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Welcome & Introductions

* Welcome!

* The purpose of the TAP is to provide non-binding technical
recommendations to CDE regarding the Colorado Growth Model, state

accountability, and other topics as needed.

* Meeting Logistics:
* Non-members please add your Name/Affiliation to the chat box.

* Everyone please mute your sound.

* We ask all non-TAP members to hold any comments until the end of the
meeting. We do this to ensure we have sufficient time to address all
meeting agenda items.
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Calculation of SGPs in 2021

* Not surprisingly 2021 presents numerous challenges in the
administration of state assessments.

* These challenges extend beyond just the administration of the
assessments to the subsequent analysis of the data derived from
the assessments.

 As Andrew Ho said, if there was ever a “put up or shut up moment”
for large-scale, state summative assessment, now is that moment.

* The following slides detail considerations associated with SGP
calculations in 2021 and demonstrate a path by which large scale
state summative assessments can rise to the current moment and
demonstrate essential value.
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Operational vs Investigative:
A Useful Distinction

 Though SGPs are used almost exclusively for investigative analyses, there are numerous
operational considerations in their calculation necessary to make sure growth scores (i.e.
SGPs) are suitable for investigative analyses.

e Investigative analyses generally presume data derived is of sufficient quality for
investigations.

Description Focus Responsible Party
Operational | Typical and novel processes | Validity of assessment Assessment

and analyses meant to scores: Provider

support the technical quality |+ Comparability

of assessment scores and * Interpretation

the intended
interpretation(s) of the
assessment results.

Investigative | Prioritized analyses meant to | Effect on learning and Assessment
aid in understanding the performance: Provider and SEA
effects of pandemic-related * Overall effects
disruptions on student « Differential effects
performance.

! Table taken from Making Sense of 2021 Assessment Results by Dadey, Keng, Boyer, & Marion (2021)
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SGP Operational Considerations in 2021

e Spring 2021 administration of CMAS presents numerous
challenges that may impact the calculation of valid SGPs.

* Requires skip-year growth (using 2019 as the prior year) due to no
spring 2020 testing (this is not really an operational problem. CO and
others states have experience calculating skip-year growth.)

* Motivation effects on the exam.
* Opt-in testing in off grades/content areas.

e Spring 2021 administration of WIDA-ACCESS does not present
these challenges.
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SGP Analysis Plans for 2021

e SGP analyses presume valid scale scores

e Students forming the growth norm group are presumed to have taken

the same (or equivalent) test at the same time. Scores must mean the
same thing.

e SGPs, however, are often used as a post-hoc check of scale score
validity/comparability via Reductio ad absurdum.

* CDE has extensive experience (e.g., PARCC paper/pencil versus online)
investigating and accommodating mode-effects.
* Note: Low participation is considered an investigative

challenge, not an operational challenge. We assume something
close to population invariance with respect to IRT scaling.
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SGP Analysis Plans for 2021

* CMAS

e Cohort referenced and baseline referenced skip-year SGPs for CMAS.
Baseline coefficient matrices are derived from pre-COVID CMAS data.

* SGP reporting?

* Baseline referenced results used for supporting investigative analyses.

* WIDA-ACCESS

* Cohort and baseline referenced (consecutive-year & skip-year) SGPs for
WIDA-ACCESS. Baseline Coefficient matrices are derived from pre-COVID
WIDA-ACCESS data.

* Skip-year results on WIDA-ACCESS can be compared to consecutive-year results to see
how well skip-year results capture the academic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic.

* These results will help inform use of skip-year CMAS results where consecutive-year
results are not available.
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SGP Investigative Considerations in 2021

If we can overcome the operational challenges associated with
administration of tests, the generation of valid scale scores, and the
calculation of SGPs, the data derived from CMAS and WIDA-ACCESS

will be invaluable to CDE in understanding what has occurred to
students academically during the pandemic.
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2021 Assessment and Analysis Fallacies

 Administration of state assessments this year was particularly
contentious.
e “Better no data than bad data!”
* “We already know where kids are and how to help them!”
* “Interim assessments already tell us what we need to know!”
* “The data won’t arrive soon enough to help!”

e “Focusing on the academic impact (i.e., learning loss) promotes a
deficit mindset!”

e “You can’t compare results from 2021 to 2019!”
* “People will mis-interpret the data!”
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SGP Analysis Plans for 2021

e Cohort referenced SGPs
e Growth norms created from the current cohort of students.
* Mean/median will by 50 for all grade x content area analyses
* Cannot investigate overall impact of the pandemic on students.
* Can investigate differential impact of the pandemic on students.
* Does not require scale stability across years.

* Baseline referenced SGPs.
e Growth norms created from historical (i.e., pre-COVID) cohorts of students.
* Mean/median 50 for historical cohort, not necessarily 50 for current cohort.

* Extent of deviation from (i.e. below) 50 is indicative of less learning/pandemic
related academic impact.

* Mean SGP deviation of 5 corresponds to an effect size of 0.18.
e Can investigate BOTH overall impact and differential impact
* Requires scale stability across years.
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SGP Analysis Plans for 2021

Understanding pandemic related impact necessarily requires
looking back to pre-pandemic results.

The impulse of stakeholders to want to compare 2021 results with
2019 results is the correct impulse at both the individual, school,
district, and state level.

Wanting to look at 2019 to 2021 change (growth or status) is an
attempt to investigate impact.

The challenge is making 2019 to 2021 comparisons apples-to-apples
comparisons.

The first step toward supporting these comparisons is to have a
complete understanding is who constitutes the missing data.

@ ® CO SGP Growth Calculations in 2021



(\;v; Center for

% Assessment

SGP Analysis Plans for 2021

* An issue impacting the interpretation of growth (and status) results
in 2021 is participation in the state assessment.

* Low participation doesn’t impact calculation of cohort referenced
growth norms nor use of baseline referenced growth norms.

* Low participation does impact comparisons of group level results
with historical (e.g., 2019) results based upon higher participation
rates.

* For example, how should one compare growth and status results for
school in 2019 and 2021 with very different rates of participation?
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SGP Analysis Plans for 2021

e Understanding who is missing is key.
» State education data is exemplary in terms of identifying who should test.

* For example, we could create worst/best case scenarios by substituting
LOSS/HOSS values for missing students.

* More precisely, we empirically examine whether missing data is MCAR,
MAR, or MNAR.

* Apply multiple-imputation procedures based upon findings to create
inferred values.

* We are currently testing out various procedures and have strong evidence
that inferences about group aggregates can be faithfully recovered.

e Again, results are not intended to be used for accountability.
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SGP Analysis Plans for 2021

* With comparable results we can quantify pandemic related
academic impact:
e Atthe state level
* By region/district/school
* By mode of education (remote/hybrid/in-person).
e Attendance
* Demographic subgroups including ethnicity, poverty

* Academic impact on English Language Learner impact can be
evaluated using WIDA-ACCESS results.
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SGP Analysis Plans for 2021

e ESSER (Federal) State Plan released in late April requires states:

“Understanding the Impact of the COVID-19 Pandemic: Describe how the SEA
will support its LEAs in identifying the extent of the impact of the COVID-19
pandemic on student learning and student well-being, including identifying the
groups of students most impacted by the pandemic.”

* https://oese.ed.gov/files/2021/04/ARP-ESSER-State-Plan-Template-
04-20-2021 130PM.pdf

* The best data available to understand the academic impact of the
pandemic comes from the state assessments: CMAS and ACCESS
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SGP Analysis Plans post 2021 (2022 and beyond)

e Spring 2021 represents an ideal time to get a snapshot of student
attainment as we are presumably at or near the point of maximal
impact on student attainment.

* That is, recovery has not really begun for most students in earnest.

* It’s impossible to talk about recovery sensibly without
understanding how big the impact is.

* Monitoring recovery will be at least as critical as monitoring the
impact of the pandemic on student achievement.

 Beware the K-shaped recovery!
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Communication of Results in 2021

* Technical challenges to the calculation of growth in 2021 are
likely minor compared to communication challenges.

e State reporting is, in general, highly aligned with accountability.

* Even though analyses outlined herein deal with status/growth, they
don’t necessarily align with accountability narratives.

 |tis critical for leadership (at the highest level) to map out a
communication plan and then build analytics and reporting to
support that plan.

* Without a well considered, disciplined and coordinated
communication plan, accountability narratives are likely to take
over.
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& Request to Reconsider Process (Draft Rules)
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Amended Request to Reconsider Process for 2021-22

* From HB 21-1161

* Only available to schools and districts on the accountability clock (Priority
Improvement, Turnaround). AECs are included.

* Plan types may be adjusted, but not years on the clock. Two consecutive
years at Improvement or higher are still needed to fully exit.

* An alternative body of evidence may include state and local assessments
and input from the State Review Panel.

e State board may promulgate rules to determine time frame and process.

Scenario:
2019 SPF 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
(Rating as of (Approved (Frameworks
2020-21) R2R) Resume)

Improvement Y3

Improvement On
Watch Y3

Improvement (Exit
performance watch)
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Districts and Schools on Performance Watch in 2020

Districts

26.6% Improvement
N=49

2.2%

Priority
Improvement
N=4

= Distinction = Accredited Improvement = Priority Improvement

= Performance

6.1%

Priority
Improvement
N=111

21.4% Improvement
N=392

Schools

2.1% Turnaround
N=38

" 1.5% Insufficient State Data

N=27

Improvement = Priority Improvement s Tunaound = Insuffcient State Data

Districts Schools

# on Clock (p1, Turnaround) 4 149 (+2 ISD) across 49 dists
Years 1-3 3 131 (+11SD)
Years 4-5 n/a 13 (+11SD)
Years 6+ 1 5

# on Watch (mp, performance) 2 28

# with an SBE Order (inc Early Action and on Watch) 2 12

*|SD = Insufficient
State Data
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DRAFT Timeline for Request to Reconsider Process

Spring 2021: Aug 2021: Launch
Stakeholder R2R and Technical
Feedback (AWG) Assistance

June-Aug 2021:
SBE Rule Process

26

DRAFT - For Discussion Only

Jan 2022: CDE
updates public
reporting of 2021
plan types

Dec 2021: SBE
votes on final
recommendations



DRAFT Request to Reconsider Structure in 2021-22

DRAFT - For Discussion Only

Request to Reconsider
Performance } * Not eligible

Improvement

Accountability Clock

Priority Stage 1: Quantitative Data Review of State and Local Data.
Improvement }

Stage 2: Use an adjusted body of evidence:
® Strong Plan: Approved UIP with strong research-
based strategies

AND

® Solid Implementation: Documented through an
external review (State Review Panel)
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Flow Map of Proposed Request to

Reconsider Process for 2021-22
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DRAFT Recommendation Capture from AWG to Date

The Accountability Working Group (AWG) consists of regional superintendent representatives, school
and district leadership, charter school leadership, CASE, CASB, CEA leaders, advocacy and civil rights
group members and parents. The AWG has served as a policy advisory group to research and explore
ideas in support of federal and state accountability policies and decision points and to collect input from
additional stakeholders in developing recommendations.

Highlights to date:

29

Proposed process worth the effort for districts/schools showing significant
improvements

Staged process (i.e., quantitative review, then qualitative review)

Participation representativeness and data appropriateness to draw
inferences of performance

Local assessments nationally normed with validity/reliability evidence
Approximations of performance relative to past state expectations
Qualitative review should include review of the UIP and then a site visit.

The State Review Panel protocols should be amended to fit this process.
The name should be changed to avoid confusion.

An analysis of non-assessment data may be submitted, but not required.

Build in school improvement supports wherever possible. E%
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For Additional Questions or Follow Up

Lisa Medler

medler |@cde.state.co.us

Accountability and Continuous Improvement:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/accountability

H.B.21-1161
https://leg.colorado.gov/sites/default/files/2021a 1161 signed.pdf

Accountability Pause:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/20-21pause

COVID-19 Stakeholder Group:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/safeschools/covid-stakeholder-group

Accountability Work Group:

www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/accountabilityworkgroup
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Accountability Audit Bill

Lisa Medler
Marie Huchton




Related Questions:

* What are some highlights of the bill as it is currently drafted?
 What is the TAP’s specific role?

 Where would you like the TAP to spend its time?

* How can CDE support the TAP in this work?
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Technical Advisory Panel

* Meeting Summary:
e Suggested future analysis
 TAP recommendations from this meeting

e Public Comment

* Close Meeting
* Next Scheduled Meeting Date/Time to be Determined.



