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Growth Models
Background
Secretary Spellings announced the growth model pilot in November of 2005.  Initially, the pilot program was capped at a maximum of 10 states.  However, following the results from the first two years of implementation, the opened the pilot program to all interested states and removed the cap of 10 states.  As of the 2007-08 school year, the Department has approved growth model proposals from 11 states (Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Iowa, Missouri, Michigan, North Carolina, Ohio, and Tennessee).  

In April 2008, the Department released proposed regulations in §200.20(h) that would set the criteria that States must meet in order to incorporate individual student academic progress into the State’s definition of adequate yearly progress (AYP).  The criteria reflect the core principles listed in the Secretary’s 2005 letter and that are further detailed in the growth model peer review guidance.    

In August 2008, the Secretary announced another opportunity for states to submit proposals to incorporate a measure of individual student academic growth into its NCLB accountability system for the 2008-09 school year. Proposals are due to the Department on October 15, 2008.  The letter also noted that the Department would be releasing slightly refined peer review guidance in September 2008.  The previous five rounds of peer review highlighted areas in the guidance where states may need additional clarity regarding the types of data needed to review growth model proposals.  Two former peer reviewers have helped the Department build on the existing guidance to better guide states in developing growth model proposals and facilitate peer review to ensure that the critical pieces necessary to evaluate a proposal are easily identifiable.

Issue 1: After five rounds of growth model peer reviews, it has become evident that the peer review guidance can be built upon to provide detailed guidance to states on structuring proposals to facilitate the peer review and ensure that critical pieces necessary to evaluate the proposal are easily identifiable.    

The revised draft peer review guidance that has been provided to the National TAC incorporates three new sections: 

· Section A provides a brief history of the Department’s growth model pilot program. 
· Section B contains the core NCLB principles that must be preserved in the proposed growth-based accountability system. 
· Section C provides a suggested structure for elements and components of the growth model proposal and inclusion of supporting materials.  This section in particular is an attempt to clearly articulate the Department’s expectations that state growth proposals should be created in the context of the state’s overall accountability system and capacity and details the expectations for the contents of any future state growth model proposal.

Do the revised sections encompass the types of supporting documentation states must submit to support their growth model proposals?  Are there additional elements a state should provide in support of its growth model proposal?  Is it appropriate or possible to evaluate a growth model in the case of states that are unable to provide the necessary data to fully support that the assessment and accountability systems and longitudinal data system are sufficient to support the model proposed?

Background Information

· Draft revised Peer Review Guidance  

Issue 2: The addition of a growth model in a state’s accountability system raises the question of whether a state’s accountability system can be so flexible as to make AYP less meaningful.  Can the system be tilted so far toward ensuring that no schools are improperly identified as in need of improvement that the state is not identifying schools that should be identified as in need of improvement?  In short, is it possible for an accountability system to provide too many ways to make AYP?  
Background Information

· AYP flow chart: Provides an example of various existing accountability measures 
· Overview of approved state growth models

· State example A: Example of one state’s growth model proposal and the current components of its accountability system.
· State example B: Example of one state’s growth model proposal, a value table, and the current components of its accountability system that includes a performance index.

As the two examples indicate, state accountability systems are complex and there are important distinctions in every component, including performance indexes and growth models.  Thus far, through five rounds of peer review of growth model proposals over the past three years, the Department has struggled with how the overall accountability system under NCLB interacts, especially the inclusion of a state’s growth model.  Does it make sense to include a performance index and a growth model in an accountability system?  Are there ways to ensure, or evidence a state could submit, that AYP determinations are meaningful, valid, and reliable in support a state’s accountability system that uses nearly every available accountability lever? 
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