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Pennsylvania’s Addendum to Growth Model Proposal Submitted to USDOE- Addendum 3/28/08


	Principle 1. Universal Proficiency

· How does the state accountability model hold schools accountable for universal proficiency by 2013-14? (Principle 1.1)

· Does the state use growth alone to hold schools accountable for 100 percent proficiency? If not, does the state propose a sound method of incorporating its growth model into an overall accountability model that gets students to 100 percent proficiency by 2013-14? (Principle 1.1.1)


	· Pennsylvania’s proposal for a growth model does NOT use the growth model alone to hold districts accountable for 100% proficiency. Pennsylvania’s approved and implemented. Accountability Workbook currently uses two main approaches: status measures and improvement measures. This proposal is to add a third measure, growth, to Pennsylvania’s Accountability Workbook.  This is the first growth metric to be requested to be added to Pennsylvania’s Accountability Workbook. The other metrics currently in Pennsylvania’s Accountability workbook compare different cohorts of students.  The proposed growth metric looks at the SAME COHORT of students. (Growth measure as defined by Brian Gong from Center for Assessment, CCSSO).

· The growth model is actually essential to keep a strategic eye on the 2013-14 target of 100% proficiency.  In fact this sound method of growth will be used to ensure there is not slippage of any cohort away from the 100% proficiency target as schools approach the 2013-14 deadline.

· The soundest component of the proposed growth methodology is that ALL, 100%, of the students that count for AYP are included in the growth model.  NOT one student is excluded for any reason. How is this possible?  If there are not three prior data points on a student ( # needed to yield a projection to proficiency), then the student’s actual/observed score will be used. Therefore every single student counts, all students are included, no students or student records are discarded.

	· Please clarify how the inclusion of a growth model on top of the existing accountability system, particularly the inclusion of the Pennsylvania Performance Index, will ensure that all schools are held accountable for 100 percent proficiency by 2013-14.


	· Pennsylvania’s proposed growth model specifically measures if schools are on the trajectory to meet the targeted proficiency AMOs (% of students proficient) on the future state assessment. The proposed projection model is completely based on target of proficiency.

· The Pennsylvania Performance Index differs from many other states’ performance indexes. Schools do NOT receive any increase/ “credit” in the index for moving students from proficient to advanced levels. A student is either above the bar of proficiency or not. PPI allows for schools to be recognized for “improvement” a decrease in the number of students below proficiency. This is an improvement measure, not a growth measure (as defined by Brian Gong from Center for Assessment, CCSSO).

· Improvement measures look at different groups of students at the same point in their progressions through the grades.

· Growth measures look at the same cohort of students over time.

· The Growth Model will hold all schools to the 100% proficiency goal.  

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

· Has the state adequately described the rules and procedures for establishing and calculating “growth targets”? (Principle 1.2)


	· Pennsylvania’s only target is proficiency. Pennsylvania does not have grade level growth targets since the proposed growth model/longitudinal modeling process that Pennsylvania uses assesses students’ trajectories ONLY to proficiency on a future state assessment. The trajectories of all students including students who already scored proficient or advanced are used in the growth model.  This is to ensure each student is on the trajectory to proficiency. 
· The criterion for projection to proficiency is the same criterion that is used for identifying scores from status measures as proficient, advanced, etc. For example, the growth model calculates the projected score of each student on a future PSSA exam. If that projected score is in the proficient or advanced category, that student will be counted as projected to proficiency. The percent of students labeled as projected to proficiency will then be compared to the appropriate AMO target for that particular year. See page 16 of the original proposal for a discussion of the reliability of projections.

	· How does the state plan to establish growth targets between grade 8 and 11 and does the assessment system support such an approach?


	· The only target for students in grade 8 through 11 is the 11th grade target of proficiency. The state will not be establishing growth targets between grade 8 and 11, but will use the 11th grade proficiency target.

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

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


	· Pennsylvania has proposed that the use of the Growth Model for AYP calculation will be used only if the school entity has not met AYP using the previously USDOE approved status and improvement methods in Pennsylvania’s Accountability Workbook. The use of the Growth Model entails calculating the percent of students projected to be proficient or higher on a future state assessment and comparing that percent to the AMO targets listed in the Pennsylvania Accountability Workbook.

	· Please clarify whether the Pennsylvania intends to apply a confidence interval to the growth model calculations. Page 16 of the proposal indicated the growth model will use “all current rules approved…under Pennsylvania’s Accountability Workbook.” Please note that the Department has not approved the application of a confidence interval with the growth model in any state that has been approved to participate in the pilot. 


	· Pennsylvania is not proposing to utilize confidence intervals on the estimated percent of students projected to be proficient on a future exam.  ‘All current rules’ on Page 16 merely means that the state’s growth model reporting will be consistent with that required by USDOE for status and safe harbor: 1) to insure that all students tested are represented, the state will require that all students be represented in the counting of proficient/non-proficient students; performance on the current test will be used in lieu of a projection when a student takes a PASA or when a student lacks sufficient scores to receive a projection. 2) All subgroup reporting rules will be applied in the growth model.  


	Principle 2: Establishing appropriate growth model targets at the student level
	

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

· Has the state adequately described a sound method of determining student growth over time? (Principle 2.1.1)
	· Pennsylvania is not proposing any growth targets. The only targets are the AMOs (% of students proficient) already approved as a part of the state’s Accountability Workbook. An addition of a growth model would focus on these same AMOs.

	· Please provide additional detail on how individual student growth targets are calculated including the formula used to develop growth model projections for individual students, the weighting scheme that is used for the predictor variables, and how histories of students with similar performance patterns impact growth projection.
	· Growth targets are not predicted for individual students or cohorts of students. The multivariate modeling process calculates a projected score on a future state assessment test using the longitudinal database of all scores. Students with similar testing histories will have similar projections. 
· The targets (% of students proficient) for the Projection to Proficiency method of AYP calculation are the same targets that are employed with status measures. These are the AMOs.

	· Please provide further detail and rationale regarding the proposal on pages 5-6 to adjust the growth projection based on the student’s most likely future school. Does this lead to different students having different growth expectations based on non-academic characteristics?


	· No, the use of the most likely future school does not produce different growth expectations for different students because non-academic characteristics are not variables included in the proposed model. The model does not adjust for race or poverty.  Those models serve to “create excuses” for not meeting proficiency targets. 

· Pennsylvania can project to the future school OR the average school if USDOE prefers.

· Previous peer reviews of Pennsylvania’s growth model proposal questioned the process of  projecting to the “average school” as there was concern at the student level that a low achieving student attending ineffective schools in the future would not reach proficient because he/she would not have the advantage of the ‘average state schooling experience.’  Thus, this application has attempted to reconcile that criticism in its growth model proposal. While Tennessee’s approved growth model/projections to proficiency are projecting to the average school in the state, Ohio’s approved growth model/projections to proficiency are projecting to the future school the student will likely attend.  Pennsylvania is proposing projecting to the future school, but could project to the average school if preferred by USDOE. Just to clarify again, neither of these models adjusts for race or poverty.

· Hence Pennsylvania is proposing a more accurate approach at the student level- projecting to the school the student is most likely to attend in the school district based on feeder/receiver patterns in all Pennsylvania school districts.   [However, the state will substitute the state’s average schooling experience (approved by USDOE for Tennessee) if that is the USDOE preference.]

· There must be some assumptions in order for a statistical model to extrapolate into the future. A typical assumption is that the conditions that created the model will continue at least through the period of time for the projection. For example, Pennsylvania assumes the most recent performance of a cohort of seventh grade students in grades 3-7 would be similar to the performance of fifth graders with comparable performance in grades 3-6.  However, to ensure that the future estimate more closely represents the experiences a student is likely to encounter, Pennsylvania will add an estimate of the student’s most likely future schooling (whether positive or negative) to the student’s projected score.  In other words, Pennsylvania will calculate a most accurate estimate of the performance on a future state assessment by taking into account all of the previous performances of the student of interest and the most likely school experience that he/she will experience in the future. Without this calculation, the estimate of performance on a future state assessment would be less accurate for a specific child. 

· How does this play out practically? Two students with the same prior data points, may yield different projections if they are on a path to attend a different school as the projection would be done to that future school.

· This assumption in the modeling process does not imply different growth expectations based on non-academic characteristics. Rather it is a necessary inclusion into the modeling process, so that projected score is accurate and provides insight into the student’s trajectory to proficiency.

· Expectations are not the result of a projection calculation. Pennsylvania has high expectations for all students and in particular, the expectation that all students will be proficient by 2013-14. The use of the most likely future school effect provides a more precise projection that supports better decisions on appropriate programming for all students.

	· Please provide additional details about what achievement data, particularly whether other subjects are included in a student’s regarding/language arts or mathematics projections.
	· Pennsylvania’s Growth Model only uses mathematics and reading data from the uniform statewide assessments (USDOE approved) and the covariance matrix using those scores. Data from other disciplines is not used in the analysis or calculations. The advantage of using both the Math and Reading scores in the predictor variable set is to dampen the errors of measurement in any one of the prior scores.  However, the standard partial beta values for projecting Math will certainly be higher for prior Math scores than will the Reading prior scores.  Not using all scores would lower the precision of the projections.

· The mathematics projection is based on a longitudinal modeling process in which the only predictor variables are the student’s mathematics and reading scores.

· The reading projection is based on a longitudinal modeling process in which the only predictor variables are the student’s mathematics and reading scores.

· No other scores or predictor variables are used in either estimation.

	· Please clarify what is meant by the statement found in appendix A on page 40, that projections are made only for those students who have at least three prior scores.
	· Pennsylvania requires that students have three test scores before a projected score is calculated because three scores are necessary to minimize the measurement error in the predictor variables. In the event a student does not have three prior scores, the student observed/actual score will be used.  Additionally, students’ PASA tested performance levels will be used in the calculation in lieu of projected scores.

· This is one of the cornerstones of this proposed growth methodology – ALL, 100%, of the students that count for AYP are included in the growth model.  NOT one single student is excluded for any reason from the growth model. If they count for status and improvement measures, they are counted for the growth model. How is this possible?  If there are NOT three prior data points on a student (# needed to yield a projection to proficiency), then the student’s actual/observed score will be used. Therefore EVERY single student counts, ALL students are included, NO students or student records are discarded. The merge rates reflect the number of students that longitudinal data points has been matched to – in reality the rates for our growth model are 100% of the students being counted/included in the proposed growth model.

	· Please provide additional detail regarding appendix B, such as a description of the data presented in table 3, and the source and process for the data presented. The information provided is from a similar model in a different state. Has similar data been run with Pennsylvania data?
	· As a part of the growth model implementation, Pennsylvania will provide a comparable study once the students in the first cohort assessed with a growth model reach their projected grade.  Presently, Pennsylvania lacks the longitudinal data for such a study, and the information from another state’s assessment of the same modeling approach was provided as supporting evidence of the methodology until Pennsylvania can conduct a study for USDOE.  


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

· Has the State proposed a technically and educationally sound method of holding schools accountable for student growth separately in reading/language arts and mathematics? (Principle 3.1)

· Does the model include assessments for other content areas (e.g., covariance matrices to estimate student performance or projected performance in a content area)? (Principle 3.1.1)

· Please clarify whether the Pennsylvania growth model will use results from other assessments and, if so, how does Pennsylvania plan to demonstrate that achievement on those other assessments does not compensate for failure to achieve proficiency in reading/language arts or mathematics


	· Pennsylvania’s Growth Model calculates projections to proficiency in mathematics and language arts separately for each cohort and subgroup at each grade level. 

· Pennsylvania’s Growth Model only uses mathematics and reading data from the uniform statewide assessments (USDOE approved) and the covariance matrix using those scores. Data from other disciplines is not used in the analysis or calculations.  The scores in the subject of interest influence the projections to a subsequent score in that subject more heavily than any other scores.  The inclusion of other subject scores helps to minimize the influence of measurement error in any scores.  Presently no scores except mathematics and reading/language arts are available to include in the projection process.


	Principle 4. Inclusion of all students

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

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

· Please clarify how growth data will be attributed for AYP purposes when a student moves from one school to another or one district to another.


	· Yes, the inclusion of all students, subgroups and schools are addressed appropriately.  ALL students that take the PSSA and the PASA are included in the growth model methodology. All students that count for AYP are included in the growth model methodology.

· This inclusion of ALL students is one of the cornerstones of this proposed growth methodology – ALL, 100%, of the students that count for AYP are included in the growth model.  NOT one single student is excluded for any reason from the growth model. If they count for status and improvement measures, they are counted for the growth model. How is this possible?  If there are NOT three prior data points on a student (# needed to yield a projection to proficiency), then the student’s actual/observed score will be used. Therefore EVERY single student counts, ALL students are included, NO students or student records are discarded.
· The PAsecureID program allows for the tracking of students between buildings and between districts so that student records can be kept up to date as the students proceed through their K-12 academic careers regardless of the location of their school or schools during that period.
· PAsecureID is NOT the only data element that Pennsylvania will rely on to merge students’ records.  Pennsylvania will also use student first name, student last name, date of birth (month, date and year), ethnicity and gender.  A multi-key merge is essential in any longitudinal merge to ensure quality of the merge.
· Pennsylvania’s Growth Model projects the percentile score on a future state assessment for all students, including all subgroups and schools, who have three prior test scores in the statewide database of scores. For students who do not have sufficient data, current, observed scores will be used to determine the percent proficient for comparison to the AMO targets.

· Students’ prior tests scores will be linked to that unique statewide student identifier.


	Principle 5: State assessment system and methodology

· Does the statewide assessment system produce comparable information on each student as he/she moves from one grade level to the next? (Principle 5.3)

· How has the state determined that the cut-scores that define the various achievement levels have been aligned across the grade levels? What procedures were used and what were the results? (Principle 5.3.3)

· Please provide an updated description regarding how the various achievement levels have been aligned across gr4ade levels that reflects Pennsylvania’s recent standards setting, including the recent change to the grade 3 reading/language arts and mathematics assessments.

· Is the statewide assessment system stable in its design? (Principle 5.4)

· What changed in the statewide assessment system’s overall design does the state anticipate for the next two years with regard to grades assessed, content assessed, assessment instruments, scoring procedures, and achievement level cut-scores? (Principle 5.4.2)

· Please address how Pennsylvania’s change to the grade 3 assessments in 2006-07 may impact the ability to create accurate projections.


	· The cut-scores for the Reading and Mathematics PSSA were re-set in 2005 for grades 3, 5, 8, and 11.  The bookmark method was used for standard setting.  Following typical procedures, draft Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs) were written prior to standard setting.  The first task in standard setting was to finalize the PLDs.  Then, the bookmark method was used to establish the three cut-points.

· Following the first operational administration of the Reading and Mathematics PSSAs in Grades 4, 6, and 7 in the 2005-06 school year, PLDs were finalized and cut-scores were set during the summer of 2006.  The performance of students in grades 3, 5, 8 and 11 were taken into account when the cut-scores were set, as these data were shared with committee members.  Multiple rounds of bookmark settings occurred during this time frame. 

· Pennsylvania has a vertically moderated scale as a result of the standards setting procedures for these grades. Our methods have been approved by USDOE as signaled by our “APPROVED” status as a result of peer review.

· During the 2006-07 school year there was a shift in contractors for the Grade 3 assessment.  While the Assessment Anchor Content Standards and blueprint of the tests (Grade 3 Reading and Mathematics) did not change, there were some changes in test format.  Therefore, a standards-validation was conducted during the summer of 2007.  Slight modifications were made in the grade 3 cut-scores with a focus on maintaining the vertically articulated scaling.

· Over the next two years, the only change to the statewide assessment system is the inclusion of the PSSA Science for the 2007-08 school year.  During the summer of 2008, standard setting will occur for the Science PSSAs in grades 4, 8, and 11.  No other changes are anticipated at this time.

· The change in the grade 3 cut-scores from the 2006 administration and prior to the 2007 administration and forward were very slight.  The largest shift in cut-scores occurred with the Proficient/Advanced cut-score.  The original cut-score resulted in 55% of the 3rd graders scoring Advanced in 2006 in 3rd grade mathematics.  The standards validation study allowed for this minor adjustment.  A change in the cut-score at this extreme range will result in a minimum impact on projections utilizing pre-2006 Grade 3 information.  Additionally, in 2009, the Grade 3 results from SY05-06 would no longer need to be used for the growth projections.


	Principle 6. Tracking student progress

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

· What quality assurance procedures are used to maintain accuracy of the student matching system? (Principle 6.1.3)

· Please provide additional information regarding quality assurance procedures used to maintain the accuracy of the student matching system.


	· The inclusion of ALL students is one of the cornerstones of this proposed growth methodology – ALL, 100%, of the students that count for AYP are included in the growth model.  NOT one single student is excluded for any reason from the growth model. If they count for status and improvement measures, they are counted for the growth model. How is this possible?  If there are NOT three prior data points on a student (# needed to yield a projection to proficiency), then the student’s actual/observed score will be used. Therefore EVERY single student counts, ALL students are included, NO students or student records are discarded.
· The PAsecureID program allows for the tracking of students between buildings and between districts so that student records can be kept up to date as the students proceed through their K-12 academic careers regardless of the location of their school or schools during that period.
· PAsecureID is NOT the only data element that Pennsylvania will rely on to merge student records.  Pennsylvania will also use student first name, student last name, date of birth (month, date and year), ethnicity and gender.  A multi-key merge is essential in any longitudinal merge to ensure quality of the data merge.

· PDE has approximately 2.5 FTE’s dedicated to data quality for 1.8 million student PAsecureIDs. 

· PDE has also engaged a Regional Education Agency, CSIU, as a Level 1 Help Desk to the LEA’s for assigning PAsecureIDs and reporting into Pennsylvania’s SLDS (PIMS).

· PDE has developed queries designed to find both multiple PAsecureIDs assigned to one student and multiple students assigned to one PAsecureID. These queries have been implemented in a database that is linked to the PAsecureID database. The application generates discrepancy reports that are then reviewed in PDE's Division of Data Services, the program area responsible for PAsecureID, and necessary corrections are made. This is an ongoing process, with the discrepancy reports run and reviewed on a regular basis. These dedicated resources and data quality reports keep Pennsylvania’s PAsecureID error rate well below 0.1 %. 

· Pennsylvania’s PAsecureID initiative started in December 2005.  PDE’s first priority was to integrate the PAsecureID into the state assessment vendor’s data base for the spring 2006 state assessments, thereby starting longitudinal records for all 900,000 students taking the state assessments in 2005-06 school year.  The assessment vendor data base will have three years of longitudinal records after the current state assessments are complete. PVAAS, Special Ed and many other student data bases have been integrated with our PAsecureID as the unique student identifier. 

· PDE has instituted the Pennsylvania Inspired Leaders (PIL) initiate where Chief School Administrators and their assistants are required to take specified courses that are targeted for Professional Development for our school leadership to keep their certification.  Pennsylvania plans to add the recently released NCES online course on Data Quality to that curriculum.  Courses focused on improving education data have been developed in cooperation with the Schools Interoperability Framework Association, the Council of Chief State School Officers and the Central Susquehanna Intermediate Unit (CSIU), a Pennsylvania Regional Education Agency.  The courses can be found at <http://www.sifinfo.org/sifau.asp>.


	· What studies have been conducted to demonstrate the percentage of students who can be “matched” between two academic years? Three years or mode? (Principle 6.1.4)

· Please provide further explanation regarding appendix Q. What is the basis for the number presented in the Merge Rates table (i.e., which students are included in numerator and denominator).

· Please provide additional evidence of the match rates for all students and for subgroups for more than two years.


	· Pennsylvania will complete three years of testing in grades 3-8 in this current school year.  Merge rates for students across three years will be calculated after this year’s testing.
· Students whose records cannot be merged (less than three prior data points), for whatever reason, are included in the overall counting of proficient/non-proficient students according to their tested performance in the current year.  No student is lost/excluded from this process because he or she does not have sufficient merged longitudinal information.
· In the school year 2006-2007, 127,323 students previously enrolled in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania tested in grade 5. 

· One or more scores in prior year(s) could be linked to the scores in the current year for 98.6% of the 127,323 students tested. 

· One or more scores in prior year(s) could be linked to the scores in the current year for 97.8% of the 21,347 special educations students tested. 

· Previous peer reviews reported to Pennsylvania that we just needed one more year of assessment records for growth model implementation.  This year’s testing (SY07-08) will provide the basis for more than two years of data to yield this information for USDOE. Pennsylvania will provide this information to USDOE if requested.



	· Does the state infrastructure have the capacity to implement the proposed growth model? (Principle 6.2) 

· 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? (Principle 6.2.3)

· As noted in appendix Q, the merge rates in grade 4 are lower than in grades 5-8. Has Pennsylvania researched the causes for this lower merge rate?


	· Pennsylvania is one of only three states that have been implementing the infrastructure for a growth model for several years - from pilot (2002) to full implementation in fall 2007 to all 501 districts.  Pennsylvania has a proven history of implanting such a model. The longitudinal database has been built and implemented.  Additionally, Pennsylvania implemented the Pennsylvania Information Management System (PIMS) over a year ago as a means to yield a unique statewide ID for all students.   This was the final component needed to complete the infrastructure for Pennsylvania’s growth model.

· This inclusion of ALL students is one of the cornerstones of this proposed growth methodology – ALL, 100%, of the students that count for AYP are included in the growth model. NOT one single student is excluded for any reason from the growth model. If they count for status and improvement measures, they are counted for the growth model. How is this possible?  If there are NOT three prior data points on a student (# needed to yield a projection to proficiency), then the student’s actual/observed score will be used. Therefore EVERY single student counts, ALL students are included, NO students or student records are discarded.

· Pennsylvania would continue to monitor and assess any cross grade discrepancies. The implementation of PAsecureID may have impacted the grade 4 merge rates. Given the number of years of historical data in Pennsylvania longitudinal database, there may be more data points available for some students in higher grades. Pennsylvania can provide annual merge rates to USDOE for all groups and subgroups by grade. Pennsylvania expects these rates to stabilize given the stability of the PIMS system.


