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ASSEMBLY, No. 1785

STATE OF NEW JERSEY

INTRODUCED AUGUST 5, 1982

By Assemblywoman (CARVIN, Assemblymen TIHHOMPSON, DORTA,

SO

o

CITARLES, Assemblywoman COSTA, Assemblymen PANKOK
and PATLATA

Ax Acr establishing the New Jersey Tducational Testing Pro-
gram, supplementing Title 18A of the New Jersey Statutes and

amending P. 1. 1975, ¢. 212.

Br v kxacrep by the Senate and General Assembly of the State
of New Jersey:

1. (New scetion) The Legislature finds and declares that:

a. One of the major goals of a thorough and efficient system of
tree public schools is to help develop the individual talents and
abilities of all pupils.

b. The commitment to educationa! excellenee compels ns to em-
phasize not only the basie skills but to noture the bigher levels of
educational performanee in reading, writing, and mathematics
thronehout the public schools of the State of New Jersey.

¢e. In order to fulfill the goals and objectives of a thorongh and
efficient system of free public educe rion, any Statewide testing pro-
gram shall include the following:

(1) The assessment of a wide roinge of skills and abilities;

(2) A high level of reliability aud comparability over a signifi-
cant range of schools and school distriets;

(3) Suflicient data and analysis to provide the hasis for the
development of sonnd cducational policy;

(4) An emphasis on local district assessment of individual stu-
dent competencies;

(3) The presentation of the data in a clear, concise manner,

readily available to the public.

EXPLANATION—Matter enclosed in bold-faced brackets [thus) in the above bill
is not d and is i ded to be itted in the law.

Matter printed in italics thus is new matter.
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2. (New section) There is hereby established the New Jersey
Fdncational Testing Progranm. The State Depariment of Fduea-
tion shall design the testing program to assess pupil skills in read-
g, writing and mathematies at all levels of proficieney appro-
priate to the age and grade levels of the pupils being fested. In
addition, the State Department of Edueation shall justitute peri-
odie assessnient based on naiioual {ests iu arcas other tha reading,
writing and mathematies.

3. (New section) Beginning with the 1983.84 school year, the

testing program shall he administered annually as follows:

; and

)

a. fuoorades 306 and 12, on a matrix sampling bas
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rade Y, on a matrix sampling basis. Tu addition, it shall
assess whelhier o not each papil has achieved the devel of pro-
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ficieney in ore writing and mathenatics reguived by PooTa
1979, ¢ 24 (OO I8ATC- T et sequ).

The matrix samplivg ‘fests shall inelude a sutlicient nnber of

students and o sufficien: ravee of items {o insure that veliable
summary information is available for each school and each distriet.

4. (New section) The State Department of Mducation shall pro-
vide for the eorrelation, assessment, and reporiing of the results
of the festing progrvam in order to evaluate the perforinance
of cach school as required by P. L. 1975, e. 212, see. 10 (C.
18A:TA-10).

5. (New scetion) Kach local school distriet shall be responsible
for the assessment of cuch pupil in that sehool distriet Lo ascertain
the necds of the pupil with vespeet to State and local goals, ob-
jectives aud standards. The results of the distriet assessment
program shall be reported to the board of education at a publie
mecting during the school year and parents and guardians shall be
informed of the results of their child’s asscssment at least once
per vear, The Commissioner of Kdueation shall establish standards
for ihe local assessment program.

6. Section 2 of P. L, 1975, c. 212 (C. 18A:TA-%) is ameunded to
read as follows:

2. a. The Legislature finds and deelares that:

(1) The New Jvrsey Constifution provides that the maintenance
and support of a thorough aud efficient sy stem of free publie schools
tor the instrueting ol o0f the children in the State between the ages
of five vul 18 years is a fegislative respousibility ;

(2) It has been determined by the Supreme Court of New Jersey
that the constitutional requirement has not heen met and that action
must be taken fo correct any deficiencios;

(3) Extensive éfforts have been made by the Executive and
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Legislative brauches of State Government and others since the
Supreme Courl’s decision to determine the content of a thorough
and efficient syvstem of education and how it may be assured;

(4) Beeause the sufficieney of eduecation is a growing aud evolv-
ing concept, the defiaition of a thorough and efficient system of
education and the delincation of all the factors necessary to be in-
cluded therein, depend upon the economie, historical, social and
enltural eonfext in whieh that education is delivered. The Legisla-
ture Lmustd <hddl, nevertheless, make explicit provision for the
design of miaie and foeal systems by which such education is de-
Livered, and should, therefore, explicitly provide after four yvears
frong the effective date of this act for a major and comprehensive
evaluation of hoth the Slate and loeal sysfems, and the sufficiency
ol education provided thereby;

(5) in order to encouvage citizen involvement in educational
maliers, New Gdeiser should provide for free public sehools in a
manner which guarantees and encourages local participation con-
sistent with the goal of a thorough and efficient system serving all
of the chilidren of the State;

(6) A thorough and efficient system of education ircludes local
school distriets In whicl deeisions pertaining to the hiring and
dismissal of personnel, the eurriculunt of the schools, the establish-
nent of distriet bndgets, and other essentially Jocal questions are
made democeratically with a maxiniam of citizen involvement and
self-determination and are consistent with Statewide goals, guide-
lines and standards; and

(7) Sueb a system should be in part locally funded to encourage
involvement of and assure the financial supervision by the residents
of the local unit, and in part State funded, to equalize Stutewide the
tax effor! required for a thorough and efficient sysiem of free
publie schools.

b, fi'he Legislature, therefore, hereby accept the responsibility

(1) To detine the ove rall goal of a thorough and efficient system
ol free public schools 1 New Jersey;

(2) To establish guidelines within which such a system shall
operate;

(3) To delegate to appropriate State and local agencies the
authority :

(a) To establish goals and objectives consistent with legisla-
tive guidelines, and

(b) To detfine standards of performance, including uniform
Stutewide standards of pupil proficiency al ali levels in [basie

communications and computational skills,J reading, wriling and



9
10
L1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

N DD e
-t s Ll

S

(ST

=

~1

10

4

mathematics necessary to indicate each school’s achievement of the
goals and objectives;

(4) To establish a funding structnre which will ensure that
adequate financial resources shall be available to enable a system
of free publie schools to operate throughout the State; and

(5) To monitor the system of free public schools and provide for
corrective action when neecessary to ensure adequate progress
toward the achievement of goals and objectives.

7. Section 5 of P. 1. 1975, ¢. 212 (C. 18A:7TA-5) is amended to
read as follows:

5. A thorough and efficient system of free public schools shall
include the tollowing major elements, which shall serve as guide-
lines for the achievement of the legislative goal and the implemen-
tation ot this act:

a. Kstablishment of educational goals at both the State and local
levels;

b. Fncouragement of public involvement in the establishment of
educational goals;

c¢. Instruetion intended to produce the attainment of reasonable
levels of proficiency in [fhe basic communications and computa-
tional skills] reading, writing and mathemalics;

d. A breadth of program offerings designed to develop the in-
dividual talents and abilities of pupils;

e. Programs and supportive scrviees for all pupils especially
those who are educationally disadvaniaged or who have special
educational needs:

f. Adequately equipped, sanitary and secure physical facilities
and adequatce materials and supplies;

e. Qualified instroetional and other personnel;

h. Jifficient adminstrative procedures;

i, An adequate State prozram of research and development; and

3. Kvaluation and monitoring programs at both the State and
local levels.

8. Seetion 6 of P. L. 1975, ¢. 212 (C. 18A:7TA-6) is amended
to read as follows:

G. The State board, after consultation with the commissioner
and review by the Joint Committee on the ’ublic Schools shall (a)
establish goals - 7 »iandards which shall be applicable to all publie
schools n the State, ineluding uniform Statewide standards of
pupil proficiency [in basic communications and computational
skills al appropriate points in the educational carcers of the pupils
of the Statc] at all levels of reading, wriling and wmathematics and

a uniform Stotewide standard of proficiency in reading, writing
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and mathematics as required by P. L. 1979, c. 241 (C. 184:7C~1
et seq.), which standards of proficiency shall be reasonably related
{o those levels of proficiency ultimately necessary as part of the
preparations of individuals to function politically, economically and
socially in a demoeratic society, and which shall be consistent with
the goals and guidelines established pursuant to sections 4 and 5
of this act, and (h) make rules concerning procedures for the
establishment ol partienlar educational goals, objectives and
standards hy loeal hoards of education.

9. Seetion 7 of P L. 1975, . 212 (C. 18A:7TA-7) is amended
to read as follows:

7. laeh loeal board of education shall establish particular edu-
cational goals, objeetives and standards pursnant fo rules pre-
seribed by the State board. Tn each distriet in which there are
pupils whose proticieney in [basic ¢communications and computa-
tional skills} reading, writing and mathematics is below the State-
wide or local standard, the local board annually shall establish an
interim goal designed to assure reasonable progress toward the
goal of achievement by each such pupil of at least the Statewide
or local standard of proficiency. Iach such district as part of its
annual educational plan, shall develop [a basic skills] an improve-
ment plan tor progress toward such interim goal. Any such im-
provement plan shall be approved by the commissioner, and may
include (a) currienlar changes; (b) in-service training programns
for teachers; (¢) diagnostie, remedial, or skill-maintenance pro-
grams for pupilz: (4} consultations with parents oy gnardians:
(e) any other measure designed to promote progress toward such
interim goal.  aeh year each distriet shall evalnate pupil pro-
ficiency in [basic communications and computational skills] read-
g, wriling and malhewmatics, and determine its relation to, and
progress toward Statewide and any interim goals concerning pupil
proficieney in sueh skills. Such ev duation may be based in part
on anmmnal testing and in part on such other means as the hoard
deems proper to determine pupil status and needs, ensure pupil
pregress, and assess the degree to which the goals have been
achieved.

10. Seetion 10 of P. L. 1975, ¢. 212 (C. 18A:7TA-10) is amended
to read as follows:

10. Tor the purpose of evaluating the thoroughness and efficiency
of all the publie schools of the State, the commissioner, with the
approval of the State board and after review by the Joint Com-
mitteec on the Public Schools, shall develop and administer a

uniform. Statewide system for evaluating the performance of each
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school. Such a system shall be based in pa. o on annual testing for
achicvenient in [hasic skill areas] roading, wriling avd mathe-
metics, and in part ou such other mean< as the commissioner deems
proper in order to (a) determine pupil stalus and needs; (b) en-
sure pupil progress, and (¢) assess the degree to which the ednca-
tional objectives have been achieved.

11, Seetion 11 of P. L. 1475, ¢. 212 (C. 18.:7A-11) is ameunded
to read as follows:

i1, Kach school distrier shall make an annual veport of its prog-
ress in confornming to the goals, objeetives and standards developed
pursnant fe this aet. Kaeh distriel’s annual report shall inelude
hut not he mited to:

a. Deanographic data velated to each sehool;

h. Results of assessinent programs, ineluding Stafewide and
district testing condueted at each school, and the result of the
district evaduation of pupil proficiency in [hasic communication
and computational skills] reading, writing and maihematics;

¢ fuTormation on cach school’s fiseal operation. inelnding the
bhudaet of cach school;

d. Resulis of ecach school’s effectivencss in achieving State,
distriet and schiool goals and objectives applicable to the pupils,
including the effectiveness of any ‘“‘[huasic skills] improvement
plan’’;

e. Plans and programs for professional improvement;

. Plans to carry out innovative or experimental educational pro-
arams designed to improve the quality of eduecation; and

g. Recommendations for school improvements during the ensu-
ing year.

h. Additionally, the State Board of Education may from time to
time require each distriet to submit a facilities survey, including
current use practices and projected capital project needs, but not
more frequently {han once every two years.

The district reports shall be submitted to the commissioner by
July § of cach vear and he ¢hall make them thie basis for an aunual
report to the (Governor and the Legislature, deseribing the condi-
{ion of education in New Jersey, the efforts of New Jersey schools
in meeting the standards of a thorough :nd effictent education, the

steps underwne o eovreet deficiencies it school performanee, and

the prostess of New Jersey schools in comparison to other state
edneation systems in the United States. )

[In addition to such annual report the commissioner shall, four
years from the effective date of this amendatory act, report to the

Governor aud the Joinl Committee on the Public Schools assessing
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fhe effectiveness of this amendatory aet in improving the pro-
ficiency of the pupils of this State in basie comraunications and
computational rkills, Within six months of receiving such report
the Joint Committee on the Public Schools shall recommend to the
Legislature any necessary or desirable changes or wnodifications in
this amendatory act.}

12. Section 14 of P. 1. 1975, e. 212 (C. 18A:TA-14) is amended
to read as follows:

14, The commissioner shall review the results of the evaluations
conducted and reports submitted pursuant to sections 10 and 11 of
this act. Tf the conimissioner shall find that a school or a school
distriet has §:iled to show sufficient progress toward the goals,
uidelines, objeetives and standards, including the State 2onl and
any loesl interim coal concerning pupil proficieney at all lerels in
[hawic commuuientions and computational skills3 reading  wriling
avd amalhemalics, estoblished in and pursuant fo this aet, he shall
adyvise the local boerd of education of sueh determination, and shall
dircet thai a remedial plan be prepared aud subnitied to Lin for
approval. M the commssioner approves the plan, he shall assure
its fuplementation in a timely and effective monner. Tf the com-
missioner finds that the remedial plan prepared by the local board
of education is insuflicient, he shall order the local hoard fo show
canse why the correetive actions provided in section 15 of this act
should not be utilized. The hearing upon said order to show cause
shall he condueted in the manner prescribed by snbdivision B of
article 2 of claapter 6 of Title 18A of the New Jerscy Statutes.

13. (New s-ction) There is hereby appropriated for the pur-
poses of this et $911,000.00.

1 This aer shall {ake effect immediately.

STATEMENT

This bill does away with the Miniraum Basie 8kills Testing Pro-
gram established in 1976 and estublishes a New Jersey duestional
Testine Program. The new program will cover both basie skills
and bigher level skills in order to encourage school districts to
seek exeellence rather than continuc to stress minimwn skills. The
cmphasis of the program will be ou improving the schools. The
assessient of individual pupils will be done by the local school
distriet, in conformity with State and local goals.

Under this program students will be tested in 3, 6, 9 and 12th
grades. The 9th grade test will continue to assess basic skill pro-

ficiencies of all pupils a& a requirement for graduation. However,
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the Oth grade assessment will also cover a wide range of skills.
The approach to be used in grades 3, 6 and 12 will be a matrix
sampling method. Kvery test item will be administered in every
school, and every student will be tested, but not all students will
be tested on the same items. This provides the State with an ac-
curate assessment of the performance of any given school. It is
an effective method for the formulation of Stalewide educational
poliey and ecan form the basis for individnal school improvement.

T'he new program will go into effeet in the 1983-1984 school year.
Until that time the State will continue to administer the current

minimum basie skills testing program.




ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: The Public Hearing will come to order. I
would like to thank those of you who are here this morning at this public hearing
which is being conducted by the Assembly Education Committee. I would like to
introduce myself. I am Assemblywoman Mildred Barry Garvin -- Madam Chairman of
this Committee. I represent the 27th District, which is in Essex County. I
have to my left one of my colleagues, Joseph Palaia, and he represents the 1llth
District in Monmouth County. That district has 24 towns in it. I have five towns
in my district. To my right is John White, who is the Legislative Aide -- a very
effective aide to the Committee and without him, believe me, the job would be even
more difficult because he is a very excellent aide. I think he is the best aide
we have in Trenton by the way. He will be responsible this morning for acknowledg-
ing those speakers who have already scheduled to bc heard from. If other persons
come in, he will also have to leave the table to see if people want to testify.

I would like to thank you for coming, and I would like to share with
you the format that I would like to see this morning. The purpose of the hearing
on A-1785 is for us, as Committee members, to hear the concerns that people have
on a bill that has been introduced into the legislative process. I consider this
process very valuable because even though we have introduced the bill, myself and
my cosponsors, we have not taken the bill through the political process for
passage. We will not do that until we have completed our public hearings. We
have another public hearing scheduled for November 19, and that hearing will be
held at the Educational Improvement Center Northeast in West Orange. So, the
Committee's work on the bill will not take place until after we have completed the
hearings so that as legislators we will have input for any possible amendments
before the bill proceeds through the political process. Again, I thank you for
your attendance this morning. John, would you introduce our first speaker?

MR. WHITE: Mr. Will Downham, Director of Supervision and Instruc-
tion in Washington Township Schools.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: I should share with you that our public
hearings are being recorded and will be made available. So, when you do come up
to speak, do speak into the mike so that we will have your comments recorded.
WIULIL DOWNHAM: Let me first say that I have not had an opportunity to
discuss what I am going to say with the Board of Education, nor with the Superin-
tendent, so I am speaking not only as an educator, teacher, administrator, but
also as a father, as a dad, and also as a grandfather.

One of the most important things that I think any testing program
should do is =-- and I think maybe the most obvious -- the manner in which the data
is reported by whomever is doing the assessing. To me, this is primary. I looked
at the statement that was made which said that the new program would cover both
basic skills and higher level skills. I would say that that does reflect Washington
Township at the present time. With the number of private sector groups I have inter-
acted with, and also the teachers that I am interacting with and the building
principals, they do applaud the efforts to -- I won't say de-emphasize minimums,
but to emphasize different levels of excellence. I think we have to be ve:'y care-
ful that we don't, shall we say"throw away the baby with the bathwater," b :cause
I think any kind of a testing program should give a range of standards. I think
it is very important that we do continue with something like that that will give
the taxpayers and the moms and dads an indication as to really where the districts

are in terms of standards of "minimums," as well as standards of excellence.



From what I can read in the statement, there will be a continuation
and an emphasis on "basic skills," and also on the higher level skills. I think
that is a good blend.

Getting back to my initial point. To me, the most important service
is the manner in which the results are communicated to the local districts -~ clear,
concise -~ because it is our responsibility now to interact with students, parents,
Boards of Education, and public groups we are working with, whether it be parent
groups, whether it be T&E advisory groups, whether it be gifted/talented groups,
whether it be a lay advisory group that is assisting us with curriculum develop-
ment, whether it be principals, teachers, counselors, department chairpersons, or
whether it be people at the central level, persons like myself and my staff. I
have directly reporting to me a Coordinator of Mathematics and Science, as well
as a Coordinator of Reading and Language Arts, and a Coordinator of Fine Arts.

We gquite frankly use the results of thc statewide testing and our
norm reierence testing. At the present time, we are using SRA. Basically, it
becomes our agenda for program and pupil improvement throughout the entire year,
and making sure that we can use the data to develop a team of people that repre-
sents not only the public education sector, but the privatce sector. We feel very,
very strongly that there must be that teamwork between the private citizens and
we public servants who are serving those children and those moms and dads.

So, I'm really not here shall we say to cast a vote one way or
another, but to cast a vote for a continuation of clear, concise data, so that
we can approach many audiences and make sure that those audiences can work
together to help the individual child and to continue to help the overall district
program improve.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay, Mr. Downham, I thank you for that
informaticn. We will have it as a part of our overall review. Thank you very much.

MR. DOWNHAM: Thank you very much.

MR. WHITE: Dr. Norm Goldman, New Jersey Education Association.

D R. N ORM G OLDMAN: Good Morning. We are indeed grateful for this
opportunity, and also for the fact that the Committee scheduled this hearing in
South Jersey, which certainly needs its due these days in terms of exposure. It
also was a delightful ride down, so for that we are also grateful. We are a little
disappointed, however, because we understand that the Commissioner was quite anxious
to talk to the Committee. [ believe he wanted to speak to the group at the first
meeting that was scheduled a couple of weeks ago and, as we understand it, he is
contemplating some kind of program in this area that will be forthcoming in about
January. However, we certainly applaud your efforts, Assemblywoman Garvin, and
those of your colleagues, in basically doing some of the input work that has to
take place on this issue. There has not been an issue that has been more contro-
versial over the last eight years, and yet as things are being put into place in
terms of a new effort on the part of the State Department of Education, this is,

to my knowledge, the first opporturity that we have had to discuss the issue and
the component parts that mak. 1L up, and for that we are grateful. We certainly
hope the dialogue, not only between the Legislature and the organizations will
broaden, but also we look forward to the Commissioner and the Department of Educa-
tion participating in such a three-way discussion of such a key issue.

Let me indicate at first that the Association supports what we have

core to call "comprehensive assessment" for the diagnostic/learning evaluation of



student performance and progress. When we talk about comprehensive assessment,

we talk about more than just a test because I am sure you agree with us that when
you are evaluating a student, and they are each a human being, that you need some-
thing more than just what a person will do during the course of 40 minutcs with
paper and pencil on a test. And the Department has made that commitment over the
last few years to the issue of comprehensive assessment. That means a whole range
of evaluation techniques. That means testing, of course. That also mearns health
records of the students, parental interviews, teacher judgments, cumulative records,
and so on. And so what we see is the necessity to look at the child from all these
other different assessment techniques.

In addition, NJEA is totally sympathetic and committed to the remedia-
tion needs of our students. We are also sympathetic and committed, and I would like
to reassure you of that, Assemblywoman Garvin, because I know you have been in the
forefront on that issue, to the related fiscal needs of the urban districts. We
understand and we sympathize with the frustration of our colleagues, be they board
members or school superintendents, in the urban districts of this State. We know
their needs, and we know those needs can only be addressed by fiscal support from
the State, not less. T am terribly concerned when I hear the Governor speaking to
the State PTA and indicating that we have to do more, with less, or that we have
to deal with existing resources and move them around a little bit more. I think
there is a certain amount of insensitivity to the needs of the urban districts in
that regard. They are faced with the tremendous problem of municipal overburden.
They can't even spend up to cap, and yet they are being told at the same time they
have to do with what they have and do a better job -- more for less. That's not
where it's at.

We continue to fight for the Administrative and legislative support
of the compensatory education efforts and of that related financial commitment on
the part of the State. We realize that when T&E was implemented and the State did
mount a compensatory education program, there was no guarantee that maintenance
of effort would be maintained by local districts. We could appreciate those
problems. Those local districts have many other pressing needs in the area of
services to the members of their communities and so, obviously, we've got to have
more State support, not less. We understand the frustration that is related to
testing in that regard.

The Association feels that any form of testing should be locally
determined to reflect local curriculum and educational priorities. We are very
careful to point out that that is not to say that data to random sampling techniques
is not necessary for general planning and curriculum development purposes. In fact,
Assemblywoman Garvin, we applaud you for introducing for the first time into the
dialogue over a period of eight years the concept of random sampling. It is some-
thing obviously that is worth exploring. We know also that some of the experts
who were involved in the national program of random sampling and national assess-
ment of educational progress, a professor from Princeton University —-- so there is
a tremendous amount of resource in this State as we examine that particular approach.

The problems with testing arise, as we have pointed out over the last
eight years, when one single test instrument is used to make decisions relating to
a child's career in school or after. If you are classifying that child in any way,
whether you are putting that child into a remediation class or not, whether you

provided any other kind of service, it should not be done based upon one single



test instrument. And yet over the years, as we have discussed this, the reply is
that there is a requirement in the Administrative Code State Board Regulations
which says that the local school districts must use multiple measures when it
comes to pupil progress. Yet we know from experience -- we know from experience,
that it is not done that way. That those districts that need it the most have the
least resources for comprehensive assessment. They have the least number of child-
study teams, the least number of the kinds of services needed to evaluate the
children as to where they are. And all too often -- in fact, I can recall a
teacher from the district that was just represented here at the table, indicating
to me that all too often the decisions about who goes into a comp ed class or not
are made by looking at one computer printout and a line being drawn at a cutoff
score. Sometimes children get placed in comp ed programs who do not belong there;
sometimes children who do belong there do not get placed there ~-- if that is what
we rely upon.

In addition to that, there is trouble that arises when one single
test instrument is used in governing a school or governing a district. Now that
might sound like a very foggy and cloudy concept, but it is not. Not when you
look at the experience over the years in New Jersey and a school's label or
classification is dependent upon one test. Not when you view that there was an
implied -- implied, although not actual -- requirement that staff evaluation
involved the reviewing of student test score results. The teachers of New Jersey
are very much concerned about that. They want to teach those children to their
fullest potential and they want the resources to do it. They do not want their
schools governed by a test.

We applaud the Governor's commitment to rid our system of minimal
tests, as we have long said it has reduced too many educational efforts to medi-
ocrity. Let me point out to you and explode a common myth that the children in
our cities are not doing well. It is true that many of our students in those
cities are not doing well, but when you look at the test results, 45% and 50% of
those students are scoring in the upper ranges of those classes. Yet, if the in-
structional program of that school is focusing on the minimums, those children,
the high achievers in our cities, will be cheated of the programs and the services
that they need to acquire better understanding of the curriculum.

So, while we have difficulty with many of the suggestions coming out
of the Governor's Office in terms of financing and so on, we applaud the fact that
he recognizes that we will reduce our educational program to mediocrity if we con-
tinue to focus on minimums. And some of the very people, 15 years ago, who estab-
lished the whole approach to minimum competency testing, are now repudiating it.
Dr. James Pompum, as recently as two weeks ago at the annual ETS conference in New
York City, said, "We may have made a mistake by focusing so much attention on
minimum competencies because we have reduced the curriculum in that regard." And
so we are encouraging the Commissioner, and we are encouraging you and the other
members of the educational community, as we enter into this dialogue hopefully
that will culminate in Janua:, «~hen the Commissioner makes his announcement, that
we can develop an appreoach that will provide for a fair, comprehensive system of
evaluation that utilizes locally selected test objectives that match locally deter-
mined curriculum that fosters educational exccllence and that stimulates State

support of local remedial efforts in all identified areas of need.



On that point, let me make one digression that I feel -- that the
Association feels very strongly about, a digression that would obviously help the
urban districts. Under the current formulas and under the current Administration
by the State Department of Education, when you identify a student in need, and it
might fall into a few different categories, you are only paid for one. So our
entire bilingual program -- the students are being reimbursed by the State for
the bilingual costs, but if there is a reading deficiency or math deficiency, the
State is not providing the money. In the compensatory education program, if the
student is found in need in terms of reading and math, the local district is only
provided money for one of thosc¢ areas, and yet there are double needs there.
Obviously, if that problem were corrected, you would find a tremendous amount of
money having to go to those districts, particularly the urban districts that are
in need of that kind of assistance from the State.

We're also looking for an approach that provides schools through
professional judgment to include or exclude students, dependent on their real
needs that may not be refliected in one test with one cutoff score. We should
identify the fact that ranges should exist in which a student might fall. Also,
it is possible that there was a fluke either way, in terms of the student, by one
point passing the test or failing the test, and the point is, who decides whether
that student needs remediation or not. 1In such a search, NJEA is pledging its
complete cooperation to both you, Assemblywoman Garvin, and your Committee, and
to the Commissioner.

In reviewing A-1785 before us, there are what we would consider some
technical concerns. First of all, we feel the coverage may be too limited. Some-
one may be shocked at that, saying, "NJEA is in favor of a testing program that
covers more areas of the curriculum than more areas of concern.” The point is,
we are concerned. We have done our own research; we have surveyed the teachers
of this State over the last couple of years. We can give you the data that shows
what they perceive as their needs for improving performance to help the students.
Five areas come out the highest: reading, math, stress -- not study skills --
listening skills. And that is the key issue that I wanted to make -- that somehow
we can't just say reading; we should go to the more comprehensive terminology of
communication skills because in today's world you have to teach the skills that
students need for listening in a very discriminatory way. They are being bombarded
by the television tube. Cable T.V. will soon be upon us with even more opportuni-
ties. They are spending an inordinate amount of time watching T.V. and listening,
and yet those higher critical skills of making the difference in terms of what
they should believe and not believe, and how they evaluate that, those should be
included in anything we do.

The other thing is, we are concerned in the areas of math and so
on that we have to deal with the technological impact skills. 1In other words,
high technology -- the computer, cable T.V. -- all these kinds of things. We are
identifying new skills that students must need. If we don't give them these skills,
these discriminating skills, they will become par, and they will be controlled and
they will be like robots. That is our concern. So, those are the kinds of skills
we would also like to see a program like this approach.

There is some concern that the bill carries with it a potential con-

flict between the concept of random sampling and the requirements of the high school



graduation test law. The high school graduation test law, as I am sure you know,
and I am sure the Department people have advised you, is required of each student.
Random sampling is another way of approaching testing, where different students
receive different questions. So there is a potential conflict there in that
regard.

Lastly, there are some remediation issues. We would like to see a
guarantee that there will be this comprehensive assessment, and that decisions will
not be made based only on one test score. I might point out that in the high
school graduation diploma law, eventually such comprchensive assessment came into
play after it appeared as if the student was continuing to fail the test, that
there might be some other redeeming ways of dealing with that assessment. We
might want to look at that part of the bill for the kind of language that might
give that kind of guarantee. There is no guarantee in the bill, and I am sure
you are concerned about this, Assemblywoman Garvin, that there be State funding.
We all approached T&E eight years ago in good faith, and a lot of things happened,
as you are well aware of, in terms of the maintenance of effort not being main-
tained by the local school districts -- because of good reasons in many cases,
there's no doubt about it, and also the fact that now there are people in Trenton
who would renege on the formulas that were established in the T&E law. It's
interesting to see that the legislators dealt with that issue yesterday by refus-
ing to go along with the movement on the date of the budget and the notification
date. I think that there certainly was some great, good thought put into that.

In regard to the dual funding issue, we need the money if it is a
bilingual student to deal with the language problem. We need the money to deal
with it if there is a reading problem, and if there is a math problem, with that
same student. Those districts that have those students are the ones in greatest
need.

If there are any questions, I would be delighted to respond.

ASSEMBLYMAN PALAIA: Madam Chairman, may I?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Yes, Assemblyman Palaia.

ASSEMBLYMAN PALAIA: Dr. Goldman, as a retired elementary school
principal after 33 years, as of September 1, I can appreciate what you are saying
about drawing a line with the testing. The test results come out -- I always
found in all those years -- the best criteria I found was teacher judgment, which
too often was not utilized. But I know that as an administrator all those years
in a school, that it was one that I gave a very high priority because no one knows
a student better than someone who is with him five, six or seven hours a day, and
that is the teacher. I always gave that very top priority.

DR. GOLDMAN: I'm sure the teachers appreciate your saying that.
And also I want to say, in all due respect to my colleagues at the State Depart-
ment of Education who are also in the room today listening to what I am saying,

I don't want to give the impression that they are nct in favor of something like
comprehensive assessment. They are. I mean I don't want you to doubt their
motives. Our problem is in implem=mntation. The problem, as I said earlier, is
that the districts that nced the help the most have the resources the least to
conduct this kind of comprehensive assessment. If I am talking to a teacher in
Paterson who has 39 students in her class, that is tae problem. So, you know, we
may be participating in some ways also in terms of making those arbitrary lines

on computer printouts.



ASSEMBLYMAN PALAIA: I have nothing else.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay. I have a question. How would you
recommend that those of us in Trenton who are responsible for quality education,
and we have the law on the books that has to be implemented -- how would you
recommend on a statewide basis that we develop the process for implementation?

In other words, if that is the problem, then what is your recommendation because
there is a legislative role? On your comment about the Commissioner, I think I
should let this audience know I have had several meetings with the Commissioner.
I have had great respect for his thrust, but I think the honeymoon period is last-
ing too long. I think we need firm leadership and direction. We cannot wait in
the educational process but so long. The Commissioner has sent a representative
here for this public hearing, but one of the things I would not like to see my
Committee do is to confuse its responsibilities with those of the Commissioner.
There are two distinct responsibilities. For your information, I have been asked
not to have hearings, and I resent that request because we, as legislators, must
do what we are charged to do and the Commissioner, on the other hand, to do what
he is charged to do. At some point we interact, and I think that is why I wanted
the hearings and I'm glad the Commissioner's representative is here because as a
new Commissioner, to me, in whatever decision he is going to recommend, I think
he will have more information from his representative attending these hearings
because you cannot, as a Commissioner of Education in this State, make decisions
impacted on the State isolated from the people that it is going to affect. That
is no way to run a government. So, you must know that we have a responsibility
and one of the things is that I have one of the most marvelous committees --

and I am sorry all of my members are not here. I think of all the committees

of the 21 standing committees in Trenton, I think the Education Committee on a
bipartisan basis is one of the finest committees that you have, as far as people
caring about kids.

Therefore, in no way will I wait for a Commissioner who has another
responsibility. We must proceed with the legislative thrust. Oh, by the way, the
Commissioner did not make the request. I have had the request from other entities
not to hold the hearings until we see what the new Commissioner will recommend.
Hopefully the hearings wiil impact on whatever recommendations come down because
you as a people would have had an input in that decision.

DR. GOLDMAN: I think you are to be commended for starting the open
public dialogue, and all 1 can do, to refer back to your question, is to recall that
eight years ago when we started the T&E dialogue, there was an easy flow of communi-
cation among legislators, the Administration, the State Department of Education and
the educational organizations, in terms of building some of those blocks upon which
we had hoped T&E would be fruitful. You had people like Steve Wiley - a tremendous,
tremendous contribution to the writing of the law and to subsequent, you know,
deliberations dealing with the code and things like that. It was an open process.
The gentleman sitting to your right (indicating Mr. White) sat in at many, many
sessions at Rutgers, at the State capitol, and so on, where people sat around the
table, exchanged views and information and things like that. When that communica-
tion broke down because people started getting into turf guarding, that is when
the problems arose. I can see, and I have every hope knowing a little bit about
the Commissioner in terms of how he operated in his districts before he came to

Trenton, that he is interested in collaboration, he is interested in cooperation,



and in bringing people together for that kind of consensus. Hopefully, those
kinds of decisions can be made free of partisan politics, and even free of
partisan politics when it comes to State dollars. I think that's where it's at,
if we are all committed to the kids.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay. I have another question. How would
you establish a statewide test then for us to implement the high school graduation
standards? That is on the books, and our kids are going to have to meet those
standards. How would you recommend the State implement, so that our young people
have some method of support so that they may succeed? How would you do it?

DR. GOLDMAN: I suspect, Mildred, you are talking to the wrong
person on that one, but I will give it a shot. As you know, we supported during
the debate of the Feldman bill on high school graduation that the testing itself
be locally determined, but that the State play some role in terms of signing off
on the guality of the testing and the standards that were leing set locally. Not
being able to achieve that, the Association participated in designing a system
where at least the student would be given a fair shake later on in terms of com-
prehensive assessment if they continued to take the test over and over again.

You have some major problems with the high school graduation test. The Department
people c¢re very much aware of it. They are in the forefront in trying to resolve
those pioblems. You have two major problems there. You have the problem of due
notice because you are dealing with the property right of the student. You are
dealing with his or her diploma and, if you deny that student that property right,
how do you give that student sufficient notice as to what that test is going to

be all about, in terms of what they are going to be tested on?

Currently, the dust has not settled on that issue because the Deborah
P. case in Florida, which was taken up by a group of advocates on behave of minority
children in that state =-- they are still arguing that issue. And there is that con-
cern at the State Department of Education level. 1In addition to that, there is
another problem and the dust has not settled on high school graduation testing
from the State level, and that is the issue of what's called "instructional
validity." Whether you can actually prove what the kid is being tested on was
actually taught in that classroom -- and the dust hasn't settled on that yet as
to how you can go about doing it and proving it. And the State Department people
are vitally concerned about that, but because it is in law, they are moving ahead
with the test.

We are in contact with people of national reputation in the area of
testing and what we could do, and what we would hope to do, not only in the case of
the high school graduation test, but also in the case of the compensatory educationr
program, 1s to come up with some very viable, positive solutions as to how it can
work. I would look forward to working with the Committec and with the Commissioner
on that. As late as last weck I had a meeting with one of our consultants on that
issue. We are working on something. There is a committee at NJEA that is very
much interested in this for many rcasons. Obviously, our commitment to compensa-
tory education represents z iut of money going to the schools, and we would like
to see that money continue to flow.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Norm, you are aware that there is $900,000
allocated in this bill. Are you aware of that?

DR. GOLDMAN: Right. Our experience has been that that approximates

what we call "the tip of the iceberg" to run the State testing program. In other



words, when you take the salaries of personnel, and you take the basic contract
that goes to the test developer, plus in this particular case you are going to
be dealing with the language test which has in it the costs of correcting it
through the holistic scoring method where we have to employ readers to evaluate
the material, you are talking about easily three-quarters of a million dollars.
We did not interpret the nine hundred, whatever it was, in the bill as the
amount that would be necded for the remediation because if it is a good program,
and if we give the districts money for reading, math, bilingual, and all those
needs, it will certainly cost more than a million dollars.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: But, Norm -- in other words, we were spend-
ing, if my memory serves me correctly, $700,000 for minimum basic skills.

DR. GOLDMAN: Two tests, right.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: And the figure in this bill, for those of
you who do not have the bill, is $900,000. What I would like to say is that, and
I am not for minimum basic skills but I am -- I guess I am about some measuring
mechanism dealing with motivating both teachers and students in the learning
process. The reason I introduced this bill is because something exciting took
place in many classrooms because of minimum basic skills. Something happened to
the students; something happened to the teachers; and, something happened to the
parents. And, when it was eliminated during the Joint Appropriations process, I
was spastic --

DR. GOLDMAN: Right.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: ~- and I am not dealing with whether it should
be minimum or maximum. I'm not hung up with that. I am hung up with a tool that
this State should have dealing with our students and reducing the illiteracy that
presently exists in our high school graduates. That is the intent of the bill.

The bill is not written in cement, don't misunderstand me, but I did want to make
note of the $900,000. It may be a valid figure, or it may not, but at least monies
were included in this bill for the purpose of implementation and it was more than
what we had allocated for minimum basic skills.

DR. GOLDMAN: Which is great because it i1: a commitment which shows
that you want to do more with this program than what has gotten cone before. Let
me say this ~-- you know, I don't get an opportunity to w=ay this very often because
the media appears to print us as being anti-test. Reprcsenting most of the teachers
of this State who are the test users, you know the test consumers of the industry,
we rely, of course, a great deal on tests and we will continue to rely on tests.

We make the plea that a decision should not be made based on one test. Let me

point out the issue of the enthusiasm and the esprit de corps within the school,

and so on. We are very much interested in that. Over the last two to three years,
the Association has been developing a program based on research -- school effective-
ness research, called "school effectiveness training." We go into the school and we
take out the teachers, the cafeteria workers, the parent leaders, the school board
members, the administrators, and for three days we take them away and we tell them
what rescarch says about what can be in that school. One of the components we talk
about is evaluation. We do not run away from the issue. What we're saying is the
evaluation is done best closest to the child, closest to the school, closest to the
parent, and to get those parents ignited and excited about thoﬁe kinds of issues,
and it is meeting with success. Our problem is when it is a test score that is

coming in from Trenton that is deciding, you know, how the school is going to be



classified, how much money are you going to go either way -- you know, I can

tell you more stories about districts, and I don't fault the districts because
they want the dollars, they need the dollars. As you know, in the compensatory
education program we were only giving the State test in grades three, six, nine
and eleven. On the other grade levels, we were using commercially prepared tests,
and districts would use those test scores to generate the funds from Trenton.
well, at ohe point some of those districts were calling up the State Department
of Education asking if they could switch to a tougher test in order to generate
more money. Now, you know when that starts driving your system and you have more
kids failing a higher level test and you have that debilitating affect -- that is
a very sad situation. We want to avoid that. We want to get the most out of those
kids. We want to be supportive to them and to their parents, but we do not want
testing being used as a club over their heads. That is our problem, but it can
be used, is what I am saying. We look forward to coming to you with some specific
proposals in that regard.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: All right. I see a hand, and I'll let you
come up. I just want to make a comment. I have not developed the bill without
an awful lot of thought, a lot of research, and a lot of experience, and so you
are helping me. But what are we going to do with the $64 million the State allo-
cates for comp ed? What measuring tool can we as a State have to justify distri-
bution of $64 million?

DR. GOLDMAN: I would like to reassure you, Assemblywoman Garvin,
that there is a method. We are examining the way in terms of how that can happen
where there is evaluation -- you know, that kind of assessment of the test results
and things like that. We are concerned, for instance -- the last time we lost
money in comp ed before the current Administration was not because the Governor
or the Legislature cut back on the dollars. It was because of the Commissioner of
Education, our former Commissioner of Education, and now it is that the test
scores have gone up, and we didn't need $8 million more. Now, the point was the
test scores may have gone up for one reason or another -- and that is probably
the subject of another hour of discussion, and I would love to share that with
you. But the point is, as those test scores went up, 1'm sure some of your
colleagues in the Legislature were saying, "Oh gee, they don’'t need more money in
Jersey City, Newark, Paterson or Canmnden." On the contrary, they need more money
for the job that they have to do. You see, that is the risk that you run. But
at the same time, obviously, we are concerned about that money going into those
districts for programs and for staff.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Mr. Downham, do you have a comment at this
point? Would you come forward? It is informal. Is your comment based on his
testimony, or is it additional?

MR. DOWNHAM: Yes. I think it is something that might help.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: This is Mr. Downham from Washington Township.
He testified before and I am giving him the privilege of the chair again.

MR. DOWNHAM: I think we have to be very careful also -- I'm looking
at the first paragrapl in your statement. I think we have to be careful that we
don't shortchange some of the great efforts that have been involved in the class-
rooms by individual teachers. It appears as though in this particular statement

that an assumption is being made, that because we have been giving a test of this
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particular nature over the past "X" number of years, that we have not encouraged
teachers to seek excellence with their children. I'm reading the new program will
cover both basic skills and higher level skills in order to encourage school
districts to seek excellence. Then, looking at the next sentence, or the next

part, "rather than continue to stress minimum skills." When I look at the score,
for example, the score as you look at the test items kind of represents the minimum,
but the test items themselves are supposed to reflect a typical third grade curricu-
lum, sixth grade curriculum, ninth grade curriculum, eleventh grade curriculum.
Again, what I am trying to say is that an awful lot of teachers throughout the

State of New Jersey have been using the test information to seek excellence, whether
or not they have decided to, you know, to zero in and simply teach minimums. We
have to be very careful with that language, I think, with the taxpaying public.

It is what the teacher does with the information. The minimum is the cutoff score.
Test items should reflect the curriculum.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay, thank you, but I think -- Norm, I would
like to thank you for your excellent -~ you can stay there. I don't mean to cut
you off, but I would like to thank you for your excellent presentation and infor-
mation. Now, Mr. Downham, it is your floor. I don't like to cut a person off
that way. I think you are reading from the statement, and I don't know if this is
a new process to you, but be a little better educated after this hearing in that
a statement tries to summarize the content of the law, if you will. So, therefore,
I am usually very careful when people talk about the statement because the statement
is a summary-laced statement of the legality of the bill. Therefore, it does not
in itself become law -- just for your information. In further reviewing, you may
all write any comments you may think of later because I am not moving this too
rapidly. You may address the page or the section of the bill with any of your
comments.

All right, see the statement is a summary statement and sometimes
we really get in trouble in Trenton when a person is dealing with the statement
and not the content of the bill.

ASSEMBLYMAN PALAIA: That's true. 1In fact, if you look on the first
page of the bill under Line 5, it says, "The commitment to educational excellence
compels us to emphasize not only the basic skills but to nuture the higher levels
of educational performance in reading, writing, and mathematics throughout the
public schools of the State of New Jersey." Assemblywoman Garvin is correct.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Section 1, Line 5.

ASSEMBLYMAN PALAIA: That is where your point comes in, Mr. Downham,
and that's true what you are saying.

MR. DOWNHAM: I just wanted to make sure that we don't all of a
sudden blast the teachers for the great job that they have been doing, because a
lot of good teachers -- a lot of teachers have been using these results to seek
excellence and have really helped an awful lot of kids.

ASSEMBLYMAN PALAIA: Agreed, there is no question about it.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Look, let me tell you -- Norm has worked with
me, I guess, several years. Nothing about this bill has to do with blasting anybody.
It is trying to do what we as a State has said by law is responsible for doing
and to develop a system for doing it that would be good for our young people who

we are responsible for. I don't want that to come up this morning because it is
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in no way -- in no way was the bill developed to blast or attack teachers. That
is not what it is all about.

MR. DOWNHAM: And the gentleman who spoke just before me -- I applaud
what he is saying concerning a broader definition of basic skills. But I think we
also have to recognize that it is very, very difficult to measure speaking and
listening. I applaud the effort for you to include the writing skills. When I
look at the next sentence, the statement that addresses higher level skills --
we're talking about the kinds of things that are usually included in the program
for the gifted/talented, high analytical skills, synthetical skills -~ giving
children an opportunity to evaluate their particular products and to justify and
defend the products. To select those kinds of test items that are going to measure
higher level thinking skills is a tremendous challenge. I applaud you for taking
this on, but boy what a challenge it is going to be, and I wish you all the luck
in the world, and also as you expand the comprehensiveness of the basic skills
definition to include the listening, speaking and writing. I think you are right
on target, quite frankly.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Thank you. John, do you want to introduce
our next speaker?

MR. WHITE: Dr. Eugene Keyek, Superintendent of Audubon Public Schools.
D R. EUGENE K E Y E K: Good morning. I am Dr. Eugene Keyek, Superintendent
of the Audubon School District in Camden County. I thank you for the opportunity to
present to you my concerns and recommendations pertaining to the testing phase of
program evaluation.

I might digress for just a moment to give you a brief background so
that you will understand that over the past twenty some years I have had an oppor-
tunity to serve as a teacher, a principal, and a college professor. I worked for the
New Jersey School Boards Association in Trenton, and am currently serving as a
superintendent. In each of those phases of my career,I have had an opportunity to
discuss at various levels, probably the most controversial issue that exists in
education, and that is evaluation of the student and evaluation of the program.

Norm Goldman and I sat on opposite sides of the table many times when I worked for
the School Boards Association. However, I think many of his comments should be
considered by the Committee and I support many of the proposals being submitted
by NJEA.

It is not my intent here to try to change your mind about the validity
of utilizing a single test instrument as a major vehicle of program and district
evaluation. My concerns must be prefaced by a number of givens, since they directly
affect the operation of the school district. Possibly the most important is, what
is the purpose of an evaluation system? Now, what is the purpose of the evaluation
system as defined in the proposed legislation? If we accept that evaluations can be
used to critically judge the worth of whatever schools teach, they aid in structural
planning, they determine the relative worth of new approaches, and they facilitate
the formation of instructional materials and procedures. These are all educationally
oriented. However, I am alszo a pragmatist, a realist, that some other purposes may
'be politically motivated, and while one must be pragmatic enough to accept the human
cry for accountability, the simplistic response by establishing a single evaluation

instrument as the basis for accountability is contrary to all research on the subject.



A second given which must be considered is the fallacy of the
reliability of the single test instrument. This single element is affected by a
multitude of variables, out-of-school factors such as family, environment; school
input factors, the number of staff, qualifications of staff, facilities, and even
such a minor item as student attendance; and, school environment. I think that Norm
referred to this in the effectiveness of the school -- the patterns of authority
that exist, the type of principal we have, the expectation, school organization,
and student participation. And, finally, the teaching/learning process. What is
being taught? How is it being taught? How effective is it? To utilize the results
of a single instrument as the basis for making educational, economical and political
decisions does a disservice to education in New Jersey. There must be a more com-
prehensive response to the evaluation process which considers all the goals of a
district, rather than basic skills alone.

A concern that I have is primarily that there are 13 or 14 goals
established. Many of these goals will not be measured by this individual test.

Many of these goals are as important as basic skills, so what I feel here is that
what we are doing is moving away from the evaluation of the total educational pro-
gram. It is apparent that legislators and bureaucrats have been aware of these
concerns about testing for years, and still feel compelled to respond to the poli-
tical realities. I accept the political realities; I deal in political realities
every day. If this is the case, then consider one specific recommendation. Utilize
the current, commercially-developed norm reference test, rather than attempting to
reinvent the wheel. Use these tests until we come up with a comprehensive, accept-
able evaluation program. The rationale for this recommendation is based on a number
of factors.

First, the universal acceptability of such achievement tests as the
Iowa Test of Basic Skills, the Test of Academic Proficiency, the Stanford, the
Metropolitan -- they are used throughout the country. Secondly, many districts
currently utilize such tests, thus the State-mandated tests duplicate efforts.
Third, a concern I have is the loss of instructional time to excessive test taking.
No matter how you do it, if you take the ninth grade out of a program to test the
ninth grade, you affect the total operation of the school for that day. Ninth
graders do not move in blocks, sc¢ that affects everything we do. Eleventh graders
do not move in blocks, so it doe: affect, once you establish a day for the State-
mandated testing.

Fourth, cost factors for test development could be utilized in other
programs. Facetiously, I will take some of that $900,000 that you have set aside --
if you will give me $100,000 for a pilot program in program evaluation, I would be
very happy to assist the State Department in any way.

ASSEMBLYMAN PALAIA: That is very generous of you.

DR. KEYEK: Yes, I'm only taking $100,000.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: I'm not going to give up the kitty. (laughter)

DR. KEYEK: Fifth, the results of norm reference tests can be tied to
equivalent statewide standards. Now this is evidenced -- again, I think Norm
referred to this. A memo from the State Department of Education dated June 10,

1982 ~- and this is a revised list of State Standards for Minimum Proficiency
in Communications and Computation. What we were given to do was to take those
grade levels where we didn't test and they were able to extrapolate the scores and

come up with a minimum standard. Now, I have no doubt that given all of the talent



that we have in statistical research, that we can't do the same thing. Sixth,

and perhaps one of the greatest things I find in the school district, is a greater
acceptance by staff and students for the commercially-prepared norm reference test.
The basic skills approach to the State test is regarded as a test of mediocrity,
both on the part of the staff and on the part of the students. I find that our
students do not take the basic minimum skills test as seriously as they should.
Now, all of these tests that I have mentioned meet the criteria outlined on Page

1 of the proposed legislaticn, where you ask that, "any Statewide testing program
shall include the following," and it lists the five areas. It is my belief that
any given, reputable, commercially-prepared norm reference test can provide data
in response to your questions that you gave to Norm about a ninth grade test.

How do we determine this? I think that that can be done with a commercially-
prepared test.

I respectfully petition this body to consider the adoption of legisla-
tion which recognizes the current body of research and that current body of research
indicates that we should expand our attempts at the evaluation process, the current
utilization of widely-recognized norm reference tests, and a willingness to allow
the local district the option of selccting the evaluation system that best meets
its needs.

I thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Thank you. Assemblyman Palaia, do you have
any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN PALAIA: No.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Well, I have one, and it has to do with your
statement dealing with duplicate effort. In all honesty, I don't think students
really know the difference between the State test or the California, and I think
that is an unfair statement because I do not think if we were to do ~- and I wrote
a note to myself just to try it out for size -- T wonder if students know what tests
they are taking. You know, it is just sort of a new thought that I have problems
with, but I think we are not in anyway saying that other tests -- this bill is not
saying that other tests cannot be used in dealing with the performance of a student.
This is relating to the State's responsibility as described by law. So, this State
test does not in any way eliminate other tests from being administered. I just
wanted to make that clear.

We have with us Dr. Steve Koffler. Steve, could you respond to a
valid point he made for clarification? Would you mind coming forward? Steve is
from the Department of Education and he is one of those statistical, knowledgable
individuals. I would like you to share with the Committee for the record your

thoughis on his statements dealing with the chart that --

D R. STEVE KO FFLER: =-- correlating the test.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: -- correlating the test. Would you mind sort
of clarifying that for us? Thank you.

DR. KOFFLER: Certainly. The commercial tests are different in some
respects. They all measure : -ding and mathematics; however, the types of skills

that are measured by those tests may vary. For example, some tests may stress
fractions, while other tests may stress decimals. To that extent the tests are
not equal; they are not equivalent. Therefore, one score on, for example, the
California Achievement Test, may not be completely equivalent to a score on the

Iowa Test of Basic Skills. They both measure reading and math, but again they are
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measuring different aspects with different stress in those areas. Because of that,

as I said, they cannot be -- the scores cannot be made equivalent. Dr. Keyek was
absolutely correct; we do, for purposes of remediation from a statistical point of
view, try to equate the scores on the California tests with the Iowa test, with

the Metropolitan test, with the major commercial test. However, from a statis-

tical point of view, there is ever involved in those, whenever one tries to equate
tests, especially tests that are not completely equivalent -- so, the chart that

he has is to be used by the school districts as bench marks. As Dr. Goldman was
saying before, the Administrative Code requires that the school districts use

multiple measurements. They certainly should not be placing the child in a remedial
program only on the basis of the one test. That is especially true for the use of
this chart, and with different districts using different commercial tests. Since
there is error involved in those scores -- in trying to make equivalent those scores --
the possibility exists that there are mistakes made. For example, if the chart were
to say -- I use this as an example, I do not remember the actual numbers -- that a
score of 64 on the Iowa test is equivalent to a 65 on the minimum basic skills test or
a 70 on the California test, that may not be entirely true -- entirely accurate --
because of the statistical error involved.

For purposes of placing a child in a remedial program, I do not believe
there is that much of a problem in using those bench marks because if an error is
made, it is not irreparable and the teacher using multiple measurements, or the
school district using multiple measurements, can correct the error. When one talks
about denying a child a diploma, I think the error involved there is much more grave
and much more serious, and I think the margin of error has to be -- there has to be
a smaller margin of error. I would be very concerned if we were to deny a child a
diploma because he or she took one test rather than another test, and we, through
statistical manipulations, attempted to say what score on what test was equal to
what score on another test.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Thank you for that clarification.

DR. KEYEK: I would like to respond to Steve, very quickly. What
makes it so different that someone in Trenton is going to decide whether or not
that's the marginal statistical difference, or whether someone at the Iowa test
center in the University of Iowa is going to make that judgment. There is no
difference between -- if we are going to use a test, then what difference does it
make whether it is a test generated by someone in Trenton or by a conglomerate
that is contracted to develop the test? It still may not measure everything that
is being taught. Only I at the local level, and the teachers at the local level,
and the administrators at the local level may be able to say that that is a fairly
reliable test because it does test what we are teaching. There is a broad-based
body of knowledge that is taught at each grade level. It doesn't really make any
difference. We're kidding ourselves if wo don't think that we use textbooks in
every school district in this State. Textbooks generally follow a pretty sequential
pattern all the way through the grade levels. There are certain skills that are
taught at each grade level. The Iowa test, the Metropolitan, the Stanford -- they all
test those skills. It is not difficult for Steve or anyone else at the State Depart-
ment to do an item analysis and say that given the response and these item analyses --
given the response and this kind of statistical maneuvering that I can get a re-

sponsible result for every district in the State.
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My concern is why do we need a State test? If it is in response
to a piece of legislation, fine, again recognizing the cry for accountability.

I have no concerns with accountability. My concern is that it is another test
which I feel is (1) a waste of time; and, (2) a waste of dollars. My final
comment would be in response to the students taking the test. I think you do

a disservice to our students. Our students know when they sit down to take the
MBS test and they get halfway through, and they look at it and say, "This is a
snap. There's nothing to this." After a while this total attitude permeates the
school. 1It's MBS time. I would not want to tell you what the usual definition
of MBS stands for in our particular district.

ASSEMBLYMAN PALAIA: I have a pretty good idea.

DR. KEYEK: I would hopo that the Committee would consider not
going through the entire process again. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Thank you very much. We'll now have our
next speaker. Well, we'll have to change those initials. (laughter) I have never
heard that implied before. Make a note, we will change those initials.

MR. WHITE: Mr. John Dougherty from Educational Improvement
Center-South.

J O HN DOUGHERTY: Thank you. Speaking now as an evaluation specialist
with EIC, and having done for the past five years a lot of workshops and services
consultations and all sorts of things on testing in school districts -- I'm speak-
ing from that perspective -- I am in favor of A-1785 because I believe the emphasis
of the program will be on improving the schools. I believe you have to have evalua-
tion to improve the schools. I also believe very strongly that schools, like any-
one else, any organization or person, need third-person evaluation. Third-person
evaluation is what we might call a second opinion. I do not believe that self-
evaluation, although it is good, is enough. You have to have some kind of outside
initiative and in this case, from State government, I think that is the right place
for it to come. I think there is a difficult policy question here which each speaker
has addressed. How much intrusion do you want from the Department of Education or
from State government into this process? I think that is a tough question.

I have no trouble at all with a statewide test measuring comprehensive
achievement because I can tell you from personal experience, and I don't say this
critically of the school districts, but the way in which standardized published
tests are chosen by school districts in this State, and in every state I worked,
and I have worked in a4 lot of them, is not good. My experience has been that
standardized tests are selected by school districts on the basis of salesmanship
and packaging, not on the basis of curriculum validity. If curriculum validity
were the issue, we would not have five of about 50 commercially-available tests
cornering about 95% of the market. For example, the current issue of the California
Achievement Test, the 1980 edition, is selling very well because it is beautifully
packaged. It is packaged like a box of candy.

I think the leadershio issue here is really important. I believe,
as I heard someone say, that e MBS, even though there are problems connected
with it -~ there are problems with any test. It was an incentive. An awful lot
happened out there in the school districts because of that test that probably would
not have happened. True, it did have the effect in many cases of maybe focusing
the curriculum on minimum skills and it was perceived in a lot of places -- and I

have people who used to argue this with audiences. At the time I was wrong. I
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thought it was not perceived as a standard, but in many cases it was. The
perception in a lot of districts was, if we meet this low standard, that is
enough. That is all they want. That is why I think this expansion to a more
comprehensive assessment is great. This is leadership, and this is what I
believe districts need.

I think, however, in addressing the policy issue, this bill would
expand the testing prudently. I think to go to major arcas of the curriculum,
like high-level problem solving and things like that, it would be tco much.
Districts would perceive it as compromising local control, and there would be
unnecessary problems, whereas this is a prudent extension concentrating on the
really critical areas of the curriculum. When I read this, and when I read the
original bill, my perception is, the legislator says to the Commissioner, "How
are the schools doing? We need to know." Now, the Commissioner could come back
and he could say, "Well, we'll send out 635 questionnaires and we'll ask them to
check off -- we're doing well, we're doins fairly -- we're doing poorly. We'll
get back to you."

The Legislature would not accept that, obviously, kecause that much
discretion left to the person evaluating himself might give you unreliable data.
So, you get the second opinion, or the third-person evaluation from a valid State
test which gives you data which I do not think is terribly intrusive, and which
has a chance, maybe, of being more valid and more related to the curriculum than
the standardized achievement tests do. Having done lots ¢f workshops with group
selecting, I can tell you they are all different. The crossover from one to an-
other does not exist. Even when you have anchoring studies, as was said, the
amount of measurement is not acceptable. You simply cannot go from the Iowa test
in the fourth grade to the California in the fifth grade and expect to get any kind
of reliability in the data that gives you.

A comprehensive State test, I think, at this point is being done in
a lot of places. As I tell groups that I work with on this kind of accountability
legislation, this is not just another trend in this business. This is the basis
of a need for State legislators and the public to know what is going on, how are
we doing and, especially, how are the kids in this district doing in relation to
all the other kids. I think this is the best way to get that. I would have a
lot of reservations about saying that we are going to have a set of criteria and
we are not going to have a State test. We're going to go around to each district
and ask them to set up their own internal testing program, and have a sign-off on
that. I would hate to have the job of signing off to 635 different evaluation
systems. That would be tough. I think that you would get questionable data on
something like that, whereas with this kind of an effort, I believe you would get
good data and I think that is very important. The point always comes up, every
time I get into a discussion of testing with a group, or with a workshop, how
can you summarize the child with one test score? Obviously, you can't. You need
multiple measures. But here we are talking about improving schools and providing
the State with an accurate assessment of the performance of a school. Now, when
you get an assessment of the performance of a school or of a district, you have
larger amounts of data. It is not the same as one score on one kid.

It is often true that imprudent judgments are made about kids some-~
times on the basis of one score. I don't think that is what this bill is about

as I read it. You are talking here about judgments that might be made about a
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whole school, a whole district, in comparison with others. I don't think there
is anything here in the language of this that relates really to the abuse of
drawing a line on a printout, as someone said. That is another issue, and that
is going to happen anyway, no matter what kind of testing you have. If people
are going to do that, they are going to do it. This is designed to give you data
about schools and districts, and about the entire State, and to provide that kind
of data that can be used for improvement, and T believe it will do that. It has
done it in tho past. I guess that's all.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Thank you. I have just one question. Are
you aware at all about the increase in cost to local districts as it relates to
the salesmanship of various tests? Has anyone attempted to deal with that issue -~
that the costs that local boards have over a period of time expended based on the
rising costs of certain testing companies?

MR. DOUGHERTY: I don't know that anyone has done a study, but I am
definitely aware of the cost that is involved in the multi-million dollar testing

industry, of the way most of the decisions are made in the selection of these tests,

and

in choosing to have them scored in a certain way. I would say that most of that money

is not well spent because I really don't see many districts using that data wisely,

1f they use it at all. Frankly, when I do my workshop on standardized tests in a

district, the first thing I ask the audience -- I'm talking now about both admin-
istrators and teachers -- the first thing I say is, "What is the test in your
district?" I'm checking to see if they know. The second question I ask is, "How
was it chosen?" That is always the tough one. No one knows. "It was here when I
got here."

The reality is that they are just not well chosen. I think people
spend more time shopping for groceries in the supermarket than they do on these
tests really, in almost every case.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Mr. Dougherty, this is why I have supported
the EICs over the years because I think they iave been dealing with the needs the
school districts have for information of this sort. I guess I'll let this record
show that I am at odds with any cutback of EICs, and the Department members that
are here can take that message back, and you may take it out of this testimony.
Okay, Mr. Dougherty, thank you very much. Are you going to stay around in case
we have questions?

MR. DOUGHERTY: Yes.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Thank you. John?

MR. WHITE: Mr. Fred Young, Director of Curriculum, Hamilton Town-
ship, Mercer County.

FRED Y O U N G: Thank you. I would like to ask for a clarification first
from the Committee members, if that is at all possible, so that I can speak within
the context.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: You may ask of the Chairman.

MR. YOUNG: Yes ma'am. The question I have is, there is a reference
in -- I do have a copy of the voposed legislation -- there is a reference to
matrix sampling. Could you explain that briefly to me?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay, what page are you referring to here?
You are probably talking about Page 2, Line 3 (a.), "In grades 3, 6 and 12, on

a matrix sampling basis;"
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MR. YOUNG: Yes.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: All right. John, do you want to respond?

MR. WHITE: Matrix sampling is to make sure that we cover all of
the items needed to govern the curriculum with a limited budget for statewide test-
ing so we can cover the total range of skills, but we don't have to test every kid
to get at all the skills. Otherwise, it would just be impossible -- it would be a
terribly expensive way to do it.

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. That gives me the context which I needed.
The proposed testing program is an extension of the old EAP and the current MBS
system, and what I would like to indicate is that when the EAP program first came
out and when the MBS program which replaced it first came out, the proposal was
that this was a student-oriented program, that we would get test data on individual
students and could address their individual reading and math needs. With the matrix
sampling and with the direction for the future, the concern I have is that we will
now be talking about how effective -- and this gets into the classification cate-
gory =-- how effective the school is and how effective the district is.

Now, I would like to briefly digress for a minute on what our
district is doing in test and evaluation, which I think speaks in opposition to
the representative from EIC who seemed to be downgrading what districts are doing
in terms of program evaluation. The concern I do have is that we will have a
system that speaks to classification, and not to individual students, and I do
think that is in opposition to what we ar2 currently working with. For example, --

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Mr. Young, would you please address the bill?

MR. YOUNG: Yes, I am. The matrix sampling proposes that there are
a hundred items on a test and that we will have four students individually tested
on 25 skills each, so that we cover all hundred items -- that is what I am getting
from what Mr. White said. We'll have a hundred items; we'll have four students
take 25 of those items. We cannot have them all take the hundred items, so they
will take 25 items from that hundred-item list. We will then indicate, on the
basis of that data, that the school and the district are teaching specific skills,
regrouping, whatever division, and so forth.

What I am hearing is, again, in opposition to the current system.
It is in opposition to standardized achievement testing, which gives the same test
to all the students to measure the skills that they have. Our standardized achieve-
ment testing program does not have a system which says we will test some students
on regrouping, some students on division, and some students on -- and I'm talking
about within the skill of measuring, because there is a level of sophistication
that we are talking about beyond minimum skills. So I see that there is a major
change in the format of the testing that we are not currently engaged in.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay, you may go on.

MR. YOUNG: I do agree with the inclusion of the writing component
if that is a major thrust, and it seems to be. The concern I do have is the exten-
sion of the program, and I would like to ask another question if I might. 1Is there
rationale for testing in 12th grade, and what is that rationale? It talks to 3,
6, 9 and 12. We tested before 3, 6, 9 and 11.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: That is referring to the graduation high
school standards that the l2th-graders now have to comply with in order to get

their high school diplomas. We have to have some way to determine whether that
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young person will get a diploma or nct. That is what that alludes to.

MR. YOUNG: So the 9th gyrade test will no longer be the indicator,
as it is now? 1If a student passes the 9th grade --

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: It will be indicated as it relates to what
remediation may be necessary for that student, who then has to pass the test to
get the diploma in the 12th grade.

MR. YOUNG: The curren' system talks to a student who fails the 9th
grade reading or math section, now tukes it in 10th grade, in 11lth grade, and in
12th grade. antil that student passes. Am I assuming that that will! continue?

MP. WHITE: Yes.

M. YOUNC: And in addition, all of the students will take 12th
arade, cor only thoss students who failed the 9th grade tesi?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: -- who tave the need. That's right.

MR YOUNG: Will the 12th grade test be givern in the Spring or in

ASSEMBI.VWOMAN GARVIN: We didn't set a time in limit in here because
we're dealing with not compounding a law that is already on the books. Do you
understand what I am saying? We didn't want to do the bill in such a way that we
are either destroyira or interforing with one that is ready for implementation.
¢, it's %xind of a, vycu know, --

MR. %uilNG: I would just like to give you some cexperience input from
New York “3ta:: which wives a graduation minimum competency test in 12th grade.
They give it n the Fell, so that the students have an opportunity, if they fail
thar tes , to get some tutoring to pass it in the Spring. TIf you give it in the
Soring, 't will be much too late, and I think useless.

ASSEMBLiWOMAN GARVIN: That is a good recommendation. I have no
vrovlem with that.

MR. YOUNG: I would like to indicate that in the districts there
is a tremendous amount of consternation with the change in format of the testing
all the time. In th¢ EAP program, we had grades 4, 7 and 10. We hud a district
testing program which we then changed to accommodate 3, 6, 9 and 11. This year
we are doinag grade 9, next year we wi 1 do 3, 6, 9 and 12. Our undegstanding from
what the Committee had talked to was that in lieu of a MB: test, there would be
something forthcoming and that is wha I would like to speak to directly now --
there woculd be something that would i :dicate st:dents' minimum competencies, but
would a’so address excellence. And wihat I am indicating is that the testing pro-
graa -- and 1 will not reference our standardized achievement test because I do
not want to grve a plugy ~-- but I think that our standardized achievement testing
program is a program which measures minimum competency, has measured minimum com-~
petency, and also measures excellence. We use that test data, for example, for
preliminary placement in the special education programs and, also, in our gifted/
talented program

Our program is auite extensive. We test all students every year in
grades K through 8, and 10th grade. The only reason we do not test the 9th grade
is we have the 9th grade MBS test currently. My personal feeling is that to dupli-
cate the effort that districts like our district is involved in, is to make un-
necessary work and is to make unnecessary expenditure. What I would like to ask
you to do, is to consider some flexibility in terms of districts that already have

mechanisms in operation -- of being able to present test data to you -- because the

20



State currently gives minimum levels of proficiency on the standardized achieve-
ment tests. They have done that in the past, and I would imagine they will
continue to do that, so that a 34 percentile on a certain test, or a 26 percen-
tile on a certain test equals a 75% on a MBS. And I am only addressing minimum
competency. But we get rosters from our testing company which indicate the lowest
percentile the student achieves to the highest percentile. They rank in order in
both reading and math. We use that for program purposes in our district.

What I am indicating is that the MBS data and the data from this program
would not assist us at all in terms of program improvement, program evaluation or
placement of students. We have that information already. All I am suggesting is,
it may be possible that districts that already have that can submit that informa-
tion in lieu of the MBS testing. It would seem to me that, I don't know -- you
asked a question about the financial impact of the money spent in the State of New
Jersey. I also think it is important to find out how many districts in the State
of New Jersey currently do standardized testing and could possibly switch to the
grades you are indicating, because in an informal survey I find that in my county
most, if not all, of the districts are doing standardized testing, in addition to
the MBS. What I am indicating is that districts are spending a lot of money now,
and in addition there is a proposal to spend almost a million dollars to do some
additional testing.

My feeling is that that money in place of the testing would be
better spent, and I notice that Steve Koffler is here. He has been very helpful
in terms of developing things like an item analysis -- additional data analysis
to the districts that we can take and use for instructional purposes for individual
students, and also for classes of students. It would seem to me that the money
would be better spent there. I know that is optional right now, and I don't know
the number of districts that use that service, but it would seem to me that that
would be much more valuable to use that kind of service, than to do testing which
the MBS tclls us what we alrcady know by our standardized achievement test. It
may confirm it, but that doesn't help us in terms of improving our program.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Is that it?

MR. YOUNG: No, I have a couple of other things. What { would like
to indicate is that in conjunction with this proposed legislation, there is still
continuing legislation on the books which requires districts to do periodic needs
assessments and program evaluations. What I would like to relate to you directly
is that we, as a part of our standards and measures for individual courses and
programs that we have, and for our needs assessment and program evaluation, we use
our standardized test data quite significantly. The MBS data, because it is at
limited grade levels, is not used as much. As I indicated, we test quite exten-
sively. The problem with the MBS also, which we do not have with our standardized
testing program, is that we use both an achievement test and an aptitude test, and
our testing program allows a coefficient to be published which indicates whether
the student is operating at maximum level, below the optimum level, or above it.
That is a better indicator for us, in terms of a remedial program or in terms of
an enrichment program. This program, if we do not get the same data on each student --
first of all, that is a weakness, and the second thing is it does not indicate to us
in the excellence category whether that is a true indicator of the student's poten-

tial. So, what I am indicating again is that a lot of districts use aptitude tests
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to get that information. It must be important if they are collecting that.

Finally, I would like to indicate that our district expends a
significant amount of money on testing and evaluation, and we also have our own
test evaluation specialist who helps the districts analyze test data, both MBS
and the standardized test data, so that we can improve programs. What I am hoping
is that the thrust of this legislation improves individual student results and does
not give information in the aggregate that does not address individual students.

If it does not address individual students, we cannot improve their performance
and, as a secondary result, we cannot improve the performance of an individual
school or an individual district. That is the key factor to keep in mind. That
is the original premise of the EAP/MBS, and I am hoping that it does not digress
from the proposed purpose for the future. Thank you for your time.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: I just have one question. This was not in-
tended to replace the local -- in other words, this bill is not intended to replace
the local testing. This is a State responsibility.

MR. YOUNG: Right.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Are there any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN PALAIA: No.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: All right, thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN PALAIA: Ladies and gentlemen, if you will excuse me,

I have to get back up to Asbury Park by one o'clock. I want to thank you for your
hospitality down here, and I think it is a credit to our chairperson that she would
have a hearing down here. I know I appreciated coming down and I learned a lot my-
self. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay, Joe, thank you. Why don't we give the
ladies a little break. We'll take a ten-minute break.

(RECESS)

22



AFTER RECESS

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: The meeting will come to order, please.

MR. WHITE: Mr. Joseph Zavaglio, Assistant Superintendent for
Compensatory Services in Atlantic City.

J OSEPH Z AVAGLTIO: Assemblywoman Garvin, I guess I am a very, very
poor substitute for a very fine superintendent, but I will do my best to convey
at least his philosophies, and perhaps some of mine as well. I will try to pinch-
hit and maybe hit the ball far enough to get to first base, if not beyond that.

I too have been in education for a long time. I served as a teacher;
I served as a principal; and I am now in a position as an Assistant Superintendent
and my responsibility is compensatory services for the City of Atlantic City.

I have held this position since 1965, the advent of the Federal and State programs.

I was ready to convene this meeting for you when you so nicely said,
"Something is happening in those classrooms." And something exciting is happening,
and has happened, and is continuing to happen in those classrooms and I do believe,
frankly speaking from an inner feeling, that it has been the result of many of our
compensatory programs and, more specifically, the MBS.

Whether we continue along that vein or not, we would have to, at
least from our point of view, say that it has been a most powerful incentive, as
far as Atlantic City is concerned. I think it goes beyond the classroom too. I
think it goes far, far beyond the classroom. I think it has gone to administra-
tion; I think it has gone to management; I think it has gone to the State; and,

I think it has gone even beyond the State. I think the incentive and the impact
that we have seen has made us all work that much better together. I think we

have gotten into a true partnership between local and State that we have not had
before. Many districts look upon the State as being intrusive. I think that when
you really look at it, they have provided us with a tremendous amount of resource,
and a tremendous amount of assistance, and a tremendous amount of help. There are
about four or five people in this room now from the testing, from the EICs and
from other agencies with whom we have had the pleasure and the privilege of work-
ing very, very closely, and they have given us nothing but support-- the EICs,

Dr. Koffler's department, and other departments throughout the State.

We agree that there is no one single instrument that can measure a
youngster's credibility, but as a doctor needs many different criteria to evaluate
his patient, so do we, and the more we have the better we can evaluate. As a
matter of fact, Atlantic City is proud to be involved in a multiple testing program
sponsored by the State and we were selected to pilot that program. We're very
happy and certainly gratified that we were selected. There is no, I don't believe,
frankly speaking from my years of experience since 1965 in these programs, I don't
believe that there are any local tests that have the support that the MBS or the
State test can give. We urge the continuance of some form of comrrehensive test-
ing, whether it be MBS or whatever. We feel that we need some form of testing
there.

Our parental response, which we are very, very concerned about, has
been tremendous. The reactions of the parents to -- at least they are able to
understand what we are saying to them. They have become totally involved in our
programs. They understand when we discuss with them the gains the youngsters have

made. They are hungry for participation in our programs, and we have initiated
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programs for parents now where we introduce to them basic skills so they can

work with their children at home. So, it has been a total community involvement
and, as I say, it's gone beyond the classroom. It's gone into the community; it's
gone into management; and, it's gone into administration. It has given us direction
for administration. It has given us planning purposes. It has giv.n us sophis-
tication in things that we never had before. It has opened up many, many new
avenues for us in terms of that -- and it is all related to the same thing.

Although we have made tremendous gains, we cannot resti back upon our
laurels there because there are new youngsters coming in each and evcry year who
must be serviced. They must be serviced in accordance with what you did in the
past. We can't just wash our hands and say, "The job is over, and we can rest on
our laurels." No, there are still youngsters cominj into us whose needs must be
serviced. Finally, speaking of that, it goes beyond those youngsters whom we are
preparing perhaps for college. There are those who will be introducced to the labor
force. There are those who will be introduced to the military. And they should
have the same consideration as do those others.

I cannot take exception with what has been said relat:ve to perhaps
the st indardized achievement test. We do give standardized achievement tests, and
we do wonder whether or not sometimes they are worth it beccause of the fact that
we are measuring our youngsters with a national population, and we're not sure that
that is what we really want to do. We want to measure our youngsters against them-
selves, and watch their growth particularly. We feel that perhaps we have looked
more to what we have seen in terms of the minimum basic skills, more so than we
have with our standardized testing program, although it has been used for screen-
ing and for diagnostic purposes, and we have used them interchangeably.

Perhaps the greatest thing I think I have seen in all my years is
the w~vonderful interpersonal relationship, the professional relationship, that has
developed between the classroom teachers and the compensatory teachers, or remedial
teachers. Both are working toward the same end -- working toward the betterment
of that youngster. We have had the privilege to develop curriculum guides based
upon tying in both the MBS basic skill program with our regular developmental
reading program. So, there is not a separation of the two, but rather it should
be working toward one. That publication, incidentally, is on file here at EIC.

We are proud of our achievements. We are proud, and we owe an awful
lot of it to the MBS testing program. We owe an awful lot to the State personnel
involvement, whatever departments they may be. We are certainly hopeful that a
comprehensive testing program is mair tained in some form, no matter what.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Thank you, Mr. Zavaglio. I would like to
ask a question, since you have dealt with comp ed. Did you find in your district
dealing with comp ed -- did your district pull out -- we, as legislators have
heard complaints, and I'm just sort of asking you because you are in that, did
many of the districts change or do they still pull out, you know, pull the student
out of the regular class?

MR. ZAVAGLIO: When we initiated our comp ed programs way back --

I'm talking about Title I, Chapter 1 -- initially we did have pull-out programs,
but we found that it was quite a chaotic situation when we were pulling out

Title I youngsters, bilingual, migrant, ESL, and all the rest. So we went into
what we call an in-classroom situation, where our teachers go into the classrooms

to service the youngsters. We have done that for some six or seven years now
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with a considerable amount of success -- not meaning that initially it was not

a very difficult situation for a teacher to go into another teacher's classroom.
That did present some initial problems at the outset. We have been able to break
that down, I am very happy to say, and now the remedial teacher just carries on --
or the comp ed teacher as you wish -- and does planning with the regular classroom
teacher. The remedial teacher follows along the developmental reading program

and addresses the basic skills the youngst2r may need.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Thank you. I want to do just a little clari-
fication. During the Joint Appropriations Committee process, when it came to that
item -- I think it was $59 million -- anyway, those people who came to address the
Joint Appropriations Committee during its public hearings would address that as an
issue when we were dealing with the increase, I think from $64 million to $68
million. I know it was either footnoted or recommended to the then Commissioner,
you know, suggestions or directions, since it came as a problem at the funding
table. Do you see what I am saying? That is why I asked that question.

MR. ZAVAGLIO: I don't know why that would come up at a funding
situation.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: It did.

MR. ZAVAGLIO: That is an internal situation that has to be addressed
on the basis of the local administrative philosophy and what is best certainly for
their particular district. But, we have found -- and others have gone to that as
well -- but you can imagine that if a district has several different programs and
one school has several different programs, those youngsters are going every which
way and the home-base teacher doesn't know where those youngsters might very well
be at any t me. So, it was necessary to make adjustments accordingly, and we have
learned ver: well to live with the situation.

I thank you very much for hearing me and, as I say, I hope I have been
an able substitute for Dr. Eisenstein, who could not be here today. If we can be
of any assistance to you or to your Committee, we would be delighted.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Thank you very much. John?

MR. WHITE: Has Alex May arrived? Our next witness will be Alex
May from the Millville Public School District.

A LEZX M A Y: I hope I don't waste too much of your time right now -- I don't
mean to take a lot of it. I just got here so I didn't hear what was said earlier,
and I hope I don't repeat anything.

My primary concern as someone who has. been an administrator in a
comp ed program for the last five or six years, watching pull-out programs and
testing programs and so on, is that as you develop a new way to do the testing --
I hope I understand the intent of this legislation -- as you are developing new
testing procedures for the minimum basic skills or basic skills (inaudible), that
some concern be given to the way the test is developed and the amount of time that
is provided to the test developers. What I saw, I think, as a problem with the
tests we have been giving the past few years, is that we develop a test and almost
immediately administer it to the students. We now do a year of field testing, and
we allow more time to make sure that the test we are giving is really the test we
want to give. From what I have seen, we develop a test in March, April, May or
June, go out and field-test it in October. We take the test we have developed in

the Spring, we field-test it in the Fall, and administer it almost immediately the
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following March. Now, if we found serious deficiencies when we field-tested in
October, there really wasn't time to do anything about that. I do not think that
is any individual's deliberate intent. I just think it is the way the funding has
been structured from the Legislature and the way we haven't known in Education each
year just what we can do financially with a test. We need more lead time when

we build these statewide tests, is what I am trying to say. I Jjust hope that as
procedures are put in place for this new testing matrix that is being developed,
that perhaps we can write a test this year that would not actually be administered
until two years from now, so that we have a chance to make sure that the test we
have developed is a viable test, that the items on it really work. As it stands
now, as I said, all we do is, we hurry up and put it together under pressures of
deadlines and budgets, we run out and field-test it, and we hope we find that we
have a good instrument. If we don't we make adjustments to it, but we do not have
a chance to field-test-the adjustments. We simply have to administer it.

As I lock at the situation, I just think that could cause us problems,
and I would like to see something like that instituted as part of the procedures
with this. Other than that I think, probably like many people, I am pleased to
see that there is this kind of interest in it and that maybe we will be getting
away from minimums and moving on to a test that tells us something. The results
that we have been getting back, everybody passes the whole test. That is an exagger-
ation, of course, but we are no longer getting results that are really useful to us
in the classroom, where 90% of our students are getting 90% of the items right.
That doesn't leave us very much to work with. So, I am glad to see the emphasis
on minimums going away, even though minimum basic skills has sort of been my bread
and butter for the last five or six years. I would like to move on and do some-
thing else.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay, Mr. May, thank you. Would you further
explain why you need a two-year lead time?

MR. MAY: Okay. Probably there are people who might think I am not
right in this, but it's just that if we write the test in March, field-test it in
October, get the results back from the field test in November or December, and we
have to have it published -- hundreds of thousands of copies for all the students
in the State, in order for it to be administered to the third and sixth grades,
we do not have time for a second field test if we find fault during the first field
test. If it is a good test and no problems appear in the field test, then we are
okay with our time lines, but if in the October field testing when we try it out
on certain kids to make sure that we have written good test items that really will
provide us with the information we are looking for -- if we find mistakes or if
we find bad items we will attempt to correct them, but we do not have an opportunity
to go out and field-test them a second “ime because we have to give the test that
year. So, we just can't make adjustments.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay, thank you. That is a good point.

Thank you, Mr. May.

MR. MAY: Thuua you.

ASSEMELYWOMAN GARVIN: Dr. Koffler, were you here for the testimony
that we just had about the two-year lead time? I would like the record to show --
maybe you could respond to us, you know, how the test is developed. You see, my
colleagues that are not here are dependent on reading this testimony, and I want
to place certain information on record. Now, the first question is, how are

tests developed? Lo T
‘;;:!yi»: ¢ " wna ks M T W O
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DR. KOFFLER: Perhaps I should talk specifically about the minimum
basic skills test, how we develop that each year.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Call it SBM -- I'm going to change the
initials. (laughter)

DR. KOFFLER: As you may know, the skills that the minimum basic
skills test are based upon have been identical since 1976, when we administered a
survey to teachers, administrators, parents, Board of Education people, and
students, asking them what they felt were the minimum skills. Each year we let
a contract to a testing organization to assist us in developing the test, doing
the printing of the test, scoring of the test, development of reports, and so
Forth., The test development process begins usually in May of the previous year.
For example, let's use the last year's test, the Spring 1982 test. In May, 1981,

our test contractor was given the first task of writing items which measured the

shills that the tegls were Lo be hased on. Thoey Lake approximately o month ot 40
to write those items, and at that time we bring together committees -- in fact,
Mr. May was a member of one of our committees -- there are elementary reading

committees which at that point were responsible for the third and sixth grade
reading tects; an elementary mathematics committee, which was responsible for the
third and s¢ixth grade math test; and secondary reading and math committees. Those
committees are composed primarily of teachers, experts in reading and math, people
from school districts, colleges, Board of Education people, and so forth.

They look at the items to determine whether or not the item is valid,
meaning that it measures the skill, whether or not there is one and only one correct
answer, whether or not there is confusion in the item, in general, examining the
item to make sure that it is an appropriate item. That committee meets usually,
if I recall, in July or August. Once that committee is finished, then we bring
together a committee called the Minorities Group Advisory Council, which is com-
posed of representatives from different minority groups. They go through the same
task that the test development committees go through, but not for looking at the
validity ot the items, rather for looking at the items, the instructions, the
pictures, to make sure there is no bias against any group in the items. They
make sure, for example, that the women are not all in the kitchen and the men
are out chopping wood, that we do have as unbiased as possible items, so that
there is no =-- the test is as appropriate for children in the inner cities as it
is for children in the suburbs and the rural areas.

Both committees, the test dcvelopment committees and the minorities
group committee, make changes to those ito>ms and those changes are made in the
forms of the test. Once the committees meet in July or August, then the test'is
field-tested, usually the first week in O:tober. It is field-tested to represen-
tative groups of students around the Statc to make sure that the tests are valid,
to make sure there is one, and only one correct answer, and to make sure that the
test can be administered in the time period. The students to whom the test is admin-
istered are students in grades four, seven, ten and twelve, because those students
are the groups which are the most similar to the students who next Spring will be
in three, six, nine and eleven.

We field-test approximately 500 students per test from all areas of
the State, from the inner cities, the suburbs, and the rural areas, and the people
who do the test administration are people from the Department of Education, from

the county offices, so that we make sure we maintain test security. We are very
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careful that the tests are not released to the public, to teachers, until the
March administration. We feel that it is very important that the tesls be secure
and that the items be confidential.

Once the tests are fieid-tested in October, our contractor analyzes
those test results. The test development committees -- the elementary and secondary
reading and math committees, return for another meeting, they look at the data from
the field test results, and they also look at the items themselves, and make more
judgments as to whether or not any of the items were poor items and whether there

should be changes in those items. BAgain, they make the appropriate changes that

they feel are necessary. I might add here that when they look at it for the second
time around, there are hardly any items that are changed. It is infrequent that an
item -- there may bhe parts of an ditem that may be changed, some wording that oy be

changed, but for the most part these committees did a very good job in the Summer.
Once a test development committee comes together, then the minorities group com-
mitlce peconvencs and ook ol the dota again Jor any brased items that owmay sl
exist.

To respond directly to Mr. May's comment, if at the second review
committee meetings of the test development committecs or the minoritics council
it turns out that for any ot the tesls there arve sufficient numbers ot items which
would have to be changed, eliminated, added, or so forth, that would require us to
field-test, we will not administer a test in a full-scale administration in the
Spring unless we are confident those items are as appropriate and accurate as
possible. It has been our case that there are so few changes and the changes
that do have to be made are so minor, that we feel that another field test admin-
istration is not necessary. The process then ends at the end of October, when we
have another group come together called the Technical Advisory Committee. These
are people -- statisticians, psychomatricians, reading and math experts from
around the country, who come together for a two-day mecting to examine the technical
aspects of each year's tests and to, in addition, guide us in terms of general
testing issues and help us with future endeavors that we wish to make in the
state of the art activities, and s0 forth.

By about November, the test is ready to go. It is then printed
and is distributed to the school districts in March for the administration.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: In other words, I think in his recommenda-
tion he said a iwo-year lcad time and, from your presentation, arc we talking
about nine months?

DR. KOFFLER: Yes. I do not think it is necessary to have a two-year
lead time, given past experiences both at our State level and at other state levels,
as well as the experiences of our test contractors and other test publishing com-
panies that we may use in the future. His point is well taken, but I think that
given our past experience, a two-year lead time probably is not required.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: This wouldn't be the legislative role. I think
this would end up being an Administrative Code from the State Board -- I am assuming.

But, it was a new point, and *hat is why I wanted you to clarify. All right, thank

you, Steve. Mr. Doughercy, would you respond to the point on the greater range for
testing. Do you deal with that when you go to the local school districts?

MR. DOUGHERTY: The greater range?

ASBEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN:  Yes -= of skills. L think the person [rom
Mercer County who talked about the matrix bit -- I meant to call on you then. Were
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you here when he testified?

MR, DOHGHERTY: Yes, hut 1 am not sure what the issue was,

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: 1 was interested in having someone respond
to his concern about the matrix that is included in the bill, but that is all
right, no problem. Okay, who is our next speaker, John?

MR. WHITE: Dr. James Kimple, Superintendent of South Brunswick.

D R. JAMES KIMPTLE: Good morning, Mildred.
SORMRTYWOMAN CARVTN:  Good morning, Jim.

DR. KIMPLE: I haven't prepared anything, so I'm just going to be
talking off the cuff here in reference to some of our concerns about this whole
testing process.

I, for one, think that we are overtesting kids; that has nothing to
do with the minimum basic skills. I frankly think we are test-happy in this country.
Tests do have a place. My concern is the abuse of tests. I'll talk about them very
briefly, insofar as it is possible to do. Comp ed has been mentioned, and I want to
touch upon comp ed.

We test now minimum basic skills, the third and sixth grade levels,
and that sort of thing. It is far too late to begin to get a handle on the learn-
ing styles and the needs of kids at the third grade level. By the time a youngster
is in the third grade, most of the youngsters who are identified as having ditfi-
culties in school are perceptionally impaired -- are identified as perceptionally
impaired youngsters. There are ways to deal with that long before they reach third
grade, but much after third grade it is almost impossible to do anythinc about it.

So, I think we need some means of identifying youngsters rar earlier

Lhian thind grade who ave qoing to have academic ditficultyes.  This is oot diffi-
cult to do. 1In fact, it is very simple to do. We talk about comp ed -- I think
we have ot the cart befove the horse.  The most significant picee of the Funding

for comp ed was taken out when the research and development piece was dropped.
What we tend to do in many, many places is to put youngsters into comp ed programs
and then give them more of the same that they have already failed in. We don't
deal with cause and effect. The same thing is true when we deal with handicapped
youngsters in the development of an IEP. My concern is that we need a great deal
of training throughout every school district in the State of New Jersey, and there
is not one, including ours, that is doing the kind of job that needs to be done for
kids.

Now, the concerns about the minimum basic skills test and, incidentally,
I am all in favor of the minimum basic skills test in reading, writing and arithmetic.
I'm not so certain that I am in favor of them beyond that point, but I would like to
see them continued. I would like to see some modifications in those tests, and if it
were possible -- it would be kind of a messy thing to do -- but to permit a school
district to have a wide range of things from which they could select, because if
you give cominimone bamie kil s test and you fsay Lhat oot this por Cioutbar guade
level kids ought to be achieving and doing these kinds of things, then in effect
you are establishing the curriculum for that particular school district. We don't
happen to belicve, for example, that certain kinds of things in arithmetic ought to
be taught at the particular grade level. That is our choice -- that is the choice
that we should be able to make.

We ought to cover the whole range of activities. For example, when we

give tests to kids -- I have frequently advocated that we permit a youngster to take
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a test and, hey, just keep right on going. Let's find out where this kid really
snaps out ag far as thal test goes -- Cind out what he does.  What we Lend Lo do
in public schools, or any schools for that matter, is to reteach kids things that
they already know. There is no point in that -- it is a waste of time.

I would also like to see us begin to talk about developing some kinds
of testing devices which would tap the knowledge and the information that youngsters
have and the process that they go through in terms of the higher order of skills,
like thinking, problem solving and decision making. Those are the things that we
really ought to be after. They do need the minimums before they can get there,
although we find that kids when they come into school at the age of five are
already problem solvers and decision makers, and by the time they get out of
twelfth grade we have already knocked that out of them.

Comp ed -- I will wager that every youngster in the State of New
Jersey who is in a comp ed program, unless that youngster has a pathological condi-
tion, is visually impaired, by my deiinition. It is a very broad definition,
what I mean by a visually impaired youngster. And yet we tend to use the same
techniques teaching these youngsters once we have found that they cannot achieve
in a particular area as we use with all other youngstcrs who have been successful.
S$o we need some indicators much carlier than thirvd grade.

I am concerned about our emphasis upon wanting school districts to
use standardized tests. Those are norm reference tests. I am no expert in test-
ing by any means, but in any event, & norm reference test measures, as has already
been said, the youngsters in a particular school district against other youngsters
across the country -- they are standardized tests and that is what they have to do.
It really is no indicator of what the treatment of a particular youngster ought to

be, nor is i1t any measure of what has been taught. A c¢ritevion refercnce test does

do that -- it does say, "Okay, this youngster has been taught this. This youngster
is then able to perform," whatever is done. The minimum basic skills tests tend to
be that kind ol test. We need Lo go further with ut.

A local school district cannot develop, by itself, all of the test-
ing devices and the criterion reference, in order to permit them to do justice to
the youngsters. It takes some peoplc outside who are test experts to be able to
do that. But they should provide -- the statewide tests ought to provide us with
a wide range of choices so that we can alter our curriculum in reference to it.

Now, I am not only in tavor of minimum bhasic skills becowse 10U has
forced us to take a look at the youngsters who were not achieving. This is parti-
cularly true in some of the cities. It is particularly true in a district like our
own where our achievement is relatively high and the minimum basic skills -- we
can just keep raising the expectations of our own district from that point of view.
But it has forced some people to give some attention to the youngsters who have not
achieved. I think some of that attention has been misdirected. I know a great deal
of it has been misdirected. When you talk about comp ed and the kinds of arrangements
we have, we do not pull kids out of class. We never have. We put aides in to help
the classroom teacher and th-' s the way we spend our money. It works extraordinarily
well .

I could go on and on about this business of testing and the kinds of
concerns I have in the way that we educate our youngsters, but there are a number
of myths that have been developed around this whole business of testing, like for

example, grade level. That is the most misunderstood and misused -- there is no
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such thing as grade level, it is a myth. It is an arbitrary kind of a statement
that says that a youngster who is in third grade reading at the eleventh grade
level is really reading at the eleventh grade level. That is not true. So, when
you hear people out of New York City, for example, saying that youngsters who
graduate from high school ought to be reading at the twelfth grade level instead
of the ninth grade level, they are using information that has no meaning. What
it really means to say is that if a youngster is in third grade, dealing with
third grade material, and that person is reading at a twelfth grade level, he is
dealing with that third grade material at about the same rate you would expect a
twelfth grade student to do, not that that youngster is reading the same kind of
stuff that the twelfth grade person is reading.

So, I would suggest that the State Legislature do a number of things.
Number one, fund training, because we need massive training programs all over the
State.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: You mean for staff?

DR. KIMPLE: Yes, for staff. And the proposal at the present time
to train in the planning mode makes no sense either, unless there are funds behind
that to train people to do it, because educational planning is a recent develop-
ment. Planning in this country has been an anathema for years. If you had a
five-year plan you were a communist, for example. So, planning has been negated
for generations and nobody has ever been taught to plan. So unless we begin to
teach people to plan, we are not going to have many good planning results. I would
hate to leave it up to people to just go ahead and plan, when they don't even know
how to go about doing it. I'm going to give you an example of what I am talking about.

We happen to have in our school district some very competent psycholo-
gists and social workers, and others who deal with handicapped youngsters, but if
you read the IEPs, the relationship between the objectives and the strategies is

often way off base. The strategies do not mcet what the objective seems to be.

So, we need to have a tremendous amount of money thrown into this process. I would
encourage the Legislature to put as much money as possible into planning -- as much
money as they can possible put -- into training.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Very good. Now, I have a couple of questions,
don't you leave. When you said the third grade level was too late for testing --

DR. KIMPLE: Sure, to really indicate what the cause of the kids'
learning problems are, to identify it ear 'y enough in order to be able to do some-
thing about it. By the time that a young:;ter reaches third grade, tha: youngster
has already established in his or her mind something about his or her cwn adequacy
as a learner. To give an example, my wife thought she was stupid untit she was 35
years of age. She has a sister two years younger than she who was the first woman
mathematician ever hired by IBM to do computer work up at the Watson Labs in New
York. Teachers in school used to say to my wife, "Well, you can do it. Alice does
it. Alice is capable of doing it." TLater, after I got married, my father-in-law
said to me, "Well, Alice is rcally the bright one. Harriet is kind of flakey, but
she has other kinds of things that she car offer." It so happens that my wife is
more intelligent than her sister, but she was not able to tap that intclligence.
We peg kids at kindergarten, and they never get out of the rut. We pec them at
first grade, second grade and third grade, and they never get out of the rut. We
peg kids in inner cities as being stupid because they are black, and, by God, those

kids can learn as well as anybody else can learn -- if we learn how to tap it.
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8o, testing it seems to me ought to give us clues as to what the
learning style of kids happens to be, what the needs of these kids happen to be,
and this sort of thing. There isn't a test on the market at this present time,
used commercially, that does that.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Would you say that testing on the first grade
would be a more -~ in other words, wien you are saying the third grade level is
too late -- I'm asking what would yoa recommend?

DR. KIMPLE: Well, there are some very simple ways to identify those
youngsters who are going to have som2 learning difficulties unless it is dealt with.
We need to call in people who know something about that and deal with it, begin to
take a look at this piece of it, because if we don't pick these kids up before the
third -- before they are nine years of age, w: are going to have an uphill battle
from then on for the rest of their lives. Thoyse kids are already marked at that
leval.

I am also concerned about what we do in terms of school districts.
When I walk into some of the districts where I have taught some graduate courses
and I find that teachers are handed materials by the central office to be dealt
with with a particular kid and they have never seen that kid before, or that the
teachers have no ownership in it, or that the teachers do not believe in it, there
is where we really get into difficulty. If teachers believe that something is
going to work, it tends to work. But teachers have to participate in this whole
planning process. It cannot be done from the top down; it has to be done from
the bottom up, and they have to have an ownership in it -- testing being a part
of it.

Now there are certain kinds of things that the MBS tests have done
that I object to. I object to the tremendous amount of effort that has gone into
reading, writing and arithmetic to the exclusion of the other things. That is not
the test's fault. That is the fault of the emphasis and the monitoring systen,
and that sort of thing. We were initially promised that the test results would
not be compared one school district with another, and yet we turn right around and
‘do it because this is public information. Frankly, I think that is a violation of
everything that was ever promised before it was ever done. So, you've got some bad

names in reference to this. But people in communities hang their hats on test

results. If the test results go up, they are pleased as punch. We may not have
done a damn thing in terms of education, but as long as the tests go up -~ the
scores go up -~ people are happy about it.

People do not really understand what the educational process is, and
I'm not saying that any of us do, but I think we do have the idea that what we ought
to be dealing with is problem solving, decision making and thinking, because those
are skills that are going to be sorely needed -- that are needed right now. . We have
people down in Washington messing around with everything and they don't knowienough
to plan to get out of the hole. So, there we are. The same thing happens at the
State Legislature --(laughter)

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Present company excluded, I hope.

DR. KiMPLE: -- and the State Department of Education, and in my own
school district, and me personally.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay, Jim. Thank you so much. I'll tell you,
I made a real point here because the third grade level, and this is the value, I
guess, of a hearing -- new thoughts, you know. You related to age, what was that --

nine years of age. I will be looking at that with the experts.



DR. KIMPLE: Let me make another kind of a comment -- it is a wild.
one. I tend to make kind of wild comments every now and then. I have a hunch
that if all of the intake mechanisms were in place with a youngster, if that
youngster were able to gather information effectively and efficiently, that in
this particular culture of ours those kids couldn't help but learn to read, write
and do arithmetic. Now, arithmetic they have to be taught; writing they have to
be tanght o vt theve are do many kida who pick ap oo hook and atare eading and
who teach themselves. We have never really tried to help youngsters to become
able to gather information through their senses effectively and efficiently, nor
to process that so that the motor response is appropriate.

There is the area that we have got to begin to talk about, and it
is foreign to the training of most professionals.

MR. WHITE: Have there been any recent developments in the area
that you are concerned with -- in visual impairment -- that would help to tie
the two concerns together?

DR. KIMPLE: T have been trying to get funds enough to really set
up some studies in terms of what we have boen doing. We did have a State grant.
I don't want to make too much of this, but our prediction was that if we did
certain kinds of things in gross and fine motor training over a l2-week period,
that the average score of kids on the WISC -- the performance scale of the WISC,
would increase by an average of ten points. We gave the WISC to a selected number
of students on a random-sample basis and 18 months later repeated the WISC. T
didn't give i, We got increases of as much ag 30-10 points.

Now, I don't know that anyone is really able to measure native
intelligence. T doubt it. T think we get some rough guesses at what it may be.
But 1l iU s Lrue that we use about 5% of our native ability, then it makes some
reasonable sense to me that we ought to be able to find ways to help youngsters to
improve what they are able to do all the way through. Nevertheless, wc did get
increases as much as 30 points and we got an average increase of eight points.

I don't put too much stock in that, but it is an indicator that something is
happening with these kids, that they at least have a feeling that maybe they are
able to do some things that they didn't think they werce able to do prior to that.

We need to do some more research in this area. We also need to do
some research, more than we have done, in this whole area of visual development,
and I am talking about visual development in a very, very broad sense. It is
very easy to identify youngsters at a very early age who have difficulty with
motor skills and with visual skills -- very easy. There have been enough studies
around to indicate that it makes a real difference. We are not trying to teach
youngsters to be rote learners, but in many places that is what is happening. We
ate deaching kidyg Lo be rote Jearners. What we need to do is Lo Leach kids Lo be
real learners, people who can take a look at the data, analyze the data, reach
their own conclusions, and take some action that is appropriate. If we do not
do this, then we are going to continue to have a situation throughout the State,
and throughout the nation, with people who are forever going to be saddled with a
particular stratum, and I don't like it.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Thank you very much. Who is our next speaker?

MR. WHITE: Jim Heatherington from Gloucester City Public Schools.
JAMES HEATHERINGTON: I'm James Heatherington, Assistant Superin-

tendent ot Cloucester City Public Schools, which is in Camden County. I come here
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for my own education. I have never attended a hearing, and I came to see what
one was like. I had not prepared a statement prior to coming here, but T would
like to respond to some of the things I have heard.

I have some concerns specific to the law. We have discussed on
Pagee 4ot the Taw Thiss maly s gampling basis - the gocond sel of numbers, Lane 3,
it says, "a. In grades 3, 6 and 12..." we will be using a matrix sampling basis.
We skip down to Line 8 and Lines 8, ¢ and 10 explain, "The matrix sampling tests
shall include a sufficient number of students and a sufficient range of items to
insure that reliable summary information is available for each school and each
district." Skipping over the next set of numbers to the Line 1 of Section 5,
which says, “"Rach local school district shall he responsible for the asscessment
of each pupil in that school district to ascertain the needs of the pupil with
respect to State and local goals, objectives and standards."

One of the things I think that Dr. Keyek was trying to say, and one
of the things that has concerned Gloucester City schools locally, is this fact
that we are required to test K through 12. We must give some sort of a norm
reference test. In addition to that, we then test grades 3, 6, 9 and 11 in an
MBS test. Once a child has failed this MBS test, we are required again, by pro-
gram evaluation, to give a pre and post-test for each child identified as being
into a comp ed program. So we are testing, testing, testing. Maybe it is simplis-
Lic -+ 1 owas Lalking to Steve, and my concern iv that we Jo have some sopl of
standards given to us by which we can determine minimum levels of competency for
program inclusion. You know, in our particular instance I don't mind mentioning
the fact that we use the California test. We use the standards that the State
gives us for one of the criteria, and certainly multiple criteria should be used
for inclusion in any program, but we must, for continuity of a child's program,
test grades K through 12. We attempted at one point not to test the grades that
were tested by the State with the California, just to save time and money, and we
tound that it created gaps in our educabional assossment process.  Therclore, we
not only test our kids in the MBS at that grade level, but we also test in the
California for continuity of assessment.

I have been taught that the ultimate goal of an evaluation scheme
is to determine what has been taught. When I work with teachers, I say, "I want
your test to represent the curriculum that you taught." And I think that is the
danger inherent in any sort of sState testing program, that you are sctting criteria
for determining student abilities and in reality it is foolish not to teach the
criteria that is on that test. Again, you are limiting curriculum into -- and I've
told my Leachers, "You ve foolish nol to look at those eriteria and you are foolisb
not to identify what that test is evaluating because your students are going to be
evaluated on that particular criteria, and vou are not being fair to them not to
build this into your curriculum." The concern is, as we do this, are we then
determining the State curriculum? Are we going to get lLike the New York regents
where you set particular curricula so that the state test is mastered? That is a
concern . I don't have any sr...ts == 1 am just raising a concern with that.

T have fzlt that we have gotten excellent results from our California
test because 1t measures the curriculum that we are offering our students and it
does give you minimums as well as maximums. You can take the State standard, which
may be 27%, and say that is not reflective of our community. We will raise our

standards at 34%, that is what we consider a passing test. I think you have that

34



flexibility. Steve told me in a break that these are not useable for graduation
requirements. He knows much better than I, that is his expertise. I can appre-
ciate that input.

We Jjust heard a comment on how the State tests are being used. It
is kind of like my biting the hand that feeds me because I was a very happy
chemistry teacher and I decided that I would get into administration, and almost
since I have been in administration the bulk of my time has been dealing with
compensatory education and the thorough and efficient law, and all of the paper-
work, to the point that one of my secretaries came in yesterday and she said,

"I read that the Commissioner said he is going to cut down the paperwork." She
thought maybe she was going to lose her job because the Commissioner said he was
going to cut down the amount of paperwork in T&E. I said, "I can assure you that
we have enough to keep you busy."

I am glad for the opportunity just to say one thing to you with
respect to State testing. I have objected, just as the preceding speaker, to
the Phase 2 interpretation. We are told that these tests are never to be used to
judge one school against another and, since the test has been in, we have had to
compare our school's results to our community type, our DFG, our county and our
State. I know a State computer could do that just as adequately as I could, or
as my district staff could. And yet every year we have to complete that Phase 2
interpretation. We just submitted them now. I think there is kind of a fallacy
in, we say that you can't, and then we are asked to do it. I am totally in favor
of the Phase 1 interpretation, which is the item analysis. That is what you give
tosts for, to determine your weaknesses, to go over it with your staff, to go
through the kinds of things that they should be including in their curriculumn.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Am I correct, or maybe you can help me, Steve, that
Phase 2 was related to the -- you know, I never did support classification, but
it flew -- is it related?

DR. KOFFLER: No, not at all.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Not at all --

DR. KOFFLER: No. The Phase 2 interpretation -- there are a number
of required interpretations that school districts have to make with the State test.
The Phase 2 interpretation requires that school districts make comparisons on an
item-by-item basis, but first they must do two things.

Let me talk about Phase 1 and Phase 2, they are done simultaneously.
Phase 1 looks at the percent of children who correctly answered each item on the
test. The type of information we produce includes what skill the item measured
and the percent of children who got that item correct in every classroom, building
and then for the district as a whole. School districts examine that information
to look at the gaps, to look at strengths and weaknesses of the groups, rather than
of individuals so that the: can use the information to make program planning, program
modification, and so forth, based on those skills.

Phase 2 which, in my opinion, is equally important, is a comparison
of that same item-by-item information, not the percent of children who passed the
test, but rather on an item-by-item basis the percent of children who correctly
answered the item, or equivalently the percent of children who are having problems
with the items with similar type districts, not individual districts, but rather --
for example -~ I guess an example might b« best. Suppose in the Camden School

District 60% of the children are correctly answering items which deal with two-digit
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addition. The Phase 1 interpretation would require that the teacher, the admin-
istrator, and all the relative peopl: look at that information, that 60%, look

at when the skills were taught, look at all the information about what those skills
are and what that performance is registering, and make the determination whether
they feel that is satisfactory or unsatisfactory, and so forth. If they feel it
is unsatisfactory, what are they going to do about it? But it may very well turn
out that they may be satisfied that 60% of their children passed the test. How-
ever, it may turn out that all of the other districts in the State which are
similar to Camden, for example, in terms of socio-economic status, urban centers
vs. surburbans, 80% of the children are correctly answering the test. In my mind
that would signal that, although they are satisfied with 60%, something else is
happening in all of the other districts in the State which are similar to Camden
where 80% of the kids are answering those items correctly. T would then want to
do further analysis to determine what the problems were.

So, in direct response, 1 do not think a computer can do that. I
think that is a subjective evaluation that has to be made, and I think it is
important that it is not sufficient to look at results in isolation within a
particular school district, but rather that his to be within the school district
and in addition among like school districts, so that if one accepts the research
which says there are relationships between achievement and certain other factors,
then we should expect certain results. I do agree, though, in terms of the -- I
think the comparisons that Dr. Kimple was talking about concern more so the
comparisons that are made when we are required by law, or the Commissioner is
required by law, to present the percent of children who pass each test in each
school district, and he does that in July.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay, Steve, thank you.

MR. HEATHERINGTON: May I respond to one other section?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Yes -- pleasec.

MR. HEATHERINGTON: On Page 3 of the law, in the middle of the page,
31 (6), it says, "A thorough and efficient system of education includes local
school districts in which decisions pertaining to the hiring and dismissal of
personnel, the curriculum of the schools, the establishment of district budgets,
and other essentially local questions are made democratically with a maximum of
citizen involvement and self-determination and are consistent with Statewide goals,
guidelines and standards." Again, I am not a lawyer, but as a working administrator,
it concerns me that this law, to my interpretation, says that I need maximum citizen
involvement in hiring and firing -- Line 32, Page 3.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: I am not a lawyer either, by the way. I
think probably this whole paragraph is referring to the local Board's responsibility,
and perhaps the language needs to be clarified. I think it is a good point, but I
don't think this Paragraph (6) is directed at you, the administrator if you will,
as much as it is to the local Board's responsibility for that local school district.
I amt just going to put a clarification here that would have to take place at some
poirt in that Section (6) on Page 3.

MR. WHITE: When it was first drafted, I think part of the feelings
was -- at that time Title I in some school districts was being rejected by super-
intendents because it required them to talk to parents and they had never talked
to parents ever since they had been appointed superintendents. There was a feeling

at that time that no matter how strongly you stressed this public involvement, it
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would not occur. It does not specify here what the nature of the public involve-
ment is in your personnel, hiring and firing, so it is left up to you to interpret
public involvement. So, actually, that is a very weak statement about public
involvement. It just says use it, but it is permitting you to interpret how the
public is to be involved.

MR. HEATHERINGTON: I go back to the word "maximum" then.

MR. WHITE: It is left up to you to interpret what maximum means.

We do not specify that before you hire someone you must consult with so and so.
There is great flexibility in that language.

MR. HEATHERINGTON: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: I can see us -- our next hearing is in North
Jersey and I can see that being a (inaudible). Do I have anyone here who has not
registered who is interested in testifying? I have a superintendent who is
registered who is on his way, and I do intend to wait for him. In the meantime,
if no one has additional comments, we'll just take a break because when a person
does schedule, no matter how long I have to sit here, I respect that partic..pation.
So, if no one has anything to add, we'll just take a break because I am expccting
Dr. Stephen Kalapos, who is the Superintendent of the Glassboro School Board.

We get a lot of flack in Trenton, you know, in that when we have the
public hearings, the only people who testify are your chief lobby groups, and
one of the thrusts of our Committee on major issues is to try to take the Committee
both to South Jersey and to North Jersey. There was to be one in Trenton, which I
cancelled. However, that is going to be the thrust of this Committee on major
issues, hopefully so that we can get a broader input from the public.

llere is Dr. Kalapos. Very good, we were waiting for you, thank you
so much. I wa: just going to take a break to wait for you. If you would like to
get your breati.,, you mav.

MR. WHITE: Dr. Stephen Kalapos, Superintendent, Glassboro Schocol Board.
D R. STEPHEN KALAPOS: Assemblywoman Garvin, I am pleased to see you
again. I had the pleasure of greeting you down at the School Boards' Conference. I
didn't know we were going to meet so quickly.

I am very pleased to have the opportunity to say a few words about
the New Jersey State testing program, particularly A-1785. I would like to begin
by saying that this morning I sat with a group of our school administrators in
Glassboro -- I'm Steve Kalapos, Superintendent of Glassboro -- and we went through
A-1785 and discussed at soun> length both the previous testing bill and A-1785.

I would like to relate to you some of our thoughts and some of our conclusions.

I think first, one thing that we recognized in the summary statement,
which seems to be somechow implicit in the notion of State testing programs, is that
the statement begins to refer to the matrix sampling method, ther it goes on and says,
"This provides the State with an accurate assessment of the performance of any given
school." Now, I think educators around the State have been trying to say for years
that that is a rather naive and a very simplistic kind of a statement, because we
recognize that there is no single test that is going to do this, that is going to
give you an accurate assessment of the performance of any school.

In other parts of the law, in State Board Rules and Regulations, there
are phrases such as "multiple measures." Schools, their programs and their
students, cannot simply be measured and judgments made on the basis of a single

test. Unfortunately, this foists on the public the notion that the statewide test
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is :ndeed an accurate way of measuring or assessing the programs in a particular
school, and this is simply not the case.

We discussed briefly this morning the previous minimum basic skills
tes:- which we have agreed for years has been neither thorough nor efficient. Of
course, it tested only in the areas of communications and computations, or transla-
tion, reading and math. The amount of analysis that it took us, analysis by local
staff, teachers, administrators, was exceedingly costly. The amount of time that
the State Department of Education takes with regard to such a test is -- time,
effort, money -- only the tip of the iceberg. Local districts where we spend
two days with, maybe, four teachers at every level in every school, and a couple
of administrators, and try to tease out and interpret as we try to follow the
school district guidelines as set forth by the New Jersey Department of Education,
we found to be an enormous waste, because the information that we derived at the
end of the process told us very little that we did not know before. Our students
who at most levels, where 90% of our students were passing the minimum basic skills
test -- we are finding no information of any value for 90% of the students. Even
for the other 10%, the information that we already had was not even well substan-
tiated on the test.

So, we have been, for years, quite disappointed with the minimum
basic skills test. The one thing, perhaps, that the minimum basic skills test did,
as it does for districts that -- particularly urban districts, it did help to identify
those students who were below State minimum standards and it was then related to the
compensatory education programs and funding and to that extent, coupled with other
tests, it assisted us in identifying some, maybe most of, the students who had to
be helped in the compensatory education program.

The value of the test was negligible. The compensatory education
program and the funding from the State, and what we havc been able to do over a
period of several years, has been the key to success in improving the basic skills.
We could have done it without the minimum basic skills test. We could have done it
with a testing program that has been in existence in Glassboro for the last 20 years,
or with the assessment instruments that our teachers use day in and day out, some
of which are standardized tests, some of which are tests which come with our instruc-
tional materials, some of which are locally devised -- a far more extensive testing
program than was provided for with the minimum basic skills test. Yet one realizes
that one of the purposes of the minimum basic skills test, or any statewide test,
was in order to gather data on a statewide basis and try to make some assessment
of what was going on from the State point of view.

What I am pointing out is that the use of those tests, the value of
those tests, was negligible -- negligible at best at the local level. Having read
through A-1785, I think our conclusion this morning, the conclusion of our adminis-
trators, was that this might be a slight improvement over the previous law with
regard to testing. At least it is going to test a wider range of skills and abilities
because the previous test was of no valJue to 90% or more of our students -- or to
help us to assess 90% or meore of our students. There is apparently -- apparently I
said, more emphasis on local district assessment of individual student competencies.
That is part of the law at the present time, but it scems there is a shift in emphasis
there and we certainly applaud that. The fact that one goes to matrix sampling at
certain levels appears to us that it will be able to save us some time and money.

There is an enormous expenditure of time on the part of students, for every student
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to be tested, at every level 3, 6, 9 and 11, and the amount of teacher time,
instructional time used for very littlc return -- maybe we will get some of the
same information with less time consumed in the process.

Of course, one aspect of it, to delegate to the State Board and local
boards that responsibility to establish goals and objectives and to define standards
of pupil proficiency at all levels -- to delegate that responsibility is certainly
the appropriate thing to do.

Some of the language in the new bill seems to have the thrust to
move toward greater responsibility for local districts to define, and that is to
be applauded. However, the conclusion I think is that we came away from it some-
what skepti:ral, and probably the conclusion was, "It's a slight improvement."
However, if we are going to do the same things that we did in the past, if, for
example, we are still going to go through all of the processes in the school
district guidelines that the State Board of Education puts out and get very little
in return -- very little information about students, very little information that
is diagnostic for us to use, very little information that helps us improve our own
instructional programs, then there isn't any great improvement.

We begin to question, as we have before, the expenditures of monies
here, I guess close to a million dollars, for a testing program that we are not sure
is going to give us a lot more information, useful information, than we had before.
Most school districts in the State have local testing programs, have had for years.
It wouldn't make any difference to us if tomorrow you eliminated the State testing
program because we relied on our own testing programs for years, have reported them
to the public, have used them for instructional improvement, have sct objectives,
goals, evaluated programs and students, so it really wouldn't make any Jdifference.
It would be just as welil for us if the State Department, the Legislatur=, the State
Board of Lducation and the Department of Education said to all the local school
districts in the State, "Here are some guidelines, develop your own testing programs.
Use national standardized tests, perhaps some tests that could be compared with one
another." It wouldn't bother us in the least.

There has been some value in some of the testing, as that is
part of the major thrust of focusing on the improvement of basic skills. That
has brought far greater attention in recent years to that important objective of
all local schools. Perhaps to that extent, the State testing program imposed on

other testing programs has been of some value. It has helped somewhat, and is
helping now at the high school level, in that students -- particularly those who
are having the greatest difficulties in the basic skills -- have a much greater

incentive now in the basic skill areas because our ninth and tenth graders now know
that they don't have to pass at some -~ I don't wart to use the word minimum any-
more because it was struck from the iegislation -- but at some minimum level.
That, of course, is a big help to them.

The last thing I want to say is about the question that we very
often have about any system that attempts to set up uniform statewide standards
of pupil proficiency at all levels, and this is the section in which the legislation
delegates to appropriate State and local agencies the authority to define standards
of performance, including uniform statewide standards of pupil proficiency at all
levels, and then reading, writing and mathematics. Incidentally, the simplification

of the language is fine with us -- to use reading, writing and mathematics.
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The problem in trying to do that uniform statewide standards is
an enormous and virtually impossible problem. This past semester I have been
teaching a ninth grade English class of advanced students, rather bright students --
some twenty-some students in literature. I have certain high standards, higher
than, perhaps, standards for any other ninth grade English class. I expect them
to think at a very high level, and interpret at a high level, write and communi-
cate at a very high level. I don't know how the State Board of Education or the
State Department of Education would be able to set a uniform standards of pupil
proficiency for that single class of kids. A couple of ycars ago I taught another
class for a semester which was called, Civil Liberties. Anyone was acceptable in that
particular class. There was a great range of abilities, from kids who had great diffi-
culty in reading to very bright kids -- the whole range. I don't know how the State
Department of Education or the State Board, or maybe even the local Board of Education,
could set appropriate standards, so-called uniform standards of pupil proficiency, for
that class of 25 kids. I had many different standards in that particular class,
certainly certain minimum standards for passing, but the expectation for the brighter
students was a much higher expectation than for those that T knew had greater diffi-
culty in learning.

So I am saying that that concept is a very troublesome one. It is a
troublesome one for our teachers, our administrators, and it is troublesome for our
local boards because they themselves have encugh trouble trying to establish uniform
standards of pupil proficiency.

I guess in conclusion, I think our conclusion was that in this legis-
latior, at least, we seem to be moving in the right direction. There is some slight
improvement over the previous law. We are still very skeptical, and perhaps even a
different thrust would be more efficient and less costly than this bill, which con-
tinues with the statewide testing.

I will conclude by saying that the problem of funding, even with regard
to this test, still exists. We wound up with a situation just recently where we
expected there would be a statewide test in writing, and the State Department of
Education was not able to initiate such a test because, as we understood it, there
was not enough money to do it. If there isn't, then T think we have got to take a
really hard look at how we are spending the money and what kind of return we are
getting, and how much time, effort and money is being spent by local school districts
in trying to use this kind of test for which we get very little return. I would
rather see a much greater emphasis on the research and development phrase that is
in here, the staff development part of this. The testing, as every one of our
teachers knows, does not do anything to improve instruction, does not do anything
to improve that teaching/learning situation, and when that happens teachers and
local level people are very skeptical as to the value.

I hope what I have said has been helpful, and 1 would be happy to
answer any questions you may have.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: ©Okay, thank you. I do have a couple questions.
What do you do in your distri..> about the writing test -- what are you doing now
about that?

DR. KALAPOS: We have had for several years our own writing program.

It is a little project that we have called Project Write. We take student writing
samples every year and we have teachers who we employ in the summer to evaluate

those student writing samples. We have had our teachers and our evaluators trained
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by using some staff members here at EIC -~ Educational Testing Service New Jersey
Writers Project. We have been assessing the writing growth of classes and schools
for several years, which T hope the State Board of Education and the State Depart-
ment of Education will soon do. It is a very expensive process. There is no

simple way to evaluate the actual writing, and to think that we are going to do it
by some objective test is just erroneous. That cannot be done -- it is very expen-
sive. I think that if the Legislature is serious, it has to put up dollars, knowing
that this is a very expensive area to evaluate.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: I support the money, you know, I have bills
for days. I wanted to ask another question about this part. Are you dealing with
Page 5, Section 10 in the bill?

DR. KALAPOS: I have the right page, Section 10.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Page 5, Section 10, Line 3, at the bottom there?

DR. KALAPOS: I think so.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: I was just wondering if that is the paragraph
that you were discussing before, where it says, "For the purpose of evaluating the
thoroughness and efficiency of all the public schoois of the State, the Commissioner,
with the approval of the State Board and after revicw by the Joint Committee on the
Public Schools, shall develop and administer a uniform, Statewide system..." -- is
that the paragraph you were --

DR. KALAPOS: It was not so much that one, as it was the one I think

is on Page 1, 2 -- I think it is Page 3, except my page numbers are cut off --
ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Line 317
DR. KALAPOS: It goes down to the bot-om -- Line 48, which is b.(3).
Line 43 says, "The Legislature, therefore, hereby accept the responsibility:" Then

Item (3), Line 48, "To delegate to appropriate Statc and local agencies the authority
to:" -- then (b) underneath, "To define standards o’ performance, incl :ding uniform
Statewide standards of pupil proficiency a* all levels in reading, writing..." I
don't know what the State Board of Education is going to do with that. That is

what I am referring to -- particular classes -- I don't know how you dc that.
ASSEMBLYWOMAN GARVIN: Okay, thank you.
I think -- anyone who is herc¢, if you want, don't just give us state-

ments, but give us an in-depth review of ai:y recommendations, because we are hoping
to improve on a system. I did not introduce this bill to do the same old thing. I
see a broad necessity for a statewide testing, and it is not in concrete how we do
it. But I think things did happen on a statewide basis with the minimum basic skills
test. I do not want to impose a standard on any district. I believe in local con-
trol, by the way. But I do believe in some statewide testing and I will be fighting
for this, tooth and nail, but not before I have received suggestions and recommenda-
tions, so if you haven't thought it through this morning, please I welcome jyou to
send them to me about the bill and they will be taken into consideration.

I would like to thank you for my four-hour trip here this morring to

South Jersey. It was my pleasure.

(HEARING CONCLUDED)
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