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Study Purpose

This descriptive study explores using the transition matrix model as a
measure of student growth for SWSCDs. Although this model holds
promise for implementation with AA-AAS, there are several
challenges that states must address during implementation, leading to
the following research questions focusing on their feasibility:

1)Is the transition matrix model a feasible method for including
SWSCDs who participate in AA-AAS In growth models for AYP
calculations?

2)What are the significant challenges faced in implementing such a
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Results

AYP+1 ratings were calculated by multiplying the number of levels
gained by +1 pt and the number of levels lost by -1 pt. Sums reflect
categorical trends. For example, in the Nearly Meets level, Grade 6,
there were (6*-1) students who moved down one level from Nearly
Meets to Does Not Yet Meet, (22*0) students who remained at Nearly
Meets, (45*1) students who moved up to Meets from Nearly Meets, and
(8*2) students who moved from Nearly Meets to Exceeds. Summing
these totals, -6 + 0 + 45 + 16, equals the AYP+1 rating for that category
of 55.

Growth Models for Students with Significant

AYP Summary Data for Grades 4 & 7
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Proficiency level shifts for Grades 6 & 8

Summary Performance Category Shifts
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