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Since President Bush signed the No Child Left Bel#iot (NCLB) into law in early

2002, interest and discussion over tracking grawgichievement, or using growth
models, has increased tremendously. Growth mdadels been used for some time in
social sciences and program evaluation. Now, g vecal segment of the education
policy and advocacy communities, as well as maatesind local educators, have argued
for measuring the academic growth students aclireve year to year in NCLB. While
NCLB currently mandates the use of a status moadahy of these individuals are
interested in either replacing the status modet wigrowth model, or using growth as an
additional factor in the status model. A statusleldas used under NCLB) looks at a
subgroup’s or school’s level of proficiency foresific year or average of several years.
This level of proficiency is then compared to atabkshed target.

This paper examines how a longitudinal growth medehe that
tracks the achievement of individual students,aiathan cohorts
of students — would impact NCLB. Included is acdission of
the necessary data components as well as an examnioathe
benefits and disadvantages of incorporating aridiang this typg
of model. Lastly, the paper includes a brief dsston of two
growth model pilot programs recently approved gy thS. Department of Education in
Tennessee and North Carolina.

Growth models
give schools credit
for student
improvement over
time.

Growth Models

What is a growth model? Growth models generaligrie® models of accountability that
measure progress by tracking achievement scortbe alame students from one year to
the next with the intent of determining whethenot students have made progress.
There are many different kinds of growth modeldudimg the commonly referenced
“value-added” model. A value added model takes adcount not only growth, but other
background characteristics in determining progoegske effect of a particular program
or intervention.

Growth models give schools credit for student inveroent over time. These models
assume that student performance is not simply temait where the school’s academic
achievement is at any single point in time. Gromibdels assume a school’s ability to
facilitate progress is a better indicator of itsfpemance’

! cCSSOpPolicymakers’ Guide to Growth Models for School Accodifitgb How Do Accountability
Models Differ? (Washington, DC: CCSSO, 2005), 4.
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Components Necessary to Implement Growth Models

There are several components necessary to implegnanth models. In written
testimony before the Commission, Aimee Guideragdihector of the Data Quality
Campaign, outlined several different elements nge@derder create a longitudinal data
system necessary to implement a growth model.

1. A unique statewide student identifier.
In order to measure growth, a state has to havaliiti¢y to track individual
student scores from one year to the next and dmmsor district to the next if
the student moves. In order to track studentd) sament needs to be assigned a
single, non-duplicated number that remains withudent throughout his or her
PreK-12 careef.

2. The ability to produce comparable results from gramgrade and from year to
year (Vertically-scaled assessments).
States need assessments that are designed to @amaparable results from
grade to grade and from year to year so that groamhbe measured properly.
Assessments should be developed such that scossy/dwo adjacent grades can
be subtracted in order to compute an estimateeo&thount that a student has
grown from one year to the nekt.

3. Student-level enrollment, demographic and programi@pation information.
Program participation information is important talect in order to examine
student participation in programs such as spediat&ion and free and reduced
lunch. Accurate enrollment information is essdntiagvaluating the impact of
student programs on different populations of tHest

4. Information on untested students.
This information should be collected in order tack trends and identify patterns
of untested students of certain subgroups (suskudgnts with disabilities and
English language learners). Information on untestadents is important as it
will inform policymakers and educators on whethenot particular schools and
districts have excessive absences on test dayestiqnable patterns of absences
and exemptions across years.

5. Student level graduation and drop-out data.
In order to calculate graduation rates accordinp¢oNational Governors
Association Compact, states need to collect dastuments beginning in th&'9
grade’ The NGA Compact was signed by all 50 Governots@mpels states to
take steps to implement a standard, four-year satjusohort graduation rate.
Under the Compact, states agreed to calculatertttigtion rate by dividing the
number of on-time graduates in a given year byntimaber of first-time entering
ninth graders four years earlier. This calculati@uld be adjusted for transfers

2 Aimee R. GuideraTestimony before the Commission of No Child Left Behatd Testing: Making It
Work for Children and Schools, West Hartford, CT, MaR006), p. 3.

3CCSsO, p. 8.

* Data Quality CampaigiThe 10 Essential Elements in Detail for 2005{0®-line]; available from
http://www.dataqualitycampaign.org/activities/elements.cfm#elémémternet, accessed 27 July 2006.
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in and out of the system. Information should dscaollected on when and why
students leave the state-wide system. Graduagedefined as those receiving a
high school diploma. Special education students and recent immignaiths
limited English proficiency can be assigned toeatiint cohorts to allow them
more time to graduate.

6. State-wide audit system.
An audit system is necessary in order to asseasogiiity, validity and
reliability. Invalid or unreliable reporting by @ schools and districts is a
problem in a number of states, and this problemlikaty be corrected by
implementing a state audit system. An audit sysidirhelp prevent invalid and
unreliable reporting and will build public confidemin the accountability
system’

Additional Components to Incorporate into Value-Added Models

Those wishing to implement a value added modethiferpurposes of assessing teacher
quality or other aspects would have to includeftiewing additional components to
those described above.

1. Ateacher identifier system.
A teacher identifier system will develop the alilib match teachers to students.
Collecting this data makes it possible to identifyich students and which
courses are being taught by teachers with diffdexats and types of preparation
or certification, and which teachers have the g®dmpact on students' academic
growth in the classroom.

2. Student-level transcript information.
Collecting information on courses completed andigsaearned allows the state to
monitor the number of students in different subgsanrolling in different
classes. Transcript information also allows sttiegetect grade inflation and
differences in rigor from school to school. Examgitranscript information
allows schools to track possible trends such atestis in an Algebra class all
receiving above average grades, but only a smaiepéage actually scoring
proficient on the State assessment.

Advantages, Disadvantages and Challenges of Growifiodels

As with other accountability metrics, growth modeéve both | \any educators
advantages and disadvantages. Longitudinal growaittels are | fee| that the
generally designed to give credit to schools ferghogress they 5chievement status
make regardless of their distance from a set tanggbal. Thesq o 53 school is not a
models also compare and track the same studemtsykar to | g fficient indicator
year, and therefore reduce errors due to the nybflistudents, | o sycces.

the reassignment of teachers, or other internalddhctors.

® National Governors AssociatioA,Compact on State High School Graduation Dta-line]; available
from http://www.nga.org/Files/pdf/0507GRADCOMPACT.POnternet, accessed 27 July 2006.

® Data Quality Campaign, [on-line].

” Ibid.



Value-added models also enable educators to igesttdinges in learning that are due to
school, curriculum, or teacher effectivengss.

Many educators feel that the achievement statassochool is not a sufficient indicator of
success. A significant amount of public input &éstimony at Commission hearings has
favored measuring growth either as an element imcanuntability system or as the sole
factor. This was often cited as more fair thamenirsystems, and that local staff would
be more willing to be held accountable for the giow student makes as a result of
instruction provided by the school rather than hidneeschool rated on the prior
instruction the student receivéd.

Growth models also add considerably to the sizecapdcity of a state accountability
system, which may compel states to provide greatdrbetter technical assistance and
support to struggling schools. These models aiable educators to better identify
performance problems enabling strategies to beloleed to ensure that low-performing
students receive the programmatic help necessamypimve their performancg.

There are, however, some disadvantages associdtethe production and use of
growth models. A major disadvantage of growth n@dethat while they do allow
states to identify movement toward proficiencyytibeuld also imply that only positive
growth (sometimes no matter how much) is imporéa that schools are not expected
to have all of their students perform at a profitievel!* The questions which some
growth models force are how much growth is enoagid; will that growth be sufficient
to reach academic standards now or in the futire?

Mark Davison from the University of Minnesota adses this issue with the concept of
a student being “on track.” On track is definedadyether the
rate of growth from last year to this year is stiéint to meet
future proficiency targets if this rate of growtbntinues. The
growth model approved by the U.S. Department ofdatian

for North Carolina uses the concept of “on traci’having
students that are not proficient average a 25%epédosure in
the gap between their current achievement levepaoficiency
each year for four years in order for these stugdgnbe deemed proficient (see example
in the Appendix). Each year a student is coungegraficient if that gap is reduced by at
least that percentagd@.

Growth models als
add considerably to
the size and
capacity of a state
accountability
system..

The current model used to measure AYP holds schdsigicts, and states accountable
for the learning of all students, using the samedbaneasurement; however, growth

models do not require a universal goal. Also,gr@wth model is not implemented with
precision and accuracy, the model could impropgldge fault for declining or stagnant

8 Rolf Blank and Lori CavellMlemorandum to Chief State School Officers: Growth Modefae?,
(Washington, DC: CCSSO, 2005), 3.

®CCSSO, p. 9.

9 Blank and Cavell, p. 3.

2 bid.

12 Mark L. Davison and Leslie J. DavisdBrowth and Value-added Issues in Minnes@#innesota:
Department of Educational Psychology and Office of Educali@ncountability, University of Minnesota,
2005), p. 9-10

3 bid., p. 9.



levels of student growth on teachers, programsgboolst* In short, accuracy in the use
of data and its creation is critical to the usa growth model.

There are also several challenges that should te&d&red when preparing and
implementing growth models. In order to implemamrowth model, many states will
have to significantly enhance their existing assesd and data systems. In order to
measure student growth, states must have: anmeedsaments in successive grades;
student identifiers that allow for individuals te tracked over time and from school to
school; vertically-scaled or aligned assessmerdgyaade-specific performance
standards; and at least two years of data. Athese requirements will involve extensive
hours of development and training of people torpreet and report the results. The data
system requirements offer the most important chgls to the implementation of growth
models because of the large demand in resotitces.

Growth models are likely to be more complex to iempént and maintain than status
models. When preparing to implement a growth magtates may have to wait two or
more years before they can acquire enough datsssa growth from one year to the
next. Another challenge in the implementation gfewth model is setting the actual
growth standards — essentially defining how mudwgin is sufficient to be deemed
acceptable. States would have the responsibiligpimg through the standard setting
process to establish AYP standards for both gr@amthstatus. If this process can be
integrated into an already budgeted standard gqttiocess, there may not be major
additional costs. However, if the status standardsset, a state should estimate that
setting growth standards may require additionalus=es as well.

Another challenge is the availability of psychornestaff and expertise. Psychometric
staff are trained to resolve challenging technigslies. If the states have effectively
trained this staff, there may be little additionaéts; otherwise, this resource must be
obtained or developed.

Data system requirements may also be another oalleln order to measure growth,
there must be a capacity to track individual stadeores from one year to the next. This
capacity usually requires a statewide identifica(i) system. If the state already has
an individual ID system or has budgeted for theettgyment of an individual ID system,
then there would not likely be any additional cdstsise that system for the growth
model. It is much more difficult to determine gtbvwithout a statewide ID system, and
if one is not in place, establishing one would lmgier to implementing such a system.

An additional challenge is providing the trainiregjuired to build capacity among the
teachers, administrators, media, legislators, ameal public to understand the
additional complexities that occur when using deden more than one point in tinté. It
is essential to have on-going professional devetyraf people who collect, store,
analyze, and use the data produced through growttels. The local school employee
who inputs course grades needs to fully undergtamdthis task fits into the larger
picture of data systems. The principal needs ttetstand how data can affect daily
school management and academic decisions. Poli@mhaeed to understand how the

4 Blank and Cavell, p. 3.
15 |bid.
*ccsso, 8



expansion of data can increase their ability taltde to analyze information and make
better decisions.

Growth Model Pilot Program

NCLB does not currently envision growth modelsgascribed in this report, to be used
to calculate AYP for NCLB. While NCLB does not kastate from using a growth
model, they are not allowed as an element in detennAYP. Recent administrative
action by the U.S. Department of Education has k@ddhese barriers by allowing two
states to implement growth models.

In the summer of 2005, the Department of Educdiiegan a series of meetings designed
to inform Department officials on the guidelinesessary for growth models that they
deem would meet NCLB requirements. In Novembeb2@@&cretary Spellings
announced a growth model pilot program allowingafO states to develop and
implement growth model accountability systems thldw certain key NCLB principles
highlighted by the U.S. Department of Educatiotaté& had until the end of February
2006 to submit their proposed growth models. breoto qualify for this pilot program,
growth models must:

1. Ensure that all students are proficient by 2014 setchnnual goals to ensure that
the achievement gap is closing for all groups odisnts;

2. Set expectations for annual achievement based mgeting grade-level
proficiency, not based on student background ooalctharacteristics;

3. Hold schools accountable for student achievemergading/language arts and
mathematics;

4. Ensure that all students in tested grades aredadlin the assessment and
accountability system, hold schools and districtoantable for the performance
of each student subgroup, and include all schaasdsstricts;

5. Include assessments in each of grades three theghhand high school in both

reading/language arts and mathematics, must haredperational for more than

one year, and must receive approval through theB\@#er review process for
the 2005-06 school year. The assessment systetraitaagproduce comparable
results from grade to grade and year to year.

Track student progress as part of the state dataray and

Include student participation rates and studenieaelment on a separate

academic indicator in the state accountability esyst

N o

The Department received 20 applications by stat@atticipate in this growth model

pilot program. Eight of these applications wenevarded to a peer review panel created
by the Department to assess their quality and camge with the Department’s

principles. The peer review panel approved twtestaNorth Carolina, and Tennessee, to
participate in this pilot project for the 2005-20&8hool year. The other 6 applicants
which were included in the peer review process weeuraged to apply early in the
2006-2007 school year.

" U.S. Department of EducatioBrowth Models: Flexibility and Accountabilifpn-line]; available from
http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/growthmodel/factsheet.iternet, accessed 27 July 2006.
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Analysis of North Carolina and Tennessee’s Growth Mdels

As stated above, upon completion of the peer repimegess, two states, North Carolina
and Tennessee, were chosen to implement their gnowtlels for the 2005-06 school
year. Below is an analysis of each state’s mottes important to note that each state
has a different and distinct growth model. In &ddi each state will not be exclusively
using a growth model to determine adequate yeadgrpss for each school. The states
will be using a blended model that incorporates libée status model as well as a growth
model.

North Carolina

North Carolina has built a growth model using arfgear growth trajectory for students.
The four-year growth trajectory created for eaclisnt will use a student’s starting point
(initial test score — also thought of as a preteste) and hopeful ending point (a test
score for proficiency at some future point in tinh@determine if the student’s actual
scores in the interim are at or above that trajgctd he student’s initial score for most
third graders is the pretest administered at tlggnipéng of the third grade. For other
grades, the end-of-grade (EOG) or end-of courseC(jEa3sessment from the previous
year is used as the pretest. The target is thre scothe state’s growth scale that is
equivalent to the passing score on the test adiareis four years after entry into the
tested grade. Each year, the trajectory targePi% decrease in the difference from the
pretest score on the state’s growth scale to theesecessary to be proficient on the test
in four years. Using this method, a student’s fomsion a trajectory path could be
determined and documented as on- or off-trajedtoany given yeat®

Under North Carolina’s program, students who ackitey the necessary pretest scores or
who use alternate assessments that are not omawéhgscale have their participation
limited to their absolute status. It is importémnote that proficient students are not
included in growth trajectories for AYP purposésstudent who scores proficient is
weighted the same as a student who is on targdhid way, the growth of high-
performing students does not compensate for thedhgrowth among other students.

As the state replaces tests with new editions¢dmersion between the state’s growth
scale and the required performance for proficiengy certain grade will be determined.
As a part of this process, the state standarddgdtory will be reviewed and modified
to meet the needs introduced by the change iretkson.

18 North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDRtountability ServicedNorth Carolina’s
Proposal to Pilot the Use of a Growth Model for AYlrpbsegNorth Carolina: NCDPI/Accountability
Services, 2006), p. 3.
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Table 1. Grades And Tests Used For Trajectory Growt And

The Percent Of Closing Expected Per Year

Grade Of Firstt Test Used As Test Used As Years In Percent Of
Enrollment The Basis For Target For Trajectory Difference
Prediction Proficiency Closed Per Year
rd th
3 3 grade pretest] 6grade EOG 4 25%
rd th
3 grade EOG 7grade EOG 4 25%
th th
> 4 grade EOG 8grade EOG 4 25%
th
6 5 grade EOG Alggbra | or 4 25%
English | EOC
7 Gthgrade Eog | Algebralor 4 25%
English | EOC
8 7 grade EOG | Algebralor 3 33%
English | EOC

Source: NCPDI Proposal to Pilot the Use of a Grislgalel for AYP Purposes in 2005-06

The trajectories are individually constructed ftudents and include separate goals for
reading and mathematics. Therefore, a studentaile a trajectory created from their
baseline mathematics score and reading score dintlwée separate scores required to be
considered proficient for mathematics and readingthe upper grades, Algebra | is the
assessment used for AYP purposes fdt g@de students and is the trajectory target for
math while an English | assessment is the trajgdtoget for reading/language arts.

No plans are currently in place to report individstadent growth scores to parents. The
reason for doing so is based on the state’s decisioot report individual results to
parents in any terms other than status on the dpnweintal scale, achievement level and
achievement level descriptors. However, the stéteeport AYP group level growth
results as part of the public AYP reporting.

Tennessee

According to the Tennessee Department of EducaiBroposal for the NCLB Growth
Model Pilot Program, an annual projection for esitldent is made using all available
past scores for a student. The state’s projectiodel relies on a statistical methodology
that uses all of an individual student’s prior &s@ment scores to estimate the student’s
achievement level at a future point in time. Thettmdology has been in use in
Tennessee since 2002, when the state began repmdividual student projections on
future assessments to inform instructional decssion

By assuming that the student will have the avefiageessee schooling experience in the
future, the model includes estimated mean scorahéoaverage school in Tennessee and
regression coefficients that are pooled within sthacross the state. These coefficients



are updated each year as a new student cohorresdest scores at the projection
endpoint™®

For example, in order to find a 6th grade studgmitgected score on the high school
English Il exam, the statistical methodology usasas from students who took the
English Il exam in the current year who have theesaistorical pattern of test scores as
the 6th grade student. If the student has 3rdegrBith grade, and 6th grade scores (but
no 4th grade scores), the methodology estimatesssign coefficients for these scores
based on the subset of students who took the Eniglescam in the current year who also
had 3rd grade, 5th grade, and 6th grade scores@oith grade scores). These
coefficients are then applied to the individuadstat's 3rd, 5th, and 6th grade scores to
calculate the student’s projected score on theifmdjl exam. If the student has made
progress between the 3rd and 6th grade, the matilshow if this progress has been
sufficient to predict that the student will reaabficiency by the time he or she takes the
English Il exam.

The projection model has the same standards asthent status model. Schools and
districts may meet AYP proficiency requirements emithe projection model only under
the following conditions:

1. Each subgroup’s projected percentage of studenbssatre proficient or
advanced on reading/language arts meets the agpaowveial measurable
objective for reading/language arts; and

2. Each subgroup’s projected percentage of studentssatre proficient or
advanced on mathematics meets the approved aneasunable objective for
mathematics.

The projection model assigns school credit fostltlents who are projected to be
proficient three years into the future, whethertaee currently below proficient or are
currently proficient. It does not assign schaiy credit for students who are currently
proficient but are projected to score below preintion the future assessment. It does
not assign schools any additional credit for stigl@ro have advanced scores.

The projection model includes current scores fograde students and other students
who are in their first tested year in Tennessééhel student scores at a proficient level in
the current year (year in which the student entéredsystem), he or she will be counted
as proficient in the projection model. If the statdscores below proficient in the current
year, he or she will be counted as below proficieribe projection modéP

The projection model will include all elementaryddie school students tested under the
Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TACX#REe students reach high
school, the projection model will not apply and gatus model will be used in its place
because a projection cannot be made for three yearthe future for high school
assessments. The table below lists the proficielefiition for each student by
category.

¥ Tennessee Department of Education (TFEpposal to the U.S. Department of Education: NCLB
Growth Model Pilot Program(Tennessee: Tennessee Department of Education, 2086), p.
2 |bid.
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Table 2: Projection Model Proficiency by Student Cgegory

Student Category TCAP Score Applied Proficiencyn8ad
3rd grade 3rd grade 3rd grade

4th grade 7th grade projection 7th grade

5th grade 8th grade projection 8th grade

6th -8th grade High school projection High school

With no prior test
score

Current score

Current grade

Who take alternative

p Current score

Alternative standard

assessments
Source: Tennessee Department of Education NCLB @rtodel Pilot Program Proposal

These criteria set a limited time frame for studdatattain proficiency. The model
expects fourth and fifth grade students to makelacated progress towards attaining
proficiency by the seventh and eighth grade, rdspdyg. It expects sixth through eighth
grade students to make accelerated progress o pttdiciency by the time they take the
high school graduation exams for math and readingllage arts, typically during the
ninth or tenth grade. This path expects that saathent will make substantial progress —
much more than a year’s worth of progress — evegy until proficiency is attained. By
expecting students in the greatest need to makedisé progress, the proposed model is
designed to drive the elimination of student achieent gapé*

In order to inform parents of individual studenb@th, the state will report
longitudinally-linked individual student achievenielata, including projections to future
assessments, to each student’s district, schodlteathers via a secure website that
makes a printable version available for distriboitio parents. The projections show each
student’s predicted score on all future state assests, by subject and grade, in
comparison to the state’s standards for proficsergdvanced. The projections also show
each student’s predicted score on the ACT asses$shyesubject and composite, in
comparison to ACT college-readiness benchmark® stéte provides training to
educators to assist them in using this data toorgmstruction and identify students in
need of extra assistance to meet state standards.

Potential Impact of North Carolina and Tennessee Ryposals

Many advocates of using growth models as an acabiity system believe that they

will significantly decrease the number of schoblsttdo not make AYP. Based on North
Carolina’s proposed growth model, if the state ubednodel in the 2004-05 school
year, an additional 40 schools would have made £offhe 932 schools that missed
under the status model). Under the Tennessee gahbere was a difference of 47
schools that would have made AYP using a growtheh(@af the 353 that missed under
the status model).

2 pid., 11.
10



Conclusion

In order to build and utilize a growth model systesmveral different components must

be developed such as unique state-wide studertifides) the ability to compare results
from grade to grade and year to year, student deapbg and enrollment information,
information on untested students, student levadgmton and drop-out data, and a state-
wide audit system. In addition to developing theseponents, a state must have several
years of assessment data collected before beieg@bhplement a growth model.

Despite the possibility of being complex and reseureavy to implement, the additional
information that states, districts, and school$ el able to collect from growth models
could be an extremely powerful tool for school imy@ment. The data created through a
growth model approach could not only be used td Bohools accountable, but also to
inform teaching, improve management practices atidypand most importantly,
construct targeted interventions to increase stualgnievement?

22 Guidera, p. 6.
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Appendix
Example of How a Student Is Determined to be on th&rajectory in North Carolina
A student enters North Carolina in tH& Grade (the day before testing) and remains for

the next two academic years. The student scotew/lpgoficient in the current school
year in reading. This student’s known test scaredisted below.

Grade 3 Pretest 3 EO4 EOG| 5 EOG
Developmental Score  Notin NC 220 229 241
C-scale score -3.08 -2.68 -1.98

Since the student’s first full year in the statéhis fourth grade year, the student will need
to be on trajectory to be proficient by the endhaf seventh grade and thus on the
seventh grade EOG assessment for reading. Théogevental score for seventh grade
reading equivalent to proficient is 252. The agsed c-scale score is -1.00. A c-scale
score is a number converted from developmentaisorete scales of the EOG AND

EOC tests used in order to accurately measure growt

Since the student entered the state in time fottting grade test, the third grade EOG
score will be used as the baseline. The differé&eteeen baseline and proficient on the
seventh grade test in terms of c-scale score98(3.08 minus 1.00). For the current
year (fifth grade, the second year in the stabe) student must perform well enough on
the test to have 50% less difference between geale score for proficiency and his
baseline (3 grade EOG) c-scale score (divide 2.08 by 2).

For this to be true, the student would need toesabteast -2.04 (take 3.08 minus 1.04).
The student’s actual c-scale score is -1.98 whiehma the student met the standard to be
deemed on trajectory for the current year and willde included in the percent of
students on trajectory or proficient for AYP caktibns. (Notice that the target to count
as being on trajectory for this student would haaguired him/her to have scored at least
a -2.56 at the end of the fourth grade. The stislerscale score was -2.68 and,
therefore, this same student was not on traje¢hayprevious year).

Example of the Process of Creating a Trajectory ifennessee

To arrive at a 6th grade student’s projected soarthe high school English Il exam, the
statistical methodology employed by Tennessee ss@es from students who took the
English Il exam in the current year who have theesaistorical pattern of test scores as
the 6th grade student. If the student has 3rd g&ttegrade, and 6th grade scores (but no
4th grade scores), the methodology estimates r@gresoefficients for these scores
based on the subset of students who took the Eniglexam in the current year who also
had 3rd grade, 5th grade, and 6th grade scores@oith grade scores). These
coefficients are then applied to the individuadgtot's 3rd, 5th, and 6th grade scores to
calculate the student’s projected score on theimgjl exam. If the student has made
progress between the 3rd and 6th grade, the mallashow if this progress has been
sufficient to predict that the student will reacpraficient level of performance by the
time he or she takes the English Il exam.
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