpoints determined through a rigorous standard-setting process.  School, district, and state-level growth targets are consistent with Missouri’s current AMOs, which define target percentages of students demonstrating proficiency each year toward the goal of all students being proficient by 2013-2014.
· Would gains of high performing students compensate for lack of growth among other students?

High performing students (those that score above Proficient) will be included in the “percent proficient” calculation with the same weight as those students that are “on-track to be proficient” as determined by their growth trajectories.  Further gains of high performing students (e.g., moving from the Proficient to the Advanced achievement level) will not compensate for lack of growth among lower performing students as those students will remain in status.

· Does the State have a plan for periodically evaluating the appropriateness of the student-level growth targets criteria?

Missouri will evaluate annually the impact of applying growth model calculations in addition to status model and safe harbor to determine AYP.  Individual student growth trajectories and the number of students determined to be “on-track to be proficient” will also be analyzed to ensure that growth model calculations are meaningful and reliable.
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?

Missouri’s growth model (as well as the current status and safe harbor methods of determining AYP) evaluate student performance for mathematics and communication arts separately based on MAP scores for each respective assessment.
3.1.1 Are there any considerations in addition to the evidence presented for Core Principle 1?

· The growth model proposal must include separate decisions for reading/language arts and mathematics, and maintain validity and reliability, minimize measurement error, and support empirical integrity in the accountability system.  How does the model achieve these specifications, especially in small schools or schools with high mobility?
Missouri proposes to calculate separate individual growth trajectories for communication arts and mathematics.  Each student will have separate benchmarks for each content area.  Growth model calculations for communication arts and mathematics will be considered independently in determining AYP at the building, district and state level, as well.  

Baseline scores and individual growth targets will be based upon MAP scale scores and proficiency cutpoints for communication arts and mathematics assessments in each applicable grade level.  Missouri’s MAP assessment is developed with technical rigor to ensure reliability and validity at the student level and at the aggregate level.  Evidence of the technical quality of the MAP assessments is presented in Reference 3 – MAP Technical Report, 2007.  Likewise, cutscores from which achievement levels are determined, and upon which accountability decisions are based, are determined through a valid and reliable standard-setting process developed by CTB/McGraw-Hill.  An overview of the standard-setting process and its technical underpinnings are presented in the Reference 5 – Appendix, MAP Technical Report 2006.  Together, a technically sound assessment and a defensible standard-setting procedure lend empirical integrity to the resulting accountability system.

Missouri’s proposed growth model will actually be more valid in small schools and schools with high mobility because it allows for the comparison of the performance of true cohort groups from one year to the next, unlike the current status model, which compares students within the same grade level and content area from one year to the next.

· Does the model include assessments for other content areas (e.g., covariance matrices to estimate student performance or projected performance in a content area)?  If so, the State should demonstrate that achievement on those other assessments does not compensate for failure to achieve proficiency in reading/language arts or mathematics.

Missouri’s proposed growth model (like the current status model for determining AYP) includes only assessments for communication arts and mathematics.  
3.1.1 Documentation – Please refer to the following documentation for further information regarding Missouri’s assessment and standard-setting procedures:

· Reference 3 – MAP Technical Report, 2007
· Reference 5 -- Appendix, MAP Technical Report 2006

Core Principle 4: Inclusion of All Students

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

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

A. 
Ideally, every student will have a pre- and a post-score, and a school will be clearly accountable for all students’ achievement even when applying the “full academic year” parameters. However, there will be situations in which this is not the case. Are the State’s proposed rules for determining how to include student achievement results (when data are missing) in the growth model technically and educationally sound?
· If a State proposes to “impute” missing data, it should provide a rationale and evidence that its proposed imputation procedures are valid.  A State proposing such a growth model must address how many students would be excluded from its calculations of growth because they lack a score, and provide an acceptable explanation of how these exclusions would not yield invalid or misleading judgments about school performance. 
Missouri will include all districts and buildings in its assessment and accountability systems as outlined in the currently approved Accountability Workbook and assessment system (Reference 1 – Missouri’s Approved Accountability Workbook, p. 13).  Within the assessment system, all students enrolled in Missouri public schools are required to participate in either the MAP subject area assessments, MAP subject area assessments with approved accommodations, or the MAP-A.  Current assessment participation rates exceed 95% statewide (see Reference 6 – 2007 AYP Report).  The assessment system provides the basis for the accountability system, which incorporates all public schools, including charter schools and LEAs (see Reference 1 – Missouri’s Approved Accountability Workbook).

Missouri’s model does not propose to impute missing data.  The state has in place a student identification system that allows a 93 percent match of student data from one year to the next.  Thus, the vast majority of students will have a pre- and a post-score for growth modeling purposes.  Additionally, Missouri’s model incorporates a combination of status, growth and safe harbor for calculating AYP at the building, district and state levels.  Those students who have been in the district for less than a full academic year will be included in status calculations (which will serve as their baseline score) and will be expected to meet their proficiency targets in subsequent years.
· Does the State have an appropriate proposal for including students who participate with alternate assessments and/or alternate/modified achievement standards (in one or more years for calculating growth)?

Students whose cognitive disabilities are so severe that they are unable to participate in regular MAP subject area assessments, even with approved modifications, participate in the MAP-Alternate.  Cutpoints were established through a technically sound standard-setting procedure to delineate four achievement levels that are parallel to MAP achievement levels.  This allows the scores of students who have participated in the MAP-A to be included in the “percent proficient” calculations for determining AYP.  Growth trajectories will be established for students participating in the MAP-A in the same way they are determined for students taking regular MAP subject area assessments.  Students that are classified as “on-track to be proficient” will be included in “percent proficient” calculations for determine AYP.

· Please provide detailed information on how students taking the alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards (MAP-A) will be included in the growth model.  Please clarify whether and how the assessment system supports including the MAP-A in the same manner as the general test.

Students taking the MAP-A will be included in the growth model using the same procedures as students taking the regular MAP assessment.  MAP-A proficiency cutpoints are based on raw scores rather than scale scores.  Although students are tested and receive scores at every grade level (3-8 and high school), achievement levels are set using grade ranges; therefore, students will be growth modeled using grade ranges.  Students whose raw scores fall below the Proficient cutpoint for either MAP-A communication arts or mathematics will enter the growth model at that point.  Growth trajectories will be established based on raw scores, using the same procedure outlined for establishing MAP growth trajectories.  Students that achieve Proficient scores, and those that are determined to be “on-track to be proficient” based on their growth trajectories will be counted as Proficient in determining AYP.  

MAP-A Proficiency cutpoints are as follows:

	Grade Span
	Communication Arts
Proficiency Cutpoint
	Mathematics
Proficiency Cutpoint

	3-5
	34
	32

	6-8
	36
	33

	HS
	38
	34


Impact data were reviewed and cutpoints were smoothed during the achievement level setting process to ensure a logical progression of cutpoints across grade spans, providing support for growth modeling using grade ranges (see Reference 12, MAP-A Standard Setting Report, pp. 6-8).
· Does the State’s definition of FAY include students appropriately when applied in the growth model context?  For example, a State that defines FAY as “participating in the assessment in the same school the previous year” will need to modify that definition for its growth proposal to include students who cross school boundaries over time. 
Currently, Missouri includes students in AYP calculations if they are enrolled in the district for the “full academic year”.  A student must be enrolled in the building or district by the last Wednesday in September and remain in the district through MAP administration in April to be considered enrolled for the full academic year (Reference 1, page 14).    To be included in the growth model component of the accountability system, the student must have been enrolled in the district for two full academic years.  The score of a student that is new to a district will be included in the status component of the AYP calculation upon completion of the first full academic year in the district.  This score will serve as the student’s baseline and will be used to calculate that student’s growth trajectory.  After two full academic years in the district, student’s score will be considered in the growth model component of the AYP calculations.

· What does the State propose to do to measure academic growth for students in grade three or the initial grade tested?
Grade 3 MAP assessments will serve as the baseline year for Missouri’s growth model.  Grade 3 scores will be calculated as status; growth will be measured for the first time at grade 4.

· How does the State propose to distinguish between growth for a student who moves from one grade level to another and growth for a student who is retained in a grade level for two years or is promoted at mid-year?
Growth will be measured in the same way for students who move from one grade level to another and students who are retained or promoted at mid-year.  Each student’s individual growth trajectory will be calculated, and the student’s progress will be measured against that trajectory.  Students will be tested in the grade in which they are enrolled at the time of MAP testing (April).  The student’s growth will be measured against the targets that have been established for the student at that grade level.  If the student meets the identified target for that grade level/content area, he/she will be considered “on-track to be proficient” and the score will be included in AYP calculations accordingly.

B. What other strategies will the State use to include, in its NCLB accountability system, students who might be excluded from the growth model calculations?

Any student that is not included in growth model calculations (grades 3-8) will be included in AYP calculations through the use of the status component, safe harbor, and other indicators (participation rate and attendance).

4.1.1 Documentation – Please refer to the following for further information regarding participation in the statewide assessment and accountability systems:

· Reference 1 -- Missouri’s Approved Accountability Workbook

· Reference 6 – 2007 State AYP Report

· Reference 12 – MAP-A Standard Setting Report
4.1.2 Does the State’s growth model address the inclusion of all subgroups appropriately?

A. States must ensure that student subgroups are neither systematically or inadvertently excluded from participation in the growth model; the model cannot eliminate or minimize the contribution of each subgroup. Are the State’s proposed rules for determining how to include subgroup accountability in the growth model technically and educationally sound?
· Has the State adequately addressed implications of its proposed growth model for subgroup inclusion in addition to that in Core Principle 1? (For example, has it addressed  “minimum group-size” requirements for subgroups?) 
Missouri’s definition of minimum cell size will not be impacted by the addition of a growth model component to the accountability system.  Currently, Missouri aggregates data across grades in buildings with groups smaller than 30 to determine the percent proficient.  Minimum cell size for LEP students and students with disabilities is 50 (Reference 1 – Missouri’s Approved Accountability Workbook, page 28).  

· Does the State have an appropriate proposal for including students who change subgroup classification over the time period when growth is calculated (e.g., LEP to non-LEP)?

If a student changes subgroup classification from one year to the next, the student’s score will be included in AYP calculations for the subgroup in which he/she is classified at the time of post-test administration.

· If applicable, how does the State proposal address the needs of students displaced by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita?  For example, how does the proposal interact with State plans, if any, to develop a separate subgroup of displaced students, consistent with the Secretary’s guidance of Sept. 29, 2005. 
Not applicable in Missouri.

4.1.2 Documentation – Please refer to the following for additional information regarding subgroup size in Missouri’s Accountability System

· Reference 1 -- Missouri’s Approved Accountability Workbook
4.1.3
Does the State’s growth model address the inclusion of all schools appropriately?

A. Does the State provide an adequate plan and rationale for how the system will be applied to all schools consistently across the State to yield an AYP determination each year?   Has the State adequately described and provided a rationale for any proposed exceptions?
· The State may propose to apply the growth model only to schools with adequate assessment data.  If that is the case, it should propose how other schools, such as K-2 schools, single-grade schools, and high schools, will be held accountable (e.g., through continuing its approved statutory AYP/safe harbor accountability system for those schools). 

Missouri’s growth model will apply only to those schools enrolling students in grades 3-8.  High schools will be held accountable based on results of end-of-course exams, pending the approval of revisions to Missouri’s Accountability Workbook.  The state’s student identification system (MOSIS) allows the tracking of longitudinal individual student data, regardless of where in the state a student is enrolled.  Therefore, single grade buildings will still be held accountable for growth based on students’ individual growth trajectories and the scores they received from MAP assessments administered in sending schools the previous year.  AYP determinations for schools without grades included in the assessment system (e.g., K-2) will be based upon data from schools students attend in subsequent years.

· The State should propose how it will deal with common conditions that would preclude the calculation of a growth score (e.g., school boundary changes, school closings, new schools, grade reconfiguration).
In circumstances such as boundary changes and grade reconfiguration within district, Missouri’s student identification system will allow for uninterrupted calculation of growth scores.  In cases of school closings or new schools, MOSIS will allow students’ scores from the previous year’s MAP administration to serve as the baseline score for calculating growth in the new school in the subsequent year.  In any situation that precludes the calculation of a growth score, students’ scores will be considered as status in AYP calculations.

· How would the model ensure that all schools are accountable for student achievement, even when the number of tested students in the school is small or constantly changing?
All schools, regardless of size or mobility, will be included in Missouri’s accountability system through a combination of status, growth, and safe harbor.
Core Principle 5:  State Assessment System and Methodology

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 2005-06 school year?

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

Missouri’s statewide assessment system, the Missouri Assessment Program (MAP), requires assessments for all students in grades 3-8 and 11 in communication arts and grades 3-8 and 10 in mathematics.  MAP assessments in all subject areas are augmented norm-referenced assessments.  In all grade levels and content areas, MAP assessments include the survey form of the Terra Nova, a norm-referenced assessment published by CTB/McGraw-Hill.  All grade-level assessments also incorporate custom-developed open-ended items that are referenced to Missouri’s academic content standards.  Although the grade level configurations have changed slightly (primarily as a result of NCLB), MAP assessments have been in place in Missouri since 1998.  Beginning in 2008-2009, grade 10 and grade 11 MAP tests will be replaced by end-of-course assessments.  At a minimum, all Missouri students will be required to take assessments in Algebra I, English II, and Biology prior to graduation.

In addition to MAP subject area assessments, Missouri’s assessment system also includes the Missouri Assessment Program-Alternate (MAP-A) for students whose significant cognitive disabilities prevent them from participating in MAP subject-area assessments.  The MAP-A allows teachers to submit a collection of evidence of student performance on alternate standards that are directly linked to Missouri’s academic standards.  
· For both 2005-06 and 2007-07, did the State implement an assessment system that measures State adopted content standards in reading/language arts and mathematics?
Missouri’s assessment system is aligned to the state’s Show-Me Standards and Grade-Level Expectations for all content areas that were developed in response to state legislation, Senate Bill 380, Section 160.514, Revised Statutes of Missouri (the Outstanding Schools Act of 1993).  Missouri’s State Board of Education formally adopted the state’s academic content standards in January, 1996 (see Reference 7 -- Minutes of the Missouri State Board of Education meeting, January 18-19, 1996).  A full complement of MAP subject area assessments has been in place in Missouri since 1998.  
· Did the State produce individual student, school, and district test results for both years?

For each year of MAP administration, Missouri produces reports of individual student, school, and district test results.  Individual reports provide normative information including national percentile rank and scale score, as well as criterion-referenced information relative to Missouri’s academic performance score, including an achievement level.  School and district reports include the percent of students scoring at each achievement level for the total student population, and for all NCLB required subgroups.  (See Reference 8, MAP Guide to Interpreting Results, pp. 11-17, for sample reports at all levels.)  
5.1.1 Documentation – Please refer to the following for further information regarding Missouri’s content standards and MAP reports:

· Reference 7 – Minutes of Missouri State Board of Education Meeting

· Reference 8 – MAP Guide to Interpreting Results, 2007

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

Missouri submitted its statewide assessment system for NCLB Peer Review in January 2006.  Upon receiving approval status of “Approval Pending” and recommendations from the Peer Review Process, Missouri addressed the identified concerns during the year that followed.  The state completed alignment studies, began consequential validity studies, provided all necessary follow-up documentation, made revisions to MAP-A and the MAP-A reporting system, and completed a second review in December 2006.  Missouri received Full Approval of its assessment system in June 2007.

5.2   How will the State report individual student growth to parents?

With the incorporation of a growth model component into the accountability system, Missouri will include the student’s baseline scale score, the student’s current achievement level, and (if the student is not already proficient) the student’s individual growth trajectory indicating if the student is “on-track to be proficient” by the target grade.
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?

Parents will receive a report of individual student performance on MAP assessments in August following spring test administration.  In addition to the national percentile rank and the scale score, the individual student report will include the student’s current achievement level, the student’s baseline achievement level, and an indication of “on-track to be proficient” as determined by the student’s individual growth trajectory.
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?

Each grade level and content area of the MAP includes a survey form of the TerraNova, a norm-referenced test published by CTB/McGraw-Hill, to provide a vertical link from one grade level of the test to the next.  Within each content area, scale scores are vertically linked to provide comparability of scale scores and achievement levels from one grade level to the next (Reference 3 -- MAP Technical Report, 2007, pp. 106-107).  Additionally, as achievement level standards are set for each content area, impact data are reviewed to ensure that final cut scores reflect a logical progression of skills from one grade level to the next.  In other words, achievement level cut scores will reflect that a 6th grade student must demonstrate a higher level of skills than a 3rd grade student to attain the “Proficient” level in mathematics (Reference 5 – Appendix, MAP Technical Report, 2006).

5.3.1 Documentation – Please refer to the following documentation for further information regarding Missouri Assessment Program scoring and interpretation of cross-grade results:

· Reference 3 – MAP Technical Report, 2007

· Reference 5 – Appendix, MAP Technical Report, 2006
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.]

Missouri’s growth model does not include the use of end-of-course tests at the high school level.
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?

Missouri, in cooperation with CTB/McGraw-Hill, used a modified Bookmark standard-setting procedures to determine cut-scores that define four achievement levels:  Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, and Advanced.  Missouri legislation, Senate Bill 1080, provide the parameters for determining scale score cutpoints for these achievement levels.  This legislation dictates that the State Board of Education shall “…align the performance standard of the MAP so that such indicators meet, but do not exceed, the performance standards of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) exam.”  

Standard-setting panelists completed three rounds of judgments to determine final cutpoints for each achievement level.  In the first round, panelists independently reviewed items falling within a predetermined score range for “Proficient,” placing a bookmark in the ordered item booklet following the last item they believed that students performing at the “Proficient” level should be able to answer correctly.  (Score range was based on the percent of students expected to score at the Proficient level, using NAEP and previous MAP tests as a guideline.)  CTB staff then facilitated a discussion of initial bookmark placements across grade levels within each content area.

Two more rounds of judgments and cross-grade review allowed panelists to reach consensus regarding the placement of the bookmark for the Proficient level.  The process was repeated for the Basic and Advanced achievement levels.  CTB/McGraw-Hill determined specific cut-scores (scale scores) for each achievement level.  In a final step, panelists reviewed impact data for each cutpoint to ensure a logical progression across grade levels for each content area.

5.3.3 Documentation – Please refer to the following documentation for further information regarding MAP standard setting:

· Reference 5 – Appendix, MAP Technical Report, 2006

· Reference 9 -- CTB Standard Setting Handbook

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

Following the 2005 MAP standard-setting, CTB/McGraw-Hill did smooth data to ensure a logical progression of scale scores across grade levels.  Specific procedures are outlined in Reference 5 – Appendix, MAP Technical Report, 2006.  “Smoothed” data were reviewed and approved by both achievement level-setting panelists and the Missouri State Board of Education.

5.3.4 Documentation – Please refer to the following documentation for further information regarding smoothing of data:

· Reference 5 – Appendix, MAP Technical Report, 2006
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 2005-06 and 2006-07 academic terms with regard to grades assessed, content assessed, assessment instruments, and scoring procedures?
Missouri’s statewide assessment system has been stable in its overall design for nearly a decade.  The MAP system began as a grade-span assessment, and moved to a grade-level assessment in communication arts and mathematics to meet NCLB requirements in 2005-2006.  The 2006-2007 MAP assessment will also include a required grade span science assessment in grades 5, 8 and 11.  Test format, content, and scoring procedures have remained consistent across all years of administration.   
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?

· What impact will these changes have on the State’s proposed growth model?  How does the State plan to address the assessment design changes and maintain the consistency of the proposed growth model?

Missouri has completed all test development for the 2009 and 2010 MAP administration for grades 3-8; therefore, the state does not anticipate any significant changes to the assessment design, content, scoring procedures or cutpoints for the next several years.  End-of-course assessments will be added to the system at the high school level; however, these will not impact the proposed growth model for grades 3-8.


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?

Missouri will use the Missouri Student Information System (MOSIS) to track student information across years.  MOSIS is a student-level record system that allows districts and the state to maintain accurate and confidential assessment information.  Each student is assigned a unique MOSIS number and MAP student information sheets are pre-coded accordingly.

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? 

A student maintains a unique MOSIS identification number for the duration of their academic career in Missouri public schools.  Missouri has been using the MOSIS system to track students since 2005 and demonstrates a 93 percent data match from one year to the next.  Missouri has conducted preliminary analysis of MOSIS test record matches to ensure sufficiently high match rates (Reference 10, MOSIS Preliminary Match Study).  In addition, Missouri has conducted preliminary studies using matched individual student data to examine the achievement gap among various subgroups.  The state will continue to investigate matches for required subgroups. 

6.1.3 What quality assurance procedures are used to maintain accuracy of the student matching system? 
The MOSIS system captures data every other month on students.  During this collection process the MOSIS State ID is verified against the ID system to verify the ID for the student being reported.  Duplicate IDs and Shared IDs are identified during this process and resolved.  The June cycle captures enrollment and attendance data for every student along with any information about a student transferring.  All assessment records are linked to Student Core file collection to make sure all students reported during test administration have a valid MOSIS ID and all students assessed are identified within a district (see Reference 11, MOSOS Training Guide, Code Sets Page 59). 

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?

The University of Missouri-Columbia conducted a “Longitudinal Analysis of MAP Scores: 2006 to 2007 Transitions” which analyzed the ability to link 2006 assessment results with the 2007 assessments results, with a 93% match rate.  Non-matching records were analyzed for inaccurate data and actions are being taken to update MOSIS IDs where necessary.

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)?

The MOSIS system includes information pertaining to all required NCLB subgroups (see Reference 11, MOSIS Training Guide, Code Sets, p. 59).

6.1.5 Documentation – Please refer to the following documentation for further information regarding MOSIS:

· Reference 10 – MOSIS Preliminary Match Study

· Reference 11 -- MOSIS Training Guide 
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?

Missouri’s proposed model does not adjust for missing student data.  Districts may be asked, where possible, to assist with matching missing data.  However, Missouri’s match rate is sufficiently high that only a very portion of data is likely to be missing or unmatched.  If a student does not have two years of testing data from a school district, that student will be included in AYP calculations through the status model component.

· 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. 

Missouri will use status only for mobile students for which prior data are available.  The MOSIS system allows matching of data across schools; however, growth will be calculated when a student has been enrolled in a district for a full academic year.

· Please clarify the match rate for 3rd grade and high school and provide a rationale for the effect of match rates that, in essence, do not match any students.  

The match rate in the chart provided appears low because the state’s assessment system does not include second grade students.  Therefore, there are no second grade students to match to third grade students in terms of students tested.  The number listed represents retained third grade students that are taking the test for the second time.  For this year’s data, the same is true for high school students – the number in the chart reflects retained 10th grade students who took the test for the second time.  Because student level data system is fairly new, this year will be the first year that 10th grade students can be matched to their 8th grade data from 2006.
 

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?  

MOSOS uses web-based applications to collect and validate data submitted by districts.  Data is stored in multiple Microsoft SQL 2005 databases across many different data tables.  MOSOS data can be retrieved with proper authorization using tools and connection protocols supported by Microsoft SQL 2005.  The state has access to several tools that can be used to analyze MOSIS data.  These include desktop tools such as Microsoft Excel, Crystal Reports, and Clear Access.  The state also has license to Microsoft Analysis and Reporting Services as well as SAP’s Business Objects Enterprise suite.  The state also uses SAS as a statistical analysis tool and has arrangements with the University of Missouri-Columbia to help with additional analysis of student-level longitudinal data.

The state has been maintaining student level data on-site since 1999 and, since 2004, has provided districts with approved access to their district, school and student level results via a secure web-based reporting system.

· Given the recent finding that Missouri has been reporting incorrect data to the Department’s Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR) for the last two years, please provide evidence of Missouri’s data capacity, such as quality assurance procedures.  
In March 2007, Data and Accountability Sections within the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education were combined to improve the quality of data reported.  Recently, procedures have been put in place to ensure that those reporting the data are adhering to a review/approval process involving sections responsible for data collection.  In addition, transitioning to a student level data collection system – Missouri Student Information System (MOSIS) is allowing consolidation of student level data into a centralized data collection system. Some data items have been collected via paper or other automated systems.  Additional business rules and checks have been added upon data submission.  Districts can not submit the data until all errors have been fixed.  DESE has also included additional data validation and audit checks before the data are stored in the agency’s central data repository.

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

Missouri has analyzed longitudinal data at the aggregate level for many years.  Missouri’s state accreditation program, the Missouri School Improvement Program, has relied on analysis of longitudinal student performance data since the early 1990’s.  Additionally, state agency personnel routinely assist local district personnel and other stakeholders in analyzing longitudinal data on student performance to make policy decisions at a variety of levels. 

Missouri has also partnered with the Missouri Department of Higher Education and the University of Missouri – Columbia to do several longitudinal studies following students from secondary education into post-secondary analyzing MAP scores compared to ACT scores, College Freshman GPA and college retention.
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?

Match rates within the MOSIS system have improved each year since its inception.  It is unlikely that match rates will decrease with use of the system to match student data for the purpose of growth modeling.
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?

Missouri will consider participation rates in AYP calculations with a growth model component in the same way they are considered in the state’s current approved Accountability Workbook.  A 95 percent requirement will be applied to all AYP decisions.  Additional flexibility will allow participation rate to be averaged over two or three years including the current year if the building or LEA does not meet the 95 percent requirement for the current year alone.

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

Calculation of participation rates in Missouri will not change as a result of the implementation of a growth model.  Participation rate for the total student populations and for each subgroup will be calculated as follows:




# of students with test results



   # of students enrolled
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 Missouri’s accountability system are graduation rate for high schools (not included in growth model proposal) and attendance rate for elementary and middle schools.  Missouri uses the definition of graduation rate from the National Center for Education Statistics:  “Graduation rate,” is the quotient of the number of graduates in the current year as of June 30th divided by the sum of the number of graduates in the current year as of June 30th plus the number of 12th graders who dropped out in the current year plus the number of 11th graders who dropped out in the preceding year plus the number of 10th graders who dropped out in the second preceding year plus the number of 9th graders who dropped out in the third preceding year.  Students who obtain a GED are counted as dropouts in this calculation.  The goal for the additional indicator of graduation rate is to improve each year until the rate of 85 percent is reached.  Once 85 percent is reached, the goal is to maintain that level each year.

For elementary and middle schools, the attendance rate is calculated as follows:




# of hours attended



# of hours enrolled

Districts, buildings, groups, and subgroups meet this indicator if the rate increases from the previous year.  Once a building or district has reached 93 percent on this indicator, the goal is to maintain that level each year.
7.2.2 How are the data from the additional academic indicators incorporated into accountability determinations under the proposed growth model?  

For a school or district to be eligible to use the proposed growth model to meet AYP, it must meet the 95 percent participation component for the total student population and all subgroups.  

� “Growth target” denotes the level of performance required in order to meet AYP.  The State may propose different “growth targets” for reading/language arts and mathematics, different grade spans, etc.  This document uses the term “growth target” to try to minimize confusion with “expected growth,” “projected growth,” “growth expectations,” and other terms used in value-added and other student longitudinal growth approaches that denote an empirically derived student performance score not necessarily related to the NCLB policy goals of proficiency.
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