Patrick Rooney                                       6/10/2008

March 28, 2008

Patrick Rooney
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education

United States Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW

Washington, DC  20202-6100

Dear Dr. Rooney,

Thank you for reviewing our initial proposal. We are providing the additional information you requested as an amendment to the February 15th submission.  The changes made to our previous document appear as highlighted text in the Amendment to Proposal, revised March 28, 2008. Also, we have added a detailed methodology and calculations in Appendix A.  We anticipate this information will allow you to determine that our proposal meets the seven core Principles laid out by Secretary Spelling in 2005. The Amendment to Proposal outlines our new intention to model students’ growth to proficiency in New Mexico as an Individual Student Academic Change (ISAC) growth model for determining AYP.  We are confident our proposal will meet all the core Principles, and hope it is now eligible to advance to peer review.

The major change we have made to our proposal is to include a method of matching individual student’s test scores from one year to the next in order to monitor growth at an individual level. A minor change is that we are not proposing to apply a confidence interval method.  Our new proposal, ISAC, and the changes that this new model incurs appear in the Amendment to Proposal in the form of highlighting the changed or amended passages, while details of the methodology and calculations of the new model are located in Appendix A. 
In the remainder of this letter, we address your specific questions, and refer you to the sections where they are related at more length in the Amendment to Proposal, March 28, 2008 and its Appendix A.

Principle 1. Universal Proficiency


Principle 1.2. Has New Mexico has proposed technically and educationally sound criteria for “growth targets” for schools and subgroups?  You asked that we provide several examples of how the growth model would work in schools with various grade configurations. Now New Mexico proposes to measure individual students (by matching test scores) to discern individual growth for non-proficient students, rather than to aggregate students into a non-proficient subgroup. New Mexico proposes to add the ISAC method of calculating growth at the individual student level to see how each is achieving proficiency to the Improvement or Status model already in place. The new model will provide more data and allow us to better attain the goal of 100 percent student proficiency by 2014. Examples of how this will work for schools and students are available in greater detail in Appendix A.  
Because we plan to use individual student’s test scores, each calculation is specific to the student, and since the scale scores are grade-specific, the grade configurations by school will not be aggregated by grade, but aggregated at the school level. Please refer to the method of developing AMOs as described in the highlighted portion of the Amendment to Proposal, Core Principal 1.1.

We propose to model growth for the entire school, rather than the subgroups level, because of the large number of small schools in New Mexico. (Refer to the new section “Historical Context of Education Reform in New Mexico”, for details on the sizeable number of very small LEAs with low district enrollments in New Mexico).  

 The model ensures that all students are on track to proficient by calculating the growth model for all students, both proficient and non-proficient in a school. The school level proportion will include an accounting of the students who are proficient but lose ground.  The model ensures that non-proficient students are proficient by comparing two year’s of test scores to the gains necessary for each individual student to be proficient in year 2014.


Principle 1.3. Has the state proposed a technically and educationally sound method of making annual judgments about school performance using growth? Has the state adequately described how annual accountability determinations will incorporate student growth?(Principle 1.3.1) New Mexico has proposed a technically and educationally sound method of making annual judgments about school performance using growth modeled at the individual student level in this new revision, Amendment to Proposal. A detailed description of the method proposed to calculate a school level proportion of non-proficient students making growth compared to non-proficient students not making growth targets, plus proficient students losing that status, is available in Appendix A, Step-By-Step Details of the Process. There will be no changes to the current method of calculating AYP, nor to the continuum of improvement steps (described in Core Principle 1.4, Figure 3).  A description of the method of setting AMOs for school level accountability appears in highlights in Section 1.1. In brief, New Mexico will use an empirical method of ranking schools performance under the growth model, and use the resulting performance percentiles to set target AMOs for schools which will advance incrementally until the year 2014.
You asked that we provide further rationale for the application of a confidence interval. In the new Amendment to Proposal, New Mexico will not use a confidence interval applied to the ISAC growth model.
Principle 2. Establishing appropriate growth targets at the student level

Principle 2.1. Has the state proposed a technically and educationally sound method of depicting annual student growth in relation to growth targets? Has the state adequately described a sound method of determining student growth over time? (Principle 2.1.1)

You asked that we provide further rationale for the inclusion of New Mexico’s model in the Growth Model Pilot since it does not establish student-level growth targets. New Mexico’s new Amendment to Proposal does establish student-level growth targets.

You asked that we clarify how the proposal will ensure that the gains of some students do not compensate for a lack of growth among other students. The amended proposal would include growth targets at the student level, obtained by matching IDs using STARS, and comparison to those gains each student needs to be 100% proficient by 2014. We do establish student level growth targets, which are designed to determine student growth over time, and these are described in the highlighted sections under Principle 2, and in detail in Appendix A.


The proposal as amended does no longer depend upon means, and the method of ensuring that the gains of some students do not compensate for a lack of growth among other students is included in the method of determining the growth proportion for the school, which would include previously proficient students that lose ground in the denominator. This method is described at length in the amended proposal, under Principle 2.1.1., and in the detailed Appendix A.
Principle 4. Inclusion of all students. Does the state’s growth model proposal address the inclusion of all students, subgroups, and schools appropriately? (Principle 4.1)

You asked that we clarify how the model incorporates students who take the New Mexico Alternative Performance Assessment (NMAPA)  New Mexico’s amended proposal to match students individually provides the advantage of allowing the inclusion of all students taking both forms of the SBA, as well as the NMAPA. Each student’s actual test scores will be compared to the scale score cut intervals that represent proficient for each test, and for each content area separately (reading, mathematics). Each student’s gains are measured specific to the version of the test, the content area, and compared to that test’s cut score within grade, and the gains in scores an individual needs to attain proficiency in 2014. 

Does the state’s growth model address the inclusion of all schools appropriately? (Principle 4.1)


You asked for additional rationale for why all non-proficient students should be pooled into a ‘non-proficient’ subgroup for the purposes of the New Mexico model and not be included separately in the subgroups. The state’s new proposed student level growth model will include all schools that have a minimum of 25 students enrolled in the all students group. It will include all subgroups because the model is at the individual student level. The growth calculations will be made for all students, whether proficient or non-proficient, in both years considered (year 1 and year 2). It will correct for those students who were proficient in year 1 and move to non-proficient in year 2, by inclusion in the school’s growth proportion in the denominator. Details of this method are contained in Appendix A.


The ISAC model does not stress the proficiencies of subgroups tested with the Status and Safe Harbor approaches (i.e. ethnicity).  These first two established AYP options sufficiently underscore the achievement needs of these specific subgroups, and data concerning these subgroups are currently reported in great detail to both the public and to schools.  Instead the ISAC model intentionally refocuses attention to non-proficient students as a holistic group with its own unique and distinctive needs.  In doing so, it offers a different and more comprehensive portrait of school achievement, and helps the public, schools, and LEAs evaluate successes and challenges in a broader population of students.


An additional rationale is that, in calculating subgroups for non-proficiency, New Mexico would eliminate many of the schools that could most benefit from modeling growth (due to small enrollments); and, further, there will be double counting for making AYP determinations since a single student could count in many subgroups for schools that have sizeable numbers.
Principle 5. State assessment system and methodology. Is the statewide assessment system stable in its design (Principle 5.4) What changes in the statewide assessment system’s overall design does the state anticipate for the next two years with regard to the grades assessed, content assessed, assessment instruments, scoring procedures, and achievement level cut scores? (Principle 5.4.2)
You asked us to clarify the anticipated changes to the high school tests and how such changes will be incorporated into the growth model to maintain consistency. Some expected changes to the New Mexico system affected our decision not to include the 11th grade test in our proposed growth model.  The existing state-mandated high school graduation examination will be eliminated and graduation threshold scores on other standards based assessments will be incorporated into the existing 11th grade assessments effective in spring of 2010. In addition, recent state legislation has mandated High School Redesign assessments to include formative assessments in grades 9 and 10 for students who fail to achieve Proficient Status on the 8th grade SBA and a portfolio consisting of workplace and college readiness evidence to accompany the 11th grade assessment, which will also be effective in spring 2010. These initiatives can be expected to significantly affect the current 11th grade test, the way that the existing High School grades are assessed, the content, instruments, scoring procedures, or achievement level cut-scores. New Mexico’s proposed ISAC model would be implemented for grades 4-8 in the first year of implementation, which will inform the High School Redesign Initiative, with the expectation that the High School grades will be added, once the major restructuring of the High School Assessments is accomplished and stable.
In conclusion, we sincerely hope that the USED will consider favorably this amendment to our previous proposal.  The two major changes in the amended proposal are these: 

· We are proposing to measure growth at the individual student level, by matching test scores.
· We will not be using a confidence interval. 
New Mexico is very concerned about accountability, and about allocating scarce resources to schools and to students efficiently so that accomplishing the goal of full proficiency by 2014 is successful.
Sincerely,
Carlos Martínez, Jr.

Assistant Secretary for Assessment and Accountability
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