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Peer Report – Texas

Peer Group Recommendations


	Recommend to Accept
	Recommend to Accept with Conditions (Outlined below)
	Not Recommended to Accept

	0
	6
	1


Conditions:  

1)  Use of school means obfuscates results for low performing students in higher performing schools.  Compensatory models are not allowed so school means should be eliminated from the model.

2)  Need to provide evidence that supports the use of math in predicting reading results (and reading for math).  Will the predictions be more educationally relevant?

3) It appears as though student predictions can go out to 11th grade.  Texas must explicitly state that students can count as meeting AYP through growth for a maximum of three occasions (and are not allowed to get a new projection in grades 5 and 8).

4) Provide a clear plan of how EOCs will be incorporated into the model.

5) Given the lower prediction accuracy of the three year projections, Texas needs to provide detailed analyses of the types of students (and schools) for whom the model is inaccurate.

6) Do not use confidence intervals for prediction of individual student proficiency status or determination of subgroup, school, or district AYP status with growth measures.

7) The state may not aggregate growth model results for two or more years.

Overall Recommendation:  


	Comments to Support Overall Recommendation

	Dissenting Comments:  

One peer argued that the problems with the model went beyond what can be addressed via conditions.  The fact that in this model, schools would be held accountable for students’ projected future proficiency in grades that have high-stakes implications for students means that accountability exists for students to meet proficiency without commensurate accountability for schools to ensure that students achieve proficiency in those grades.   For example, while a student would have to achieve proficiency in grade 5 in order to be promoted, the school would only be accountable for ensuring that that 5th grader is projected to be proficient by 8th grade.  Moreover, the lack of explanation of how the new EOCs will be incorporated into the model raises real concerns about how schools will be held accountable for the achievement of students in 8th grade and beyond.  




Peer Comments – Specific Sections of Proposal


Core Principle 1.  100% Proficiency by 2014 and Incorporating Decisions School Accountability

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.Yes – However:
	It appears that students could be allowed to be non-proficient for the entire grade span up to 11.  

	Summary Statement

	The proposal states that projections are made to key grade 5,8, and 11; however it is not clear whether students who are not proficient in the key grades are allowed to receive another three year projection to the next key grade.  This is especially problematic given that there is student-level accountability for promotion in grades 5 and 8.  Where there is student-level accountability, there should be school-level accountability.

How will EOCs be incorporated into proficiency expectations?




Core Principle 2.  Establishing Appropriate Growth Targets

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. NO
	As noted above targets are not appropriate if students are allowed to “reset” at prediction grades. 

	2.
	Prediction equations likely overstate potential for  ELL and SWD students to actually meet proficiency targets.

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 3.  Accountability, Separate for Reading and Math

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.  YES, however
	

	Summary Statement

	There is concern that using both reading and math as predictors is not based on educational rationale, rather merely on empirical relationships that are inflated by the extremely large sample sizes used to develop the model.  Using reading to predict math, for example, may potentially worsen potential results for certain subgroups.  It would be illuminating to see results using same content only (and no school mean scores).




Core Principle 4.  Inclusion of All Students

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.NO
	The match rate is somewhat low for ELL (45%) and SWD (43%) students – precisely those who could benefit most from a growth model – those students can only be measured by status.   Low match rates also have implications for prediction models.  P.11

	2.
	

	3.
	(because ELL are no longer ELL? But student ID should e constant).

	4.
	Use of both reading and math as predictors likely causes more students to be excluded from the growth calculations (due to not having sufficient data in both subjects – potentially causing over-estimation of relationships between current and prediction grades – particularly for low achieving students.

	Summary Statement

	


Core Principle 5.  State Assessment System and Methodology

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.Methodolgy is ok except:
	Use of HLM model is incorrect: A) as described students’ projections benefit from school mean performance – i.e. using mean school performance produces compensatory adjustments for low performing students.

	Summary Statement

	Model should be rerun without inclusion of school means. 

Also, prediction accuracy results should not be presented specifically for non-proficient students, as the results presented likely overstate the model’s accuracy.

Model accuracy is significantly lower for projections three years out.




Core Principle 6.  Tracking Student Progress

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1.YES except
	

	Summary Statement

	There is concern regarding tracking performance and projecting towards EOC exams was not explicitly detailed.  This relates to both which EOCs and when, as well as how this will be operationalized.




Core Principle 7.  Participation Rates and Additional Academic Indicator

	Specific Comments Regarding State Proposal
	Supporting Evidence

	1. YES
	

	Summary Statement
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