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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

In connection with its overall educational standards reform

effort, the New Jersey State Board of Education ("State Board")

revised the State assessment requirements for graduation from

high school in August 2016. For the first time, the revisions

allow for students to be tested for graduation proficiency when

~'ri~y a~~u~r~ the ~~l~vant kn~wledgc, Lather than at a

universally specified time period. The State Board replaced the

outdated High School Proficiency Assessment ("HSPA") with exams

developed by the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for

College and Careers ("PARCC") PARCC tests are end of Course

("EOC") exams, taken when a student completes the related

course. Because the regulations are consistent with the law

governing State assessments and the intent of that law,

Appellants' challenge to the rules should be dismissed.

Under the Proficiency Standards and Assessments Act

("PSAA"), the Legislature directed the Commissioner of

Education, with the approval of the State Board, to develop

clear and explicit Statewide levels of proficiency for

graduation, as well as a Statewide assessment test to determine

whether students had mastered those skills. After considering

studies and consulting with educators and other stakeholders,

the Commissioner and State Board revised the State's curriculum

standards and implemented the PARCC statewide assessment system.

7



Recommendations from these studies informed the Commissioner and

State Board that the minimum level of skills and knowledge

required for graduation were those acquired after completing the

courses of Algebra I and English Language Arts ("ELA") 10. Thus,

the State Board designated the associated PARCC Algebra I and

ELA 10 EOC exams as the State graduation proficiency test.

In order to facilitate the successful achievement oz Lne~e

standards, the Legislature also directed the Commissioner to

ensure that districts provide remedial education so that

students can progress and ultimately meet the standards

necessary to graduate. The amended regulations reflect this

remedial intent of the PSA.A, as the PARCC tests provide detailed

feedback to educators, allowing them to hone in on specific

areas of student deficiency and develop appropriate remedial

instruction. And because the PARCC exams are typically

administered prior to the student's junior year, they often

allow more time to identify and assist struggling students.

Thus, the challenged regulations are not only consistent with

the authority vested in the State Board, but they further the

Legislature's goal of providing timely remediation for those

students not meeting expected achievement levels. The State

Board reasonably exercised its discretion and made sound policy

decisions in determining to replace the proficiency assessment

with the PARCC.
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Appellants challenge these regulations on three bases.

First, Appellants assert that th-e regulations are ultra vires

because they conflict with the express language of the PSA.A,

unlawfully deny retesting opportunitie, and prevent access to an

alternative assessment. Second, Appellants assert that the

regulations violate the constitutional requirement of a thorough

and efficient education by allowing for suet ~~~~ c~rn~e~~~~~y

tests. Finally, Appellants allege that the use of substitute

competency tests will have a negative disparate impact on

minority student graduation rates.

Contrary to these assertions, however, the challenged

regulations are consistent with the State Board's authority.

The new graduation assessment properly tests for 11th grade

proficiency and the regulations do not inhibit retesting

opportunities and access to an alternative assessment is based

on statutory requirements. Moreover, use of substitute

competency tests during a transitional period does not violate

the New Jersey Constitution or the New Jersey Law Against

Discrimination. For these reasons, the challenged regulations

should be upheld.

3



PROCEDURAL HISTORY AND STATEMENT OF FACTS1

The newly adopted regulations found at N.J.A.C. 6A:8 are

designed to accurately measure mastery of the State's academic

standards through the implementation of a new assessment system,

while at the same time providing a lengthy transition phase to

ensure that students and educators have sufficient time to

a~.ju~t tc the i~ew system. Thee regulateions aim part of an

extensive statutory and regulatory scheme governing curriculum

standards and requirements for graduation from secondary school.

I. THE PROFICIENCY STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS ACT

Enacted on December 17, 1979, the purpose of the PSA.A,

N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-1 et seq., as acknowledged by Governor Brendan

Byrne, was to improve the basic skills of young people. See

Signing Statement to Bill No. 1154, L. 1979 c.241 (Dec. l7,

1979). The law requires the Commissioner, with the approval of

the State Board, to establish a "program of standards for

graduation from secondary school." N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-l.

Specifically, the Legislature directed the Commissioner to

develop "clear and explicit Statewide levels of proficiency in

reading, writing and computational skills to be demonstrated as

a minimum requirement for high school graduation," as well as a

comprehensive Statewide assessment system to be administered to

1 The Procedural History and Statement of Facts have been

combined in the interest of continuity and coherence as they are

inextricably intertwined.
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all secondary school pupils. N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-l. In addition

to establishing these standards, the PSA.A also directs the

Department of Education to develop "guidelines for remediation

procedures for pupils who fail to meet graduation standards."

Ibid.

The PSA.A initially required the statewide graduation

~r~ficiEn~y test to assess whether students had achieved at

least the ninth-grade minimum basic skills proficiency level.

L. 1979, c. 241, ~6 (Dec. 17, 1979). In 1988, the Legislature

amended the statute to raise the standards required for

graduation. L. 1988, c. 168, ~3 (Dec. 1, 1988). Upon signing

the amendments into law, Governor Thomas H. Kean noted that the

State should not tolerate corporations spending billions each

year to "re-teach high school graduates to read, write and

compute." See Article, "Kean signs tough school exam law" (Dec.

2, 1988) Trenton Times, attached to Bill A2928, L. 1988, c. 168

(Dec . 1, 1988) .

The amendments added a requirement of an early benchmark

assessment to be administered to all eighth grade pupils to

determine progress toward mastery of State graduation

proficiency standards. N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-6.2. Those students not

meeting established standards must be provided with appropriate

remediation, which could include after school, weekend and

summer programs. Ibid. They also required llth grade pupils to

5



demonstrate mastery of the graduation proficiency test designed

to "measure those basic skills all students must possess to

function politically, economically and socially in a democratic

society." N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-6; 18A:7C-6.1. Any student not

meeting the State and district graduation standards by the end

of 11th grade must be provided with remedial instruction in

phase academic areas w~zi~~i have been "identified as nzcessary

for awarding of a diploma...." N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-3. The

Legislature also allowed for an alternative graduation

assessment that utilizes techniques and instruments other than

standardized tests for any 12th grade student who has not passed

the graduation proficiency test but who has met "all the credit,

curriculum and attendance requirements." Ibid.

II. EVOLUTION OF STATE STANDARDS AND STATE ASSESSMENTS

Since 1975 the Legislature has committed New Jersey to a

standards-based approach to education and, as outlined above, in

1979 required a graduation assessment measuring those standards.

In 1996, the State Board adopted the Core Curriculum Content

Standards ("CCCS") in nine content areas, that serve as the

basis for local district curricula, and embody what students

should learn over the course of their public school experience.

See http://www.state.nj.us/education/cccs/ (last visited

5/25/17). In 2007, the Legislature charged the State Board with

the duty to review these content standards every five years.



N.J.S.A. 18A:7F-46(a) In 2010, the State Board adopted the

Common Core State Standards ("CCSS") in ELA and Math, which were

again revised in 2016. See

http://www.nj.gov/education/assessment/history.shtml (last

visited 5/25/17).

Along with New Jersey's participation in a nationwide high

~~na~l reiGr~ eif~rt, the a~~pti~n ~f the CCSS in ELA and Math

reinforced the necessity to review the state graduation

assessment as the assessment no longer tracked the new

standards. Since 2001-02 the Department had utilized the HSPA.

See New Jersey Department of Education, Your Guide to the HSPA

(Mar. 2014),

www.nj.gov/njded/assessment/hs/hspa guide english.pdf, at pg. 2

(last visited 5/25/17). The HSPA consisted of two independent

subject areas -- ELA and Math -- that were administered on

different days as determined by the DOE. See New Jersey

Department of Education, Your Guide to the HSPA (Mar. 2014),

www.nj.gov/njded/assessment/hs/hspa guide english.pdf, at pg. 2

(last visited 5/25/17). Both components of the HSPA could be

taken multiple times and students were only required to retake

the portion of the HSPA that they previously failed. Ibid. For

example, if a student passed the Math component but not the ELA

component, the student would only need to re-take the ELA

component of the test. If a student failed one or both

7



components after multiple tries,. he or she could still show

proficiency through an alternative graduation route known as the

Alternative High School Assessment ("AHSA") The HSPA was

historically administered in the 11th grade, regardless of when

the student actually completed a course which taught the

corresponding material, and measured whether students had gained

~1r~.~ k~~c~~lec~~~ aiici 5kiil5 iczeri~iii~d ~y ~n~ ~CCS. Ik~id.

In connection with its high school reform efforts, New

Jersey partnered with Achieve Inc.2 and the National Governors

Association at the National Education Summit on High Schools in

2005. The purpose of the Summit was to discuss and vote on an

action agenda to raise high school expectations and outcomes for

students. See NJ Steps Re-Designing Education in New Jersey for

the 21st Century, A Policy Report of the New Jersey High School

Redesign Steering Committee, ("Steering Committee Report")

http://www.state.n~.us/highereducation/PDFs/HS Redesign Report A

pril 2008.pdf, April 25, 2008 at pg.4. New Jersey signed onto

the action agenda and joined Achieve's American Diploma Project

Network ("ADP Network") ADP Network members pledged to make

the needed policy, legislative and programmatic changes

necessary to help all students graduate from high school ready

for work or for continued education. Ibid.

Achieve Inc. is a nonprofit education organization whose
mission is to help states make college and career readiness a
priority for students. http://achieve.org/about-us.
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Following the Summit, the New Jersey High School Redesign

Steering Committee ("Steering Committee") was created and

charged with further refining recommendations for improving

secondary education. Ibid. It collected feedback and input from

New Jersey educators, as well as the general public, in meetings

held throughout the state. Ibid. On April 25, 2008, the

St~~~ii~g ~a~mittEe issued its final rcp~rt with key

recommendations for high school reform. The Steering Committee

urged the Department of Education ("NJDOE") to align New Jersey

high school standards and graduation requirements to college and

workforce entry requirements, and to overhaul the State's

assessment system, including its graduation assessment. Id. at

5-6.

The Steering Committee proposed implementation of a new

"efficient and effective assessment system to measure student

achievement gaps, provide[] data to address student learning and

performance gaps and align to expectations of higher education

and the workforce." See Steering Committee Report at 6; Ra38.

To achieve these goals, the Steering Committee advised the NJDOE

to "develop and implement end-of-course exams" that would

replace the HSPA as the State graduation assessment. Id. at 26.

The Steering Committee declared that "the creation of end-of-

course exams will significantly improve the consistency of

course content across the state and the likelihood that all the

D



state's students learn and perform at the same level in courses

crucial to their future success." Ibid. In order to ease the

transition to a new proficiency assessment, the Steering

Committee advised that the new graduation requirements should be

phased in. Id. at 27.

In response to the Steering Committee's recommendations and

the rEee~t implementation of the CCSS in ELF and Math, New

Jersey joined the PARCC Consortium in the fall of 2010. This

national consortium was formed to develop a common set of

assessments to measure student achievement of the Common Core

State Standards and ensure preparedness for college and careers.

http://www.nj.gov/education/assessment/history.shtml (last

visited 5/25/17). The State became a Governing Member of PARCC

in 2011 and began administering PARCC assessments during the

2014-2015 school year.3

On July 14, 2014, Governor Chris Christie signed Executive

Order No. 159, establishing a study commission to review K-12

student assessments administered in New Jersey (the "Study

Commission") The Study Commission was charged with reviewing

the effectiveness of the volume, frequency, and impact of

~ PARCC tests are aligned to the newly adopted curriculum

standards and have been endorsed as an improvement over previous

assessments. (Pa4) PARCC tests are tied to a specific

academic course and students typically take a PARCC assessment

at the end of the semester or year in which they finish the

related academic course. (Pa43).
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student testing occurring throughout New Jersey school districts

and issuing appropriate recommendations. It was also tasked

with examining the effectiveness of PARCC assessments,

generally, as well as their use as a measure of graduation

proficiency. (Ra20-21).

Consistent with N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-6.1, the Study Commission

was chaired by thin=Commissioner of Education, David C. Hespe,

and its membership included numerous educators from throughout

the State. (Ra5.) In defining its mission, the Study Commission

determined that among other goals, the State's public education

system must include "high-quality assessments to measure

student, school, and Statewide progress" and "policies and

practices to use wisely the information that the assessments

provide to improve teaching and learning to help struggling

schools." (Ral) Thus, the Study Commission determined that an

appropriate assessment system should include the following

qualities: 1) the capability of providing teachers and

practitioners with information necessary to identify learning

gaps for individual students, classrooms and schools; 2) an

accurate predictor of college and career readiness; 3) the

ability to accommodate the needs of students with disabilities

and English language learners (ELLs); and 4) the capability of

being used as a graduation assessment. (Ral3). Assessment data,

the Study Commission found, can and should be used to inform all

11



education stakeholders about students' progress in attaining the

knowledge, skills, attitudes and behaviors in school. (Ral6).

When an assessment works best it also provides answers to

important questions about the validity of instruction ("Are we

really teaching what we think we're teaching?"), the validity of

learning ("Are students really learning what they're supposed to

be learning?") and student irr~pr~vement ~"Is theiz a better way

to teach the content, thereby improving learning?"). (Ral7).

From November 2014 through November 2015, the Study

Commission conducted 21 meetings, at which it received input

from various educators on the use of student assessments and

their effectiveness. (Ra6) In early 2015, three public

meetings were held in each of the three regions of the State --

northern, central, and southern New Jersey -- to elicit

testimony from parents, students, businesses, and community

representatives regarding the CCCS, CCSS, PARCC, and the use of

test results to make important decisions about students,

educators and districts. Ibid. More than 100 people

participated. Ibid. Then, in June 2015, three additional

regional sessions were held at public high schools to elicit

information from seventeen of the students who had taken the

March and/or May PARCC assessments. Ibid. The Study Commission

also created a user-friendly website to serve as a convenient

12



communication tool to both inform the citizenry of the Study

Commission's work and receive public input and feedback. Ibid.

On January 11, 2016, the Study Commission issued its final

report on the use of student assessments in New Jersey. Based

on the data gathered, it strongly recommended that PARCC be used

as the graduation assessment mechanism. The Commission found

that the chief advantage ~f ~ARCC tests is the feedback they

provide to educators that can be used to effectively assess and

close achievement gaps between and among students. (Ra5). They

are designed to provide "a far greater level of actionable

information to educators and feedback to educators and parents"

in the form of student-level reports. (Pa6) In addition, the

PARCC results are returned in a timely manner, enabling their

use in the next school semester. (Pa8.) The previous Statewide

assessments, including HSPA, provided educators and parents with

little substantive information on areas of student deficits.

See One Pager on State Tests-PARCC, available at

http://www.state.nj.us/education/assessment/parents/ (last

visited 5/25/17). Thus, PARCC examinations are a more accurate

indicator of whether a student is "on track," as they provide

detailed information as to what skills a student has mastered

and where additional support is needed. Ibid. PARCC tests

therefore not only allow educators to see where an individual

student may be struggling but also allows districts to see where

13



students are struggling generally, and make adjustments.

http://www.state.nj.us/education/assessment/parents/helpful.pdf

(last visited 5/25/17).

Given the value of PARCC assessments, the Study Commission

recommended that the Department require all students enrolled in

public schools in grades 3 through 12 take the PARCC end-of-

course assessment for which the student is enrolled (~.g., in

high school , Algebra I & I I , geometry and ELA 9 , 10 , 11) ( Pa8 ;

Ral7) Finally, the Study Commission recommended that the

Commissioner and State Board replace the HSPA with the PARCC ELA

10 and Algebra I exams as the graduation proficiency assessment

for the initial years of PARCC implementation, as they appeared

best aligned with the "expectations of the knowledge and skills

[required] for graduation established in State statute".

(Ral9). The Study Commission suggested these requirements be

reevaluated in future years. Ibid. Recognizing that the shift

from HSPA to EOC exams could be disruptive to students already

in the midst of their high school careers, the Study Commission,

just like the Steering Committee, recommended that NJDOE

institute a transitional period during PARCC's implementation .

Ibid.

III. THE 2016 AMENDMENTS TO THE GRADUATION REGULATIONS

Based upon the recommendations of the Steering Committee

and the Study Commission, the State Board proposed amendments to

14



the graduation regulations in January 2016, which became

effective on September 6, 2016. (Pa41; 43; 60) The amendments

replaced the HSPA exam with the PARCC ELA 10 and Algebra 1 exams

as the State graduation assessment. As was the case with the

HSPA, students are only required to re-take the portion of the

PARCC (ELA or Math) that they previously fail. N.J.A.C. 6A:8-

. i ~ i } , (g) While the ~e~ulatians do not specify the number of

times each portion of the test may be administered, the DOE

testing schedule designates three administrations per year.4

This allows students multiple times to retake the exam.

Consistent with the statutory requirements, the amended

regulations also provide for a "portfolio appeals process."

N.J.A.C. 6A:8-1.3. This process, similar to the AHSA under the

HSPA, is an alternative assessment that utilizes techniques,

other than standardized tests, approved by the Commissioner, and

is aligned to current curriculum standards. Under this process,

4 See PARCC testing schedule for 2017-2018, available at

http://www.state.nj.us/education/assessment/20172018TestingCalen

dar.pdf, and testing schedule for 2016-201, available at

http://www.state.nj.us/education/assessment/20162017TestingCalen

dar.pdf. See also Memorandum from Jeffery Hauger, Director of

DOE's Office of Assessments to Chief School Administrators et

al., "Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and

Careers (PARCC) Summer 2017 Algebra 1, Geometry, and Algebra II

Test Administrations," February 22, 2017, available at

https://homeroom5.doe.state.nj.us/broadcasts/2017/FEB/22/16023/P

artnership o 2 0 for o 2 OAssessment o 2 Oof o 2 OReadiness o 2 0 for o 2 OCollege o 2

Oa.ndo20Careerso20(PARCC)a20Summero202017o20Testo20Administration

.pdf (offering a summer PARCC exam for math courses).

15



high school seniors who have not passed one or both components

of the graduation test may, with the assistance of the school

district, submit to the Department samples of work demonstrating

their mastery of the proficiencies required for graduation.5

In providing for a transitional phase-in of this new

assessment tool, the State Board recognized that current high

school students may nave had limited opportunities t~ t~k~ tie

PARCC Algebra I or ELA 10 exams, or that they may have

previously taken the subject tested by PARCC and opted out of

the exam. Thus, it created a third option for high school

seniors of the graduating classes of 2016-2020 to satisfy the

graduation requirements by achieving a passing score on a

"substitute competency test." N.J.A.C. 6A:8-1.3. These

substitute competency tests are "an alternative set of third-

party assessments approved by the Commissioner...." Ibid.

Mindful of over-testing concerns, the Commissioner designated

tests that many students already take in preparation for post-

secondary activities, such as the SAT, PSAT, ACT, ACT-Aspire,

ASVAB-AFQT, or Accuplacer. Ibid.

y See Memorandum from Laura Morana, Acting Academic Officer &

Donald Mitchell, Chief Performance Officer, N.J. Dept. of Ed. to

Chief Sch. Adm'rs and Charter Sch. And Renaissance Sch. Project

Leads, "Portfolio Appeals Process for Students Who Have Not Met

Their Assessment Graduation Requiremnt," Dec. 13, 2016,

available at
https://homeroom5.doe.state.nj.us/broadcasts/2016/DEC/l3/15668/P

ortfolioo20Appea1so20Process%20foro205tudentso20Whoo20Haveo20Not

o20Meto20Theiro20Assessmento20Graduationo20Requirement.pdf .
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The State Board determined to implement the new PARCC

graduation proficiency assessment in three phases. For the

graduating cohorts of 2016-2019, students who either do not take

the ELA 10 or Algebra I exam, or who fail to achieve a passing

score on one or both assessments, can: 1) retake the applicable

portion of the exam, 2) select the portfolio appeal process, or

3) achieve a passing ~c~~e ~n a substitute ~~m~~teri~y test.

N.J.A.C. 6A:8-5.1(f)(1) For the graduating cohort of 2020,

those students who have taken all applicable PARCC assessments

for courses in which they are enrolled, but do not achieve a

passing score on ELA 10 or Algebra I , may sat i s f y the graduation

requirement by: 1) retaking the exam, 2) selecting the portfolio

appeal process, or 3) achieving a passing score on a substitute

competency test. N.J.A.C. 6A:8-5.1(f)(2) Thus, graduating

cohorts between 2016 and 2020 have three options to satisfy

proficiency. For the graduating cohorts of 2021 and beyond,

students who have taken all applicable PARCC assessments for

which they are enrolled, but do not achieve a passing score on

ELA 10 or Algebra I, may retake the graduate assessment or

alternatively satisfy the graduation requirement through the

portfolio appeal process. N.J.A.C. 6A:8-5.1(g).

The rules were vetted throughout the First Discussion,

Second Discussion, Proposal and Adoption levels. See N.J.A.C.

6A:6-3.1(b); N.J.A.C. 6A:6-Appendix. After review and
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consideration of all comments received, including those from ELC

and ACLU, the State Board determined the amendments to be

appropriate and consistent with the legislative intent

underlying the PSA.A. Accordingly, the State Board voted to

adopt the proposed amendments on August 3, 2016. (Pal). A

Notice of Adoption was published in the New Jersey Registrar and

the regulations became effective on September 6, 2016. Ibid.

On October 21, 2016, ELC, the ACLU, PEF, LAN, LCNJ filed

this appeal, challenging the authority of the State Board to

adopt the regulations. (Pal4) On December 12, 2016, the

Notice of Appeal was amended to add Appellant NJ NAACP. (Pa40).

ARGUMENT

POINT I

THE CHALLENGED REGULATIONS ARE CONSISTENT

WITH THE PSAA AND SHOULD BE UPHELD.

The State Board's regulations reflect sound policy

judgments and a valid exercise of its discretion to develop the

appropriate graduation assessment consistent with its authority

under the PSAA. Appellants' interpretation of the PSA.A -- a

stringent temporal requirement for administration of the

graduation assessment -- belies the intent of the statute and

strips the State Board of its authority and responsibility to

respond to a changing educational landscape. Because the rules

do not exceed the authority delegated by the enabling statute,



and because the rulemaking was not arbitrary nor capricious, the

regulations should be upheld.

Judicial review of an administrative agency's rulemaking

begins with a presumption that the challenged rules are valid

and reasonable . N . J . Assn of Sch . Adm' rs v . Schundler , 211 N . J .

535, 548 (2012) (NJASA) The inquiry generally focuses on three

thi~~c~s

(1) whether the agency's action violates the
enabling act's express or implied
legislative policies; (2) whether there is
substantial evidence in the record to
support the findings on which the agency
based its action; and (3) whether in

applying the legislative policies to the
facts the agency clearly erred by reaching a
conclusion that could not reasonably have
been made upon a showing of the relevant
factors .

[Ibid. (citing In re Petitions for
Rulemaking, N.J.A.C. 10:82-1.2 & 10:85-4.1,

117 N.J. 311, 325 (1989)) . ]

The party challenging the rulemaking must demonstrate that the

rulemaking was arbitrary, capricious, or unreasonable. Ibid.

"Courts afford an agency `great deference' in reviewing its

`interpretation of statutes within its scope of authority and

its adoption of rules implementing' the laws for which it is

responsible." NJASA, supra, 211 N.J. at 549 (quoting N.J. Soc'

for Prevention of Cruelty to Animals v. N.J. Dep t of

Agriculture, 196 N.J. 366, 385 (2008)). Judicial deference to

administrative agencies "stems from the recognition that
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agencies have the specialized expertise necessary to enact

regulations dealing with technical matters and are `particularly

well equipped to read and understand the massive documents and

to evaluate the factual and technical issues that

rulemaking would invite."' N.J. State League of Municipalities

v. Dept of Cmty. Affairs, 158 N.J. 211, 222 (1999) (quoting

Bergen Pines County Hosp . v . N . J . Dept of Human Servs . , 96 N . J .

456, 474 (1984)). However, judicial deference is not without

limit, and a challenged rule must be within the "fair

contemplation of the delegation of the enabling statute." N.J.

Guild of Hearing Aid Dispensers v. Long, 75 N.J. 544, 561

(1978) .

Legislative grants of administrative authority are

construed liberally "to enable the agency to accomplish its

statutory responsibilities and effectuate fully the

legislative intent." N.J. Guild, supra, 75 N.J. at 562. Finding

regulations to be ultra vires is disfavored and agency action

may be set aside only if it "plainly transgresses the statute it

purports to effectuate, or alters the terms of the statute and

frustrates the policy embodied in it." In re Adopted Amendments

to N.J.A.C. 7:7A-2.4, 365 N.J. Super• 255, 265 (App. Div. 2003).

Courts must be mindful that "administrative agencies possess the

ability to be flexible and responsive to changing conditions."

In re Agricultural, Aquacultural, & Horticultural Water Usage
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Certification Rules, N.J.A.C. 7:20A-l.l et seq., 410 N.J. Super.

209, 224 (App. Div. 2009) (quoting Texter v. Dept of Human

Servs., 88 N.J. 376, 385 (1982)).

A court's "paramount goal" when interpreting a statute is

"to give effect to the Legislature's intent." Wilson v. City of

Jersey City, 209 N.J. 558, 572 (2012). To do so, the court must

begin with the plain languages ~f t~3e statute. DiFrosper~ v.

Penn, 183 N.J. 477, 493 (2005). But a statutory provision

"should not be read in isolation." Wilson, supra, 209 N.J. at

572. Rather, meaning must be given to the entire legislative

scheme and the court "must be guided by legislative objectives

sought to be achieved by enacting the statute." Ibid. And if the

language of the statute is "sufficiently ambiguous that it may

be susceptible to more than one plausible interpretation," the

court may resort to extrinsic guides, such as the legislative

history. Ibid. Administrative action that "can be said to

promote or advance the policies and findings that served as a

driving force for the enactment of that legislation" will be

upheld. In re Certain Amendments to the Adopted and Approved

Solid Waste Mamt. Plan of the Hudson County Solid Waste Mamt.

Dist., 133 N.J. 206, 216 (1993).

The enabling statute here requires the Commissioner, with

the approval of the State Board, to develop "a Statewide

assessment test in reading, writing and computational skills to
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be administered to all secondary school pupils as provided

herein." N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-1(a) The test "shall measure those

basic skills all students must possess to function politically,

economically and socially in a democratic society," N.J.S.A.

18A:7C-6.1. In order to achieve these lofty goals, the PSA.A

explains that the assessment is administered "to all 11th grade

~upii~ and to any 11th ar 12th grads pupil who has previously

failed to demonstrate mastery of State graduation proficiency

standards on said test." N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-6. But it also

directs that if a student does not pass the test by the end of

11th grade, the school district "shall provide additional

remedial instruction specifically directed toward mastery of

those proficiencies identified as necessary" to graduate.

N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-3.

Rather than reading these statutory mandates as purely

temporal requirements, as Appellants do, the State Board

understood the Legislature to require a graduation assessment

which tests if students have reached an 11th grade proficiency

level -- whenever that level is reached in a student's high

school career. This interpretation also furthers the PSAA's

remedial goals, and allows for more time for remedial

instruction.

In connection with the State's educational reform efforts,

the Commissioner and State Board determined to implement a more
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effective assessment system to measure student achievement of

the state education standards. In consultation with educators

and stakeholders, the State Board designated the PARCC ELA 10

and Algebra I exams as the appropriate assessments for measuring

mastery of the proficiencies expected of eleventh-grade

students, as required for graduation. This decision was

informed by the work of the Stuffy Commission which concluded

that the ELA 10 and Algebra I were "best aligned with the

expectations and knowledge and skills for graduation established

in State statute" and recommended that these exams be used as

the State graduation assessment. (Ral7). During the year

proceeding the adoption of the regulations, PARCC was reviewed

by numerous academic institutions and research organizations who

concluded that "PARCC is more grade-level appropriate than prior

state tests and is clearly an effective assessment in

determining whether students are on the pathway to being college

and career ready." (Pa6) In addition, the State Board noted

that a significant advantage of the PARCC assessment is that it

was developed, reviewed and approved by educators, and includes

more tools then were ever formed by the NJASK or HSPA, including

student level reports, which can be used to improve teaching and

learning. Ibid.

Under the regulations, students take the ELA 10 and Algebra

I assessments at the conclusion of the respective courses -
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whenever that may occur in their high school careers. Appellants

seize upon the fact that the assessments do not necessarily take

place in the 11th grade year to argue that the regulations are

ultra vires. (Pb16-21) This argument fails, as explained

below.

In enacting the PSAA, the Legislature sought to ensure that

public school aistr~~ts graduated students with a ~ini~ium level

of competency in core subjects to enable them to succeed in

higher education or careers. And while the statute refers to

the graduation test as being administered "to 11th grade

pupils," there is nothing in the PSAA that prohibits students

from taking, or the State from administering, a graduation

proficiency test prior to 11th grade, if the students have

mastered the content necessary to pass the test. Students

entering high school possess a wide range of attributes and

abilities in different subjects, and the secondary school course

curriculum must reflect and adapt to this reality. Thus, in

ELA, the high school curricular framework incorporates an

"ongoing spiraling process" with standards framed for "9-10 and

11-12 grade level bands" that districts can modify "to fit the

needs of their student population."

http://www.state.nj.us/education/cccs/frameworks/ela/ (accessed

4/26/17). In Math, the high school curriculum is not organized

by grade level, but rather by subject, namely, Algebra I,
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Geometry and Algebra II.

http://www.state.nj.us/education/cccs/frameworks/math/ (accessed

4/26/17). The high school curriculum reflects the fact that

some students may excel in one or both core subjects and take

accelerated, honors or Advanced Placement classes, while others

may struggle and require remedial instruction. The point of the

graduation test i~ n~~ ~~ ~sses~ what students krZow at a

particular point in time during their high school experience.

Rather, the purpose is to assess whether the students, as they

approach graduation, have mastered a foundational level of

knowledge and skills which will allow the student to progress in

society. N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-6.1. The use of the word "grade" in the

statute indicates a level of knowledge a student has achieved,

not a snapshot in time during which a test must be administered.

In fact, the word grade is commonly defined as a particular

rank, quality, proficiency, intensity or value. See Merriam-

Webster, located online at https://www.merriam-

webster.com/dictionary/grade.

Reflecting its belief that state assessments measure

student proficiency as described by grade level, in 2015 the

Legislature amended the statute to define the term "state

assessment." It clarified that "state assessment" means "an

assessment required pursuant to State or federal law and

administered to all students in a specific grade level or
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subject area and whose results are aggregated for analysis at

the aistri~t, ~chuol, ~r stua~nt subgioup level." (emphasis

added) N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-6.4 and -6.5. These amendments, enacted

after the Department implemented the PARCC assessments,

demonstrate that the Legislature concurred that the purpose of

all state assessments, including the graduation proficiency

test, was to measure whether students had mastered a level of

proficiency as delineated by grade level. Thus, an assessment

administered "to all 11th grade pupils" measures whether

students have reached 11th grade proficiency, and need not

necessarily be a test taken in a student's 11th grade year.

And the fact that the assessments required for graduation

are administered at the end of the respective courses and not on

an arbitrary date during a student's junior year, further

supports the State Board's rationale for selecting these PARCC

tests to meet the graduation proficiency requirement. In

addition to measuring student competency, an equally important

purpose of the PSA.A is to assist school districts in identifying

areas of student deficiency and developing appropriate remedial

programs. Thus, N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-3 requires that "[f]or any

student who does not meet the State and district examination

standards for graduation by the end of 11th grade, the local

board of education when appropriate shall provide additional

remedial instruction specifically directed toward mastery of



those proficiencies identified as necessary for the awarding of

a diploma. ." Tie PARCC Dui~c ~f examiizati~ns is uniquely

suited to quickly provide the type of data-driven feedback that

will enable educators to pinpoint student deficits and to

structure remedial instruction, which "may include an

extended school year, extended school day, or additional school

years." N.J.S.A. 18A:~/C-3; PaB. Under the approach apparently

preferred by Appellants, the HSPA was administered at the end of

a student's junior year, and results were not available until

sometime during their senior year, leaving little time to

implement the additional instruction contemplated by the

Legislature. The PARCC examinations represent a movement toward

furthering these remedial goals.

Appellants next argue that the amended regulations are

invalid as they designate two tests as the new graduation

assessment rather than one comprehensive examination. (Pb21).

This argument also lacks merit. The PSAA calls for a "Statewide

assessment in reading, writing, and computational skills..."

N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-1. A reasonable interpretation of this

directive is to test for these subject areas when courses are

completed -- which may occur at different times. Breaking down

the graduation test into component parts is practical and falls

squarely within the authority granted to the State Board. So,

like the HSPA favored by Appellants, the current graduation
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assessment measures proficiency in ELA in one sitting and Math

in another. And like the HSPA, if a student fails one

component, he or she need only re-take the test for just that

subject matter.

The decision to administer the separate components of the

graduation test at the end of the respective courses is exactly

the type of policy decision that the Legislature traditionally

leaves to the administrative agency charged with fulfilling a

statutory mandate. Adopting the Appellants' narrow and rigid

reading of the statutory requirement would deprive the State

Board of the flexibility to respond to the changing conditions

of evolving educational policy. In re Agricultural,

acultural, & Horticultural Water Usage Certification Rules

N.J.A.C. 7:20A-l.l et seq., 410 N.J. Super. 209, 224 (App. Div.

2009) (quoting Texter v. Dep t of Human Servs., 88 N.J. 376, 385

(1982)). Thus the designation of separate PARCC tests for

assessing competency in the two statutorily required content

areas does not violate the language or intent of the statute.

Appellants' next assertion that the regulations deprive

students of the right to re-take the tests is a misreading of

the regulations. (Pb23) The rules do not deny students

retesting opportunities. The PARCC testing schedule developed

by the Department allows for retesting of up to 3 times per



year, in the fall, spring and summer.6 In fact, that is an

improvement Over Lie ~r~~vi~u~ ~~a~ti~c, which ~~-ov~aca fir only

2 opportunities for retesting -- October and March of a

student's senior year. See New Jersey Department of Education,

Your Guide to the HSPA (Mar. 2014),

www.nj.gov/njded/assessment/hs/hspa guide english.pdf, at pg. 2

(last visited 5j25/17).

Appellants argument that PARCC re-testing, even if

"technically possible," is a practical impossibility also

misinterprets the timing of the testing opportunities. (Pb25).

[nThile the Department acknowledges that the PARCC tests are best

taken at the end of the related course, students may re-take an

exam the following year or semester, after receiving appropriate

remedial instruction from the school district. (Pa60).

Appellants also suggest that students who are taking a PARCC-

tested course for the first time in the 12th grade will have no

recourse if they fail. (Pb25) That argument is based on the

6 See PARCC testing schedule for 2017-2018, available at

http://www.state.nj.us/education/assessment/20172018TestingCalen

dar.pdf, and testing schedule for 2016-201, available at

http://www.state.nj.us/education/assessment/20162017TestingCalen

dar.pdf. See also Memorandum from Jeffery Hauger, Director of

DOE's Office of Assessments to Chief School Administrators et

al., "Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and

Careers (PARCC) Summer 2017 Algebra 1, Geometry, and Algebra II

Test Administrations," February 22, 2017, available at

https://homerooms.doe.state.nj.us/broadcasts/2017/FEB/22/16023/P

artnershipo20foro20Assessmenta20ofo20Readinesso20foro20Collegeo2

Oando20Careerso20(PARCC)o20Summero202017a20Testo20Administration

.pdf (offering a summer PARCC exam for math courses).
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faulty assumption that the student's inability to graduate is

based solely on the fact that he or she failed a PARCC ~xa«~. I~~

reality, if that student was taking, for example, an Algebra I

course for the first time in 12th grade, he or she would not

satisfy the mathematics curriculum requirements for graduation.'

N. J.A. C. 6A: 8-5 . 1 (a) (1) (ii) The fact that some students may not

otherwise meet the graduation requirements does not invalidate

the State assessment regulations.

Finally, Appellants argue that for the graduating cohorts

of 2020 and beyond, the rules unlawfully prevent access to the

portfolio review process because they require, as a condition of

access, that students take all PARCC exams tied to their

courses. (Pb26) To support this argument, Appellants rely on

N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-3, which states that any 12th grade student who

has not passed the graduation assessment, "but who has met all

the credit, curriculum and attendance requirements shall be

eligible for a comprehensive assessment of said proficiencies

utilizing techniques and instruments other than standardized

tests..." Appellants contend that N.J.A.C. 6A:8-5.1(f)(2) and

(g), which require that students in cohorts 2020 and beyond

participate in all PARCC examinations for which they are

eligible in order to participate in the portfolio review

~ The high school mathematics curriculum is designed to build on

the skills taught in Algebra I and geometry N.J.A.C. 6A:8-

5. 1 (a) (1) (ii) .
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process, violates the enabling statute. This argument also

LdilS.

First, under N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-3, only students who have met

all credit and curriculum requirements are eligible to graduate

using the portfolio review process. Because participation in

all PARCC exams for which a student is enrolled is a curriculum

requirement under N.J.A.C. 6A:8-4.1(c), the State Board

reasonably conditioned eligibility for the portfolio review

process on completion of the PARCC exams. Indeed, there is no

requirement that students pass the tests. Notably, this

condition first applies to the 2020 cohort, as that was the

first class to enter high school following promulgation of the

regulations.

Next, the intent of N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-3 is to ensure remedial

instruction for those students who have not passed the

graduation assessment. The State Board chose the PARCC exams as

the graduation assessment in large part because they enabled

educators to identify the specific areas of student deficiencies

in order to provide targeted remedial instruction. Thus,

requiring participation in all PARCC exams aligns with the

legislative intent of the PSAA as they assist educators in

undertaking necessary remedial instruction.

In sum, the Legislature delegated to the State Board the

authority to promulgate regulations necessary to effectuate the
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provisions of the PSA.A. Relying on its experience and expertise,

the State Board' ~ d~,lc~iaca zulc~ yuve~niny tl~e ~raauati~n

proficiency test "promotes [s] [and] advance [s] the policies and

findings that served as a driving force for the enactment of

that legislation." In re Certain Amendments to the Adopted and

Approved Solid Waste Mgmt. Plan of the Hudson County Solid Waste

Mgmt. Dist., 133 N.J. at 216. The court should defer to the

State Board's determination and uphold the challenged

regulations.

POINT II

THE REGULATIONS ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE

THOROUGH AND EFFICIENT EDUCATION CLAUSE OF

THE NEW JERSEY CONSTITUTION.

As part of the transition process to full implementation of

the new graduation proficiency test, the State Board authorized

the use of substitute competency tests as an alternative pathway

for students to satisfy the graduation requirement. The

substitute competency .tests are defined as "an alternative set

of third-party assessments approved by the Commissioner,

including, but not limited to the SAT, PSAT, ACT, ACT-Aspire,

ASVAB-AFQT, or Accuplacer." N.J.A.C. 6A:8-1.3. Available to

students up to and including the graduating class of 2020, the

substitute competency tests serve as another option, in addition

to the PARCC examinations and portfolio appeals process, to meet

the requirements of the PSA.A. During this transition period,
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those students who score at or above the "cut score" established

b~ the Commissioner on a ~ub~titutc compctcncy cxamination may

choose to submit those results in lieu of participating in the

PARCC or portfolio appeals process. N.J.A.C. 6A:8-1.3.

The purpose of the substitute competency pathway is to ease

the transition for students who had already begun high school at

the time the new regulations were promulgated. Based on when

the regulations became effective, these students were not able

to take the HSPA and may have had limited opportunities to

participate in PARCC assessments. Some may have previously

opted out of taking the Alg I or ELA 10 PARCC exam. While PARCC

re-testing and the portfolio appeals process remain open to

these students, the availability of substitute competency tests

reduces the likelihood that students will be negatively impacted

during the transition. (Pa4; Ra41).

The substitute competency tests designated by the State

Board include assessments that many high school students already

take in preparation for applying for college. They include

exams such as the PSAT and ASVAB, which are typically offered at

no cost to students, and the SAT and ACT, which are offered for

a fee that can be waived for low-income students. Thus, during

the transition period, students who did not pass and/or take the

PARCC, but have already taken one or more of the substitute

competency tests, may use those scores in place of the portfolio
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appeals process. And the inclusion of tests that many students

already take f~~ CVZZC~C a~missi~n purposes helps ameliorate

some of the concerns raised regarding over-testing.

Appellants argue that the substitute competency tests are

unconstitutional because they are not specifically aligned with

the State's curricula content standards and because some of the

tests are fee-based. Appellants' arguments tail because the

substitute competency tests serve the statutory purpose of

demonstrating college and career readiness, and because they do

not deprive low-income students of the ability to graduate.

As the New Jersey Supreme Court explained,

a thorough and efficient education requires

a certain level of educational opportunity,

a minimum that will equip the student to

become a citizen and a competitor in the

labor market. The State's obligation to

attain that minimum is absolute, any

district that faile must be compelled to

comply. If, however, that level is reached,

the constitutional mandate is fully

satisfied regardless of the fact that some

districts may exceed it.

[Abbott v. Burke, 119 N.J. 287, 306 (1990).]

Here, the PARCC examinations measure whether that constitutional

baseline has been achieved. And those assessments are fully

available to all students during the transition period. The

substitute competency tests are nationally normed tests, geared

to assess a student's aptitude for higher education or a

military career. (Pa5) They adhere to the overall purpose of
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the PSA.A, as they test students for college and career

pre~a~eaness. ItiT.J.A.C. 6A:o-l.l. While the sul~stitutc competency

examinations are not specifically aligned to the State

curriculum standards, they are not being used as a basis for

instruction or for remedial programs. Instead, their use during

a short transition period simply reflects the State Board's

recognition that students w~io have passed the stringent

requirements for admission to an institution of higher education

possess the minimum level of skills to graduate from high

school. N.J.S.A. 18A:7C-6.1.

And contrary to Appellants' assertion, the State Board's

transitional use of a substitute competency examination in no

way deprives low-income students of the ability to graduate.

First, all students are eligible to take the PARCC examination

and/or the portfolio appeal at absolutely no cost. That is the

typical, preferred path to graduation and it is open to all.

Next, no student is in any way required to take a substitute

competency examination. That pathway primarily serves those

students who have already taken or plan to take the tests in

preparation for college or a military career. For those

students, there is no extra cost imposed if they choose to

submit their scores to fulfill the graduation requirement.

Finally, for those students who now desire to take a substitute

competency examination in order to graduate, several are
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administered at no cost to the student, and the others provide

for n~~~-Lassa fcc waivers. Thus, the use ~f substitute

competency tests, during the transitional period, does not

violate the New Jersey Constitution.

POINT III

APPELLANTS CANNOT ESTABLISH A PRIMA FACIE
CASE OF DISPARATE IMPACT.

Finally, Appellants argue that the inclusion of fee-based

tests as one of the pathways to graduation during the

transitional phase has a disparate impact based on race and

national origin in violation of the New Jersey's Law Against

Discrimination, N.J.S.A. 10:5-1 et seq. ("LAD") (Ab35) In

order to establish a disparate impact claim, Appellants must

show that a facially neutral policy resulted in a significantly

disproportional or adverse impact on members of a protected

class. Gerety v. Atl. City Hilton Casino Resort, 184 N.J. 391,

399-400 (2005)$. Appellants must establish a causal link between

8 In interpreting the LAD, NJ has patterned the methods of proof
for LAD disparate impact claims after the federal burden
shifting analysis under Title VII, 42 U.S.C.S. ~~ 2000e to
2000e-17, Grigoletti v. Orth Pharm. Corp., 118 N.J. 89, 97
(noting that New Jersey courts have traditionally "looked to
federal law as a key source of interpretive authority" for the
substantive and procedural standards that govern claims under
the LAD); Esposito v. Twp. of Edison, 306 N.J. Super 280, 289-
290 (App. Div. 1997). Although Title VII deals with
discrimination in employment, Title VI concerns discrimination
in programs or activities which receive federal financial
assistance. Title VI also follows Title VII interpretation.
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the alleged facially neutral policy and the resulting disparate

impact on the protected group. Watson v . Pt . worth I3an}~

Trust, 487 U.S. 977, 994-995 (1988). Commonly, a plaintiff will

endeavor to show this disparate impact through the use of

statistical evidence. However, the statistical proofs of

disparate impact "must be sufficiently substantial that they

raise such an inference of causation." Id. at 995.

Here, in order to establish that the graduation regulations

violate the NJLAD, Appellants must show that these regulations

disproportionately deny a protected class the opportunity to

graduate from secondary school. In order to do so, Appellants

must establish: 1) that a protected class is disproportionately

denied access to the substitute competency exams; and 2) that

such denial has a disparate impact on those students achieving

graduation. No such evidence exists in the record.

Instead, Appellants' disparate impact claim is based on

layers of speculation. They argue: (1) that low-income

students will likely have more limited access to the fee-based

substitute competency tests; (2) that low-income students are

more likely to be members of a protected class; and therefore

(3) that lack of access to substitute competency tests will

likely fall disproportionately on members of protected classes

See e.g., Blunt v. Lower Merion Sch. Dist., 767 F.3d 247, 276

(3d Cir. 2014) .
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and prevent them from graduating. Yet there is no evidence in

the rec~ra tv ~u~~ort Appellants' hy~othe5is that luw-income

students are denied access to substitute competency tests. And

more importantly, Appellants utterly ignore the fact that the

PARCC and portfolio review process are available to all

students, at absolutely no cost, and the use of substitute

competency tests is only for the transitional period. So there

is no basis to conclude, on this record, that the transitional

use of substitute competency examinations has or will have a

disparate impact on members of protected classes. If Appellants

wish to bring a challenge to the regulations as applied, with

evidential support, the case should be brought before the NJDOE,

Bureau of Controversies and Disputes. As such, the Court should

reject this claim and affirm the State Board' regulations.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the graduation regulations

should be upheld.

Respectfully submitted,

CHRISTOPHER S. PORRINO
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF NEW JERSEY

By.
Kat ryn E. Duran
De uty Attorney General

Dated: ~ ~ '~
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~(:i~troductionl

In its wvr~, the ~tuciy C~'ammissic~n on the Use af' Student Asse;ssr~~ents in N~~v Jersey (Study

Cc~mn~rissic7n} h~7s been guided by the charge ernbadied within Cxc.~v~:rn~r Chris Christie's

Executive Qrder Nc~, 1.59 to i~-r~~r~ve tl~e c{Lxality of education f«r all New Jersey childrea~. Tl~e

members of the Sttkc~y Commassic.~7~ clearly ~•ecc~~ni~e education is the ~;~eatest gift that one

gen~ratior~ CilIl give to the next, cltl(j t~1E',y fl.lt"tI1~I• rand~rst~~nd tl~e ~ducatic~clal professionals who

l~~ld and staff schools deserve praise rind ei~coura~ement :for theiz• d~~ily cornmitmcnts to students.

To improve the c~ualiiy cif' ~ducatic~n, a visio~~~ f'or educatiar~al excellence and equity must be

crafted anc~ shared among all educators a~~d ~a~7~ilies throughout the State. ~;xcellencc~ means

preparing students ~'or t11e; fiutur~ cl~all~n~es of adult~lood, colle~c, and career. Equity means all

students shaulci ~~ave the opportunity to receive a ~ua.lity education reg~~rtjless of th it r~xce,

ethnicity, ~;encier, 1~~~;uage proficiency, tam:ily incac~~e, place cif t•esidence, or need 'far s~~cial

programs car ~ccorn.:rnociatiol.~s.

In the p~~r.suit C)f COC'1t:iriU(7Li5 quality improvement, tr~~ Study Commission i'eCU~C117eS tllc~~ tide

S1:ate's syste~~n c.~~~ public i duc~~tiian ~~ust h~-~~rc: (a} a string, sha~•ec~ ~xpectatiur~ for ~chiev~ment

through rigorous st~ncia.rds that arc closely ali~r~ed wit~~ the expectations of colleges and,
cmplayer;;; (b) an ~li~ned cu~•riculum, instructional res~ure,es, and lessor► plans to ilnplernent the
standards; (c) high-duality assessments to ~~t~easur~ student, school, and Statewide progress; and
(d} policies anci practices to use wisely the intorrnation that the assessments provide to improve
teaching and l~arnin~; rind tc~ help s~ru~~lrt~~; schools. In this context, New .)exsey's Statewide
assessments (i.~., P~~•tners~~ip Cor ASS~SStT1~t"lt O~ R~~c~117~55 ~O1• Co11~ge and Careers (PARCC)
and exams in science) must b~ viewed i~1 conjunction with other measures of student
perfn~•mance to provide robust, ca~xiprel~ensive, and cletailecl data that are capable of informing
ccmtizauc>us ir~nprc~ve:ment strategies at tl~e strident, classroc7m, school, school district, State, end
nation~~l levels. success for stucicnts means mc»~e than c~ OC1GWt:ime snapshot Pram a single
standardized test, but rather• multiple measures across a student's entire sc11oo1 ex~~~riellce.
attendance and graduation rates; disciplinary and b~~~aviaral data, including suspensions and
expulsions; and career ~~nd t~ci~r~ical education x~eadir~ess data are just some ex~m~~les ~CmLrltiple
measu7•es that can pr~ovicie a more cur~~plete }~ictu.re of ec~ucat~or~al needs and inform str~te~ies dot•
continu~u.s irn~raver~n~nt.

~~l~e Study Commission also recc~gnifes that rnucl~ is bei~7g asl`eci of schools ~nci education~~(
professionals whose needs and conce~•ns multi ~c beard, ackna~~lec~~ed, and ~ic~dressc~d as the
cl~an~es ~ssociat~;d with continuous school improvement progress. Fot• this mason, there must be
c1~ar recognition by all cc~ncern~d that meaningful cha~~~;e will happen gradually, over many
years, a.nd with positive o~.itcomes being determined by patience ancf persistence. rI~he State also
SI1(JLI.~t~ ~~c2I• ire t~nind the ~~c~~c~ tc~ complement this vision o~~ c«ntinu.ous improven~erit with work
being done in other edL~c~.tion areas, suc11 as unproved programs end services for students with
dis~biliiies, ca~~eer~ ar~d technical ec~u.cat'ron, chronic aEasc~nt~e:ism, anti dual. enrc:~llment with l~i~her
education.

Finally, the Stucjy C'c~mmissic7rl reco~;niz~s that crr;ltir~g a sh~rccl undcrst~nding c~f`the standarc~s-
based change process that ~~ef1~ct~ the concerns voiced by many educators, parents, a.nd caze~l~bcrs
of` the ~ener~l public has been a c.hallen~;ing task. 'I,he Study C'or~nmission deeply appreciates the

~ The c~raftin~; c~f't~~e Dina) Report beg~~n an Octobc~• I, 2()(S, ~~nd does not. reflt~et events that transpired after t(Yat
date.
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m~rly comrz~ez~ts, bc.~th ~ac.~sitive and n~~;~tive, received Crom th~s~: cc~nstiiuencies during its

c~leliher~atians.

I1~ this report, the Study Cornzr~issiotl seeks to clet~rly~ dernor~strat~ it has li.st~ned to and

cansiclered the comments and hay r~spond~;d and provided cla~•ircation, as appropriate, The

Study Cotl~mission acknowledges the concerns that have t~e~t~ voiced about the issue c~I' caver-

testin~; in t~~e State's public schools anc~ its impact on instruction. It leas addresse d this issue bt~th

iii its Inter•in1 I2.epc~i~t (December, 2014} and ii1 recommendations that follow.

I~~ a.dc~ition, the Study Cc~rr~mission ackrlowlec~~es the concerns about the ~~s~ o~ assessment d~.ta.

iza the State's educaCor L~~aluatio~~ process. However, usiri~; data to in~oz•m prac.iice is ~ r~early

univ~rsal.Iy acee~tcd improvement strategy. Consec~u~ntly, the Study Cc~i~lmissi.on does not

bc~li~ve the philosophy c7f da.t.a_~i~~fc~rmed practice is among the ~•ooi causes fox• the criticisms th~~t

have been raised in the; cicb~te ~-~~ardiia~ sta.ndax•di~ecl testing; arici PA:CZCC. The Stut~y

C"c~mmissic~n recognizes that soz~ne ed~~cational pY-actitioners ~vho have ~d~rar~cec~ concerns in both

~rnails and public testimony sessio~~s are genuinely concerned they mi~~~t be Iielc~ accounta~~lc by

school district administr~tars and district boards of education for ~~1111~5 clearly outside their

control. For example, a.mon~ the many educators and members of the public who offered.

CO1'1'llT1~J2tS t0 C)i` ~:~SClI11C)I`ly ~7~I~C)T`~ I:}l~ S~LIC~~~ C; C)I7i]T115S1C7T1, there ~~v~s concern r~garc~it7.g the use of

standardized test data (specifically PARCC data) in the ec~~~cator evaluation process. 1~here was

also cc~nce~•n ih~t En~lisl~ Iangu~.~;~ arts and rn~thematics teachers in grades 3 to f3 (a relatively

srx~all subset af' the Stag's tc~ching fcrrcc) would be dispro~orti<~nate;ly impacted in their

cv~luations by the use of` rn~dian stuc~en~ growth percentile (~~~SG1'} scores derived from them•

st~.~ci~;c~~s' academic growth a~ t~~e J'AI~CC~;~ assessment. Based upon the first yeas• o.~ educator

evaluation implec~c~entat on, surnmativc data across the State s~~•v~;d to tniti~;ate much of this
concern, namely that (a) t~~e vast majority of Threw Jersey teachers were rated "effective" or
"highly effective," and (b) the ciistributiar~s of t.~acher ratings r~~ith and w~ilhout: rr~SGP scores
were nearly ic~entic~(.

Nevertheless, anxie~:y and. fear levels surround.in~ this iss~.xe remarn palpable and ~ppeaz• to have

formed pit least paz-t ~f the basis fog the anti-PARCC' television, ~•adio, grid p~~int. ~dvc~rtis~ments,
which arguably appear to have co~ltr. ibuted significa~ltly tr> the parent apt-out. movement in spring
201 Sz..A lack of trust between policymakcrs anc~ educators and tl~e abunclailce of misinformation
seem only to adci to this atanosphere of anxiety a~~d fear. 'Therefore, many of the
recommendations ~l~at follow focus nn improving the relationships bet:wee;n policymakers and
~C{UC~1tOCS ~I1C~ OIl b~.11IC~ITi~ ~CII,1C~itOT' COI1f1d~I1C~ t~ldt t~l~ Sti~t~'S ~C~LIC~CIOT1c1I S}stem. appropriately

~~ses ~ssessrr~ents to foster learnizl~. Impr~virtg relationships is critical, liven t}le irn~ortance of
scl~ot~l-based, ~~~ta-'r~~.form~c~ collabc7r~tioris l~etweerl class~•oorn teac~~ei•s az~d scl~a~l 1e~.de~•s tc7
improve instruction. Quite sirziply, the Study C;c~mmission bc;lieves educators, parents, district
boal-d of cduc~~tion members, anc~ other° stalceholciurs must embz•ace ~a, shared und~rstandin~; that
assessment ~lat.a ca.n b~ used effectively to in~arm and icnpr~ve teac~iing. M~~rcover, the PARCC
data must become a critical part ofi this shared understanding as the data corztii~ue to be fetter
u~~derstood.

In the folluwin~; gages, the Study Commission coz~ti.n~.~.ally ~~ddresses the issues of
cornm~inication and ~rofessiox~al learr~ir~g, which ~.re ~rerec~uisite to effective change. However,

tl~~ Stut~y CorZ~r~aission clearly unc~~rstands thex•e are many obstacles ~ncl inlpcdirnc~nts to b

2 [n springy 2U 15, the New Jersey ~ciuc<~tic~n Assc.~ciation l~t~iricheci are itltensive ne~;~xtive public rel~tiic~ns cam~~aign

related to the use of stanciar•dized testing tt1~~t was aimed to coir7cide with the springy; PARCC. test adrr~inistratian.
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confronted in 4~ttcm~ting to camrr~unicate factual infc~rm.atior.~ to educators, parexlts, a~~d tPae

public-at-large, many of` W~1()t11 Tl0 IOTl~~'I' LtSL traditional outlets (e.g., news repo~:s) to ac~~~ire
i nforr~lation and knowledge. ~ncr~~singl5r, t~~.tch ir~formatian (~~I1(:~ CT1LiC~i 1211S]t1;~OT1Tli~tlOI1} z5 helf1~;
t~•t~nsY~~ittec~ through various forms af' social mec~lia, which ca~~ c-axnplicate the burden cif`
com~~~unicatin~ accurate and factual information. The ability of government ZI1C~ educational

advocacy organizations to rise; ~~bovc the clamor of social media is limited. Ncvez-theless, the
Study Comm~ssi.on of~fc~rs sev~r~~l recammenctations for transmitting ~c;cuxa.te information tc~
dif'fe;rent audiences. In doing so, the SCLIC~~ C,Uk7l17liSSlOi`l ~i~knowledges that accomplishing this
c7bjective c~~ay requix•e either t~~e ailoc~~tion of r~ew ~~esc3urces or a fundamental c}~an~e iri t}Zink.ir~~
ab~~it how ~overnrnent ca~x~m~:inicales, or bc~tli.

[however, one paint must be abur~c~.antly clear: tl~e Study Commission tirrnly believes all students
i~~ New ,Terscy's ~7ublic s~l~vols wllo are eligible should be req~~ircd to take the State standardi cc~
assessment (i.~., ~'.A~.C.G}. L)oin~ so will ensure X11 students are prc~gr~ssing well in their
educational endeavors arcd all public schools are effective f`or all students. Nigh-c}uality
assessments such as ~'AKCC; will hold schools accountable f`or serving all o~ their students,
including those from disacivantag~d backgrounds. The Study Commission believes it wi11 be
im~7ossible to effectively close tzcl-~ievem~rrt daps i~et~~veen and among students with~7ut acc~rrafie
and actianab(e info~•mation.

Background on the Work of the Study C'o~~~missiari

"l'11is is the St~.idy Commission's Final J~.eport, as rnal~dated by F.,xecutive C7rder Nn. 159, wl~icl~
eras issued by Governor Christie on July '14, 20 i ~. The stated charge to the Study Cor~lmission
was to review and inak~ recommendations to the Governor re~;ardin~ the q~.rality and
effeetive;ness cif' stucierit assessments aciminist~z•eci to kinderga.r(:~n ~;~1COU~~1 grade 12 (K-12)
StUC~~I1tS in New Jex•sey. In particul~~r, t~1~ StUC~y CO211I71iSSlOi1 WdS CI1dS'~~t~ t0 COI1SiC~e2' c~11d ti~a~{e
~•ecommendations an the v<:~l~imc, #~i•ec~uency, and impact of student assessments OG(%UI•ring
thx•ca~.z~l~o~at New Jersey school districts, as w~:ll as can the C~c~re C..L1T`t'1CllIU(71 Content Stand~irds,
ir~clu.ding tl~c C~c~m~~~on Core State Standards.

'I"he Study Commission inclucicd individuals with broad backgrounds and experiences in
eduction, l~igl~er education, and business, rncluding practitioners and parents. Commissioner
David C. Hespe wa4 appointed chair at the Stuc,~y Cu~~lmission, and several members of the New
.I~rsey Department of'Educatioz~ also pa~-tici~ated. as staff to ih~ Study C;ornmission.

As the Study C'omrnissic:~n ~~Jas ~,~l~a~;ed in i.ts deliberat~ans, Gt~verno~~ Christie announced nn
M~~y 2~, 2~)1S, leis cc.>r~cern regarding tl7e Gammon C;o~•e State Sta.lad~l~•ds. Governor Christie afsa
ca.11ee~ ('car the assembly of te~~~x~s ~f` ec~uc~tors and parents to conduct apoint-by~pcaint review of
existia~~ New Jersey standat•ds with the objective of ~~~akir~~ ~•ecomtnendatians for standards that
are evetl hi~he~• than the Common Core State Standards at~ci arc New :Cers~y-based. Ix1 view of
this fact, the Study Cornmissior~ otters ~•ecommend~tions that re~Cc~ct this cornp~•ehensive angai~~~
review.

()r~anization of the Final Report

'l:'he remainder of this repr~~ is ~r~anized in three sections: { l) a brief description of the Study
C;or7~mission's ~7~eetin~ schedule; (2} a brief' d~scriptiar~ cif tie ~7r~cesses used by the study
Comrl~ission to elicit testimony aid feedback from educators, parents, int~;rested members of the
general public, and stud~:nt:s; and (3) a series of ~-ecornmendatiortls offered by the Study
Commission accc~x-tiir~g to the four m~jar therj~es o~ st~•a~~~ts that comprise its focus: (a) Statewide
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standards for excellence in education; (b) a shared vision for a comprehensive assessment

system; (c) assessm~;nt tools, including PA.R.Ct;; and (d) use of data to improve teaching and

le~rnin~;.

"T'he report also includes a number of appendices. The Executive Urder for the organization and

work o~ the Study Commission is prese;ntec( in ~-1.ppend.ix 1, a11d a con~plet~ listing of Study

Commission members and staff' is presented in Appendix 2. ~1. list of presenters and a brief

description of` their st~itements is presented in Appendix 3, an illustration and description of the

CAR is pc~sented in Appendix 4, anal a list of resource ~~rlatcrials th~~t wire used by the Study

Commission is presented in Appendix 5.

Stud~~ Commission Meeting Schedule

The Stiicly Commission conducted 21 rne~tin~;s from. N~velnber 2014 through Novernher 201 S,

(exclusive of the public testiz~nony sessions) during vvhicll presentations were received azld

discussions were hc;ld re~axding the issues identi:Ced in tl~e executive Order. As part of the

delib~ra.tive process, detail~;d ~~ainutes of r~~~~;tin.gs were developed and ~~c~sted on the Study

Commission's websitc for public access.

Process .for Eliciti~tg InPr~t front the Public and :Education Community

A used-friendly website (http://w~v~~v.state.raj.us/education/studycoi7lmission) was created to serve

as a convenient coz~munication tool both to .inform the crtizeras o~ New Jersey about the wo~-Ic. of

the Study Commission and to provide a mecllani5rl~ for' public in1~~tt and feedback. On this

website, the Study Comrnissican posted Executive order No. 1.59 and a press release announcing

its ox•g~niration. Tl~e website ~urtller i.ncltlded the fo.11~7vvin~;: identification of all mem~~crs of`the

Study Commission, as well as their ~~-ofessional affiliations; minutes of all Study Connmi.ssion

meetings; ~~x7c~ a mechanism for the p~~blic to submit input, plus a ielepl~one number aild an email

address {studycommissit7n~~doe.st~tte.nj.us). F~,mail messages from approximately 300

individuals were received for review by members of the Study Commission.

"I~h~•ee sessions were also held in January and Febrt7~~ry 2015 in Jersey City (north), Jackson

Township (central), and Blackwood (so~itll) t~ elicit public testin7ony regarding the issl~es

rei~~ting to the Gommc:~n Core State Standai•c~s, llig}1-sta~..es testing, and the PARCC ~ssessmcnt.

Comments wire offered by approximately i ~0 people.

Prc.~cess for Eliciti~~g St~~dent Feedback about :~'AH.C.0 Testing

Rc~resentatives of the Study Corl~missic~n also conducted three feedback sessions in June 2015 at

East Side :~ ig}1 School in Ne;~~ark (north), :Melvin H. k.reps IVliddle Schuol in Eas# Windsor

{central}, and Mary S. 5haemaker Flem~ ntary School in Woodstown (south) with 17 students tc.~

elicit inform~~tion re~,a~-ciing their ex~erie~~ces with the Mar•cl~ and May administrations of the

PARCC: assessment.
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Study Commission Final Tlecornmenciations

~r'h~ foll~win~ recnmmenrl~ti~n~ ~rc~ pre~~ntcc~ arc~rcling to the four m~jrn• th~me;s nr ,~tr~n~l,~ that.
have been described move: {a) State~~ide standards for excellence in ed~.~cation; {b} ~ shared
vision for ~ comprehensive assessment. system; (c) assessment tools, including P~1RCC; anr~ (cl)
~is~ of data to improve teaching anc~ le~r.rling.

1. Stcrtc~wr'c~'e S't~xndarcls for F,xc~ellenc:e irr .Fcluecztion

I~~ Junc 2()10, the State of`New Jersey ~orrr~ally adopted the Cornm~r~ Core State S~arrrla~~ds for
kindergarten through grade '12 ire English la.ngua~;~ arts and m~thema.tics. T}~e standards were
int~nc~ed to provide a clear and consiste~lt framework to ~ar~~are t~~e State's children for tf~e
college- and career-readiness demands of the 21st century.

T~~e curretlt st~n~~ards I'o~- mathcm~.tics are intenc~e~ tc~ measure stuci~nts' abilities to: (1) make
sense of pru~ilems and persevere in solving tllerxl, (2) ~-easo~l abstractly and c~uG~ntit~x~:ivefy; {3)
constr~rci viable arguments and critique the t•easoning of ot1~e~~s; (4} model with zxiatl~em~~tics; (5)
use appropriate tools strategically, (6) attend to precision; (7) look dot' ilI1L~ ITIc`I~CC L1SC 0~ S~CUGCt1I'E;
and (~) Ioak for anr~ eh~~ress regularity in repeated reasoniia~. key features oC t1~e .English
language arts standards include: (1) reeding, i.e., text complexity end the growth o:f
comp~°~hension; (2) wt~i~illg, i.e., text types, respor~din~ to reading, and research.; (3) ~,~eaking anti
listening, i.e., flexible cornmunrcation and collaboration; and (~} lan~ua~e, i.e., conventions,
effective use, and vc~cabi~lary.

As noted al7ave, Ciov~rr~or C~Iristie voiced his concern with Ne~v .Tersey's cor~~~7xitment to the
Cor~7mon Co~~e 5t~te Standards during the Study Co~r►rnissio~~s d~;liherations. Governor Christie
also c~ll~d for the assembly a~ teams ~.~` educators anc~ parcrlts to conduct apoint-by-point reviev~
c7C the Cc~mmc~n C;c~rc State St~ric~ards wtth tl~e c.~bj~cti~.re o:f malcin~ recommendations for New
.lersey-based standards that are even higher tha7~ the Ct~rnmot~. Core State Standards. "T'o that enci,
the Study Cryom~nission offers the fallowing recommendations3.

Standards Revier~v ~inc~ L~evelapmen.t

Re,~cofrarraenclntion 1
"rhe Study ~o~nrr~issior~ recoinmencis the p~nc~in; review of cxistin~ State stanc~at•ds utilize
the fo(lowir~g cr.it~ria. Nt'W JCT'S~~'s stazlci~~rc~s st7a~~lc~ be:

• Aligned with college ~i1ci career readiness rec~uir-e~nents;
• Cannect~d t~ tl~e real wo~•ld rising higher-order tl~ink.ing skills, i.c., proble:m sc~l~ring,

reasc~nang, fluency, and synthesis {apply lc~ new situatit7ns);
+► ~1g~ appropriate end sequenced (Pro~~•~ssion of ach.ievemcnt fi~c~m grade to grade);
• Focused (greater mastec•~v of fcwez' Sti~21C~~~'C~S~;

• ~`al~erent anti char;
• Aligned with technalo~y; and

C~mparabie nationally rind i~zte~•natial~ally.

Reco~arnenr~ution 2
"1'f~e Study Commission reca.m~~rie~zc~s t~~e pe~~ding r~vicr~~ oi' ~xistin~ State st~~ndart~s include ~~
review af' the ~°esu~ts of the 201:5 I'AIiCC; a4sessment, as well as the standard-specific

3 Tl~e St~.rcly Corr~rnission motes the deliEaeratians currently ur~dcrway in ttie U.S. Congress regt~rdia7g the r~;-
authc~r~izati~n oftf7e Nt~ C~iild LcJft Belrrnd ,het (P.L,. 107-i 1) inay im~7<~ct the Final Report's recc>r~tmex~datiar~s.
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testimony ar~d feedback froE~~ tl~.e public anc~ students received by the Study Commission, as

tI'1Ly T7ll~?~lt ~f•ovic~e insi~hi.s regarding the clarity ~f'tl~e standards and 11ow tl~~; standards have

been impl~rnented.

Rec~~mmendation 3
The Study Commission reco~nr~lends that the NJDOF }provide school districts with the tune,

sup~~c~rt, pr•ofessic~~1~1 lei-~rniza~, and comrnunicatiot~ necessary to accommodate any changes to

the standards that might impact the school clist~ict's planning, implement lion, and decision

making about cur.-r•iculum, instruction, and/or instructional resources.

Recoyrameradc~tion
The Study C"o~~zmission recommends that, as the review of State standax•ds progresses, greater

consideration, etnpl~asis, and focus be given to preparing students for 21st century jabs and

careers and the krlowledgc and skills stlide7~ts will need to pez•foz•m well in those jobs and

ca~~eers, inclLrdit~g communication, problem solving, and critical thinking skills, as well ~~s

some of the "so#ter" life skills, s~~ch as pez•severance anti ~;lol~al citizenship.

Recvrnrytenc~crCio~ 5
The Stuc~ly Commission fully supports the N.TDC)F..,'s efforts in the implementation of the Next

CTeneratio~l ~GI~T1C~ Standards (NGSS) anci recommends that a.11 education stakeholders

s~xppc~rt ~z~d ~r•~~rnote the new science sta.ndarc~s.

E'rofessional Learning; IZ.e arding the Implementation of Standards

Recomme~r~,~ation 6
r1~he Study Comxnissio~~ rc~comrrtends that the NJ.n(JE assume a leadership role in developing

broad partxlerships wii.h State education associations and advocacy g~•oups (including, but not
limned to, the New .)crsey l;ducation Association (NJEA), Neva Jersey Principals and

Supervisors Association (NJPSEI), New Jersey School ~3oards Associatiortl (NJSBA), New
Jersey Associatic~.~n of School Administrators (NJ~~iA), New Jersey Parents and Teachex-s
Associat:iori (NJI'"I'A}, ltlStitUtlOt1S Of ~'lI~I1~i• education (II-IEs), atld the business community}

to provide school districts and educators .with readily available, accessible, corilprehc~nsive,
and sustained professional learning and associated resources that are aligned with revised
State st<~ndards and teat can assist school districts in developing and implementing curricula.

R~comrriendcrtia~~i 7
The Study Commisszan recommends that the NJ1a0E collaborate with State education
~ssc~ciatiol~s and advocacy gr~aups to create online cress-disciplinary professional learning
initiatives accompanied by sufficient incentives to encourage the State's educators to e~cpand
their prof`essianal knawlcdg~ and skills and to tu~•n-l:ey their (earning f~7r cc.>lle~~g~ces.

Keconamendcztian c4
The Study Commission eY~d~c•ses the understanding that every teacher, is a literacy teacher
arld recornrnencis that thc~ N:T~OE encaura~e school districts to devote cansider~lb~e tune and
e(`1:ort tc> pruvidi~~g ~;ustained professioxlal learning in standards-based ic~str~.xction fot• teachexs
of subjects other than ~:~,nglish (~anguage arts and mathematics. 7'he Study Commission
recognizes that current. educational standards cannot he effectively implemented without
instructional technology and., consequently, the Study Commission further recommends that
school districts continLte to provide t:he resources and profession~~.l i.eax•nir~g necessary to
int~u.se t~:chnc~logy its ctzrc~iculurn anci instructional practices.
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2. St~arecl Vision for a Comprehensive assessment System

It.e~ardin~ the orl~oin~; del~atc about changes in State stazadards and assessment systems, the

Study Commission recognizes the imJ~c:~rta~lce of organic~ltion and communication in cffectin~
rncanin~fiil and systemic change. l~he Study Camrnission also recvg~~iz~;s that change is best
acromplish~d when it is predicated upon the acceptance of a vision far assessment that is widely
shared and commu.nicate;ci arYlc~ng st~keholc~ex•s.

T~'1~ ~C'1"111 "aSSeS~t1l~l~t" t5 offer} LIS~{~ d.S cl. S~I~OI1~1"1'1 ~:C.7C ``tC'StIC'1~" C.)1' "evaluatian,'> W111C~1

sc7m~~times confuses the issue. Fc~r lh~ pit~•pc~scs of the Study Commission's work, the Following
~per•ational de~`inition was adopted:

~1..ssessment is the coli~ction, i~lterpretatiar~, and str.ate~ic use of information to
rn.foz-m educators, stut~ents, ~.nd parc~r~ts/guardians about sluci~nt progress in
attaining the knowledge, skills, attitudes, ar~d hehaviors to be learned or act~uired
in sc~~ool. Asscss~~~e~1t can he in the form ~f foz•mative, interim, ~nt~ summative
measures of student per•fartnance (inc(udirlg t~ach~r-mace, c~mt~~~~•cia1, or state
assessments, and multiple formats, e.~., faX•ced choice, constructed response,
prc~j~ets, etc.). (Adapted frarn tl~e rllinois State Board of Education, 7aLes.ki,
201.4).

Tl~e I:ou:nc~ation of an excellent ~~ss~;ssment s}~stc~m incl«c~es a viable ali~neci curricul~.~m; aligned
assessments; ~Lssessment-literate ed~rcators/students/parents; tir~ne for collaborative teamwork that
is focused an curriculum, instruction, and the use af.`assessment data t.o improve student ]earning;
anti a (ong-term vision and commitment Co the work «f~ a.~sessment. It represents practice/process
versus mere compliance (Wri~.ht, 201 },

A compretlensive assessment system is an integral part of the instructional process; is
inextricably linked to ~Y viable cuz•ricii~urn and e~`['ective ir~stx~uctional practice; ~~.nd uses State,
fe~rmat.ive, interim, and sL~mmativ~ assessment tools that. a~-e ti~l7tly ali~n~;d to standards to
inform curriculum, instruction, anc1 ass~ssmet~t, ~ comprehensive assessment system is used to
address immediate stuc~cnt needs, inform on~oi~1~ irlstruction~l changes, guide long;-term
~C~L1C~t1021~I improverrlet~t, and pravidc OIl-~OIIl~, timely, and actionahle inCorma~ic:m on whit
students ka~ow, unc~erst~7nd, ~~nd ~~re able to ~o in relation to the st~~nc~ards, In a cc~mpr•e17en~ive
assessment syster~l, a well.-pla~~n~d anci the~rough professional learning program is but in place to
strengthen the assessment litex-ac}~ cif all education stakeholders and to ensure an efficient
~.ssesszne~~t end testing prv~;ram (t~rz•i~l~t, 201.4).

Tl~e ~;t~idy (.;ammission ~~as c~ix•c~fu.11y review~c~ the C~on~~ect~d Action Roac~map (CA.R)~ and has
d.eter~l~ined that it represents an exccilerit ri~odel fog• a cc~rnp~•eher~sive, aligned assessment system
and a shared Statewide educational vision and offers the faro«ink recommendations.

IZ~comfrtenc~ation
"rhe Study Comm ssic~rY recommends that the NJDQE work proactively with ot~.~er Mate
agencies, ec~ucatic~n associations, a.clvc.>cacy groups, acid individual educa~:ors to implcmeilt
ar~d com~z~unic~~te a shirred vision fc7r the appropriate use ~~f` assessments through a
c~mprehen:sive assess~r~ent systerl~ cc:~nsiste~nt ~~ith C;AI~.. "1"his should be r~flectec~ in the
stx-ate~ic Mans of` the N.11)C)1=?, ~s well as school districts tI1I"OU~I10U~ t~1~ State. Tl~e shared

~ The C~nnect~d Ac;tic~n Roadxnap (CAR) was presented by :Patricia W~•ight, executive di~•eetor cif the New Jersey
Principals and Supervisors AssociaCion, and an illustration of the model is attached to this rcpo7~t as Appendix 4.
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vision should .further address the impact of PA.RCC and end-of cocar5e (EOC) testing on

midterms and final examinations at the high school level.

Xecammendation 1(I
The Study Commission further recommends that the NJDtJF, assist school districts in

obtaining the training necessary to establish their own comprehensive vision for school

district a.~sessment and how each assessment tool relates to an important learning or strategic

ohjective.

Recommendation 11
rl,he Study Commission r~comrnends that the process for communicating the s~~arcd vision

for assessment include multiple strategies and tools for communication, numerous forums

and venues at various times, and multiple methods ~~or assessing the duality and effectiveness

of.` the messages. All events and announcements made throug}.~out the year (e.g., test score

releases, testing ~~indows, educator evaluation reports) must be consistent, clearly connected

to the shared vision, and coordinated among stakeholder groups at the State and local levels

via multiple sources.

R~commenc~ation .12
'~l~'o create a meaningful assessment system in New Jersey, a. shai•ec~ vision (including a

consistent level of a.war~;ness and ~.inderstanding of assessment purposes and strategies by

practitioners, i.e., teachers and principals) is essential. Therefore, the Study Coinnr~ission

recomrr~ends thak the NJDOT assume a le~~.dcr.ship rile in ensuring all Mate education

associations anci advocacy groups corYlrnit to bear a collective responsibility for

communicating widely and consistently throughout New .iersey this shared vision for

assessment.

RE~cvmmenduti~n ~3
"I'he St~~dy Commission recom.mcnds that the NJDC7E strongly encourage pre-service

providers to emph.asi.z~ more fully in their educator preparation programs the efficient and

effective use of student assessment measures and techniques, especially regarding test and

iiem construction and data analysis.

I~ecan~mendation 1'~
The Study Commission recommends that the NJDOE, in cooperation with .State educational

associations and advocacy groups, develop and launch a proactive communication campaign

tllruughaut the State re~;ardin~: (a} the State's role and responsibilities under federal and

State laws and. regulations with respect to edetcational standards alid the use of` sfiudent

assessments in schools; (b} best practices in assessment of.' all student ~opulati~ns, including;

English language learners ~.nd students with disahilities arid; and (c) what the NJDOE

determines to be the mast common, frequently occurring, and widespread misunderstandings

and in~ccur•acies about educational standards and the use of student assessmen~:s in ~1ew

Jersey's public schools.

Recommendation .l5
The Sturdy C;ammission recognizes tl~e critical need fur comprehensive and sustained

professional learning that focuses on assessment literacy. 'T'l~erefore, the Study Commission

r.ecommcnds that the N3:UC}~; assume a leadership .role in pruvidir~g such tra:ini.n~;. N,1DO.L-;'s

memorandum o:f unclerstandin~; with the New Tersey Institute of Technology to develop

interactive modules un .professional learning communities will be especially useful in this

endeavor. Moreover, the Study Commission recommends that professional learning be
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diff~rcntiated to meet the diverse needs of different constituencies, i.e., district baarci of

education i~lc;mbers, 5chc.~a1 district ~i~ci school ~c~minisCrators, teachers, othet~ staff, and

pat'Ct1ts. [n ~(~ditit~n, Stall; ~C~L1G~tltUrl a~~uc~i~liulz~ ~:[[1c~ a~lvut;a~y ~;r~u~~5 i1~u5L ~i(5u u~~rti~i~it to

provide schual district end scflool stak~ho~ders with consistent pro~~ssional learning

c~p~~~•tuniti~s in assessment pt~rpases al~d stra.te~;ies.

Recr~ttrmend~ztiort .1
The Study Commission recomr~n~nds that the N.TL70E ot•ganize a c;orntnunication team,

c~m~ris~d of rcpresct~t~tives 6'(7111 ~~I stakellold~r g.raups, to pool resources end coordinate

end facilitate Stztewi~e co~nrnunicataon a~`the ~1SS~S3C71CTlt VIS]C~11. This team is not: int~nd~d to

serve: as an ~civacac~~ group, b«t rather as a1~ informational ~;z•oup.

R~~cvynmendc~tian 17
A~~~ong the strat~;~;ies to b~ use;d ~'or d~live~in~ a wciespreac~ ~~nd cansist~nt mess~z~e about

t~~c~ asses5~~~ent vision, ~~s well as otlz~r critical issues in education, the Study CYommissitm

recomrr~~rlc~s the NJL)nC (a) ern~loy puU~ic access television channels end radio throu.ghaut

the State to run informational bro~dc-asts abut the shay~ed assessment vision; (b) seek the
c~7o~~erati~~n of the t~~asiness community and philantht'O~IC Or~c1111Idt1~T1~ t0 ~L111C~ sand sponsor
tl~e develc~prrient of such informational broadcasts; (c} prepare ~~eac~y-to-use rnultimedi.a
inrorrnational packets end make there available to district boards c~.f~ ~C~UC~t1~Jt1 ~3I1(~ CCIL1C~t4T'S;
ar~d (c~} use televisio~~ sand rac~ia outlets anti social media to more consistently reach cut
directly to pax•ents and families about ways in which they can suppr3rt their childre;n's
learning.

I1'~~cvmrya~nd~rtion 18
r1.'he Study Commission ackn~tiv(ed~es that the tricl~le-down process for cornmunicatin~
inf'orrnation aborzt issues of itnpart~lnce anc~ cot~ce;rn can at times he slow, cumbersome,
incff:icicnfi, and 1I1G~-~LC~:1VCy especially when the process includes multiple or~;anizatioz~a(
levels. ~-lccordingly, tl~e Study Commission recommends that the NJTa()E~ work with school
districts and State education associations and adva~acy ~r~ups to create a database of
professional ;mail adciress~s with a singul~.r p~rrpose to provide a mechanism for
CO.I'i1CTIL1iliCatlll~, (~tl."~Ctl~ WIt~1 ~C~LICi~tOt~s ire New .lei-sey's public sc~~aals. This database wo~ild
not he used to dissei~~►ir~~te position statements, but rather tc~ ~rovid.e; ti~-~lely, uriiforrn,
cc.~n:;istent, ~inc~ accurate infc»•matic~n to ~ c~l~cat~rs (e.~;., schedul~;s for the release of Statewide
assessrtlent scoc•e reports and educator evaluatic~t~ processes).

3, Assessment Tools, including PARt"L

Standardized Testing and C7ver~Testin~

Durrn~; its deliberations, the Study Commis o►1 ~•eceived testimony end currespondencti: from a.
diverse ~;rotap of stakeholders end it~terestec~ publics regarding perceived. str•e~~~;ths and
weaknesses of star~c~a.rc~i~ed testing, in g~;ner~l, ai1c~ the P~RCC assessment, 121 particular.
Another issue raised duz~in.~; the Study Commission's tesfii~~xr.~ny sessions and irl corrr;sporidence
was excessive testing and tl~e time diverted f:`ram instruction tc~ ~repar~ for and at~miilister the
assessments.

"I'he Study Commission is co~;niz~int that t~1e only testing rec~uire;d by the NJI~UE is conducted
apnually ~~i~ the S1:~rtewide assessmetzts in English lan~,ua~e arts, mathe~rYlatics, and science,
WI11C~1 ~C~ I71~~t7C~~1t~C.~ ~y St~l~ St2l~Llt~ arld the fede~•al ~,lem.entary and S.~cond~~r•y Edt.~c~~tion Act
(ESEA). Other Cests 1c~n~inistered ire sc}~o~ls are at the discretion of school districts andJ<:~r
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schools (e.~;., periodic formative, diagnostic, and achievement tests) or individual students (e.~;.,

Advanced Placement, PSAT, SAT'). Nevertheless, t~7e Study Commission surmises that over-

testing in the State's public schools is a serious issue and a cause c~t:~ concern. In response, the

Study Cor~lrnission c~f~ers the fc~llawing recomrnei~datic~r~s (sorne of which we~~e c~ffez•ed in its

f nterim Report, December 31, 2014).

R~eor»mendativn 19
F.,ffective a1~d eff dent assessment systems require adhcrencc to 'a set of principles linking

c;urricul~.~rn, instrL~c.tional practice, and assessment; stakeholder collaboration; and rigorolXs

data analyses. The Study Commission recommends that school districts continue to be held

accountable, via the Quality Single Accountability Continu~rn~ (QS~1C), rar the development

and implementatiozl of aligned, efficient, anc~ effective stl~dent assessment systems based on

tllose ~r•inciples.

Pecommey7c~atr.'~~n 20
The Study C'~rnmission ~•ecc.7mm~nds that school districts conduct a thorough inventory and

analysis of their c~wn student assessment systeri~s to: (a} determine which tests and

assessments are being; administered to studer~ts; (b) determine t11e minimum testing necessary

to serve diagnostic, lI1StTuctional, and accountability purpas~s; (e} ensure every test and

assessment is ot~ high quality; (d) ensure every test and assessment is providing t}le

inform~.li~n needed for speciCc school and school c~i~trict. pl.rr~oses; and (e) ensure every test

and assessment is supported by structures acid rc.~utines so assessment results are effectively

~xsed to improve stiudet~t learning.

The Study Commission further rec~cnmends that tl~e NJDOE commission a comprehensive

research study in which the in~ormatiion generated in the above recommendation is compiled

and or~a~liz~d to obtain an understanding; of the volume, frequency, and impact of testing

within the Statewide K-12 environment, including which assessments are being; used. in

school districts, how often they are administered, what purposes they serve, haw much time

students ~Lnd stall' spend an ~repari~l~ for and. implernentin~ the assessments, hvw school

districts schedule the State-required assessments, and what impact the testicle; schedule has on

student learning; tune.

I~ecommenclation 21
ri'he Study C~omrnission recom~~nends th~.t school districts use the vision and philosophy of

the CAR as the basis for reviewing their student assessment systems. School districts should

c~r~duct their reviews in the light of existing student ~~ssessment data, including :PnK~'C

results, with an eye toward ensuring their systert~s ~t~-e aligned, efficient, and effective. Thy

Study Commission fu:~;l~er recommends that the ~'art~lersllip on Collaborative Professional

Learning provide the tools fog• this review'.

Recomrnenc~cztivn 22
Consistent with a school distt•ict's vision, mission., goals, and objectives and to maximize

tx•~nsparency i~~ tc;sting, the Study Commission recommends that each school district engage

its parents and community members in an ongoing conversation about the school district's

5 This c~nso~-tium includes re~reseiitatives from the N.J. Principals and S~~pe~visors Association, the Foundation for

Educational A.dmi.nistr~ititm, N.J. Eduction Association, N.J. Assoeiaticm for Supervision and Curriculum

I:~evelc~pment, I~'.J. Association e~f SclZool Adtninistrat<.>rs, the Ec~ucatiori Irifo~~mation acid C2esources C"e~iter, iv'.J.

Schocal Boards Association, Leat•ning T'arward New Jersey, N.J. Association of Colleges of Teacher Education, and

the N.J. Department ~~f Education.
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pl<~n for student lssessment. "I'he canv~rsation ~~bout the school district's assessment plan

sf1c:~~xld include which tests anc~ assessment nstru~ner~ts will be admrnisterec~ to students at the

school district, school, and classroom levels; what purposes the tests will serve; how ot:ien

t11ey will be administered.; how much ti~nc the implementation of'the instrume~~ts (including

prcparatian and practice time) will be expended; and ho~~v tl~e results of the testing will be

used to p~~ovide st~~po~ts, ec~ricllmet~t, and adva~acern~r~t to studel7ts. The NJI~C~F could assist

in this e#'fort by having the cducativnal specialists within thy; county o~'fices le~id discussia►1s
with school districts about assessment literacy and impiementati~n.

C'antinuation cif New Jersey Participation in the PARGC Consortium

The Study Corllmissic~n believes the ultimate selection af` an ~pprc~priat~ Statewide standardised
assessment must Iirst ~nci foremost: be driven by a c~~mprehealsive evaluatiur~ of the deeds of New
Jersey's students and educators. Consequently, the Study C0111I1'lISS1011 urges the NJD~T to
amain ~~igilant to those needs. Further, the Study C~omrnission beiievcs thy; attributes cif` a food
a5sc~ssrne~~t tool i~~cl~~c~e the following:

(a} 'T`hc assessment must be a (earning tool capable of providing teachers and
practitioners with the information necessary to identify learning gaps for individual
studec~ts, classrooms, acid schools. This rey~~ires the assessment to l~av~ the capacity
t c~ assess the depth and breadth of the appropriate st~ndard(s), including higher-order
skills such as critical thit~kin~ atld problem salving. ror the assessment to be valuable
for instructional planning, teachers must have access to actual test items, which have
not been accessible to teachers or scllac.~l administrators because of prior constraints
associated with the N. J, Assessment ofi Skills and I{nowledge (N:1~1SI~) and T-Iigh
School Proficicticy Assessment (HSPA}. Similar to ogler states, New .lersey
previously w~.s unable to develop and administer an assessment instrument with a
suf~cieritly laz•ge pool. of test items to allow access tc.~ past test items. However, a
consortium of states working together, pooling resources and ~;Y~.?ET'f:15~, and
cc~mp~.ring experiences could accomplish this.

(b) '~'he assessment must also lie an accurate predictor of college and. career readiness
from the earliest grades to the t~~reshold of graduation. Students and parents deserve
to know wflether students are on track for entrance to college or entry-level jobs with
the knowledge and skills necessary to be successful. In the past, the State assessment
system did not provide this level of feedback.

(c) The assessment should be capable of being administe.reci ei~ctronically (i.e., by
ccampute~•) to ensu~~e students ~~re prepared for. tl~e technology-rich ~varld ire ~vl~ich they
will live anc~ work. The a.ssessme~at must also ~~e capable ~f being scared quickly and
retu~•ned to educators in a timely manner.

(d) ~I'r~e ad~r~inistration of the assessment must be capable of assessing the needs of all
students with greater ability to accommodate the spcci~l needs of students with
drs~ibilities <ind Eng1is11 1a~1~ua~;e learners (FLI.~s).

(e) Finally, the ~ssessrn~z~t must be capable of being used as a graduation test consistent
with existing Sta~c statLrte and pX•oviding quantifiable infox7nation reg~x•ding educator
p~rforman~.e that can Eye used, wl~ex~ combined with OtI'l~I• in~'ormation (~.g.,
supervisory observations of performance), to provide useful feedback to improve
teaching through better support and development.
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"l,he Study Commission believes the PA~tCC assessments have the potential, ever time, t~

exhibit all of the ~ibove-mentioned attributes and should continue as the State's assessment.

Nevertheless, the Study Comz~rtission urges the NJI70F..; to continue the puhlic di~lo~;ue regarcli~~g

the extent to which the PARCC assessm~;nt lives up to these expectations over time. Further, the

Study Commission ackriowled.ges the importance of reviewing the .Statewide assessment system

whenever ,the standards are revised. Specifically, the Study Commission offers the following;

recomme~ldations.

Recommendation 23
The Study Commission ~~co~niLes that St~~tewYde stand~irdiTed assessments are an irnporta.nt

part of a coxraprehensive school improvement initiative and are necessary to provide equity in

education and accountability Cor results. F3ased nn information available at this time, the

Study Commission ~•ecommencis that the State of New Jersey continue its membership and

participation in the PAR.CC consortium and annually administer the Pf1IZCC instrument as its

Statewide as5essmcnt,

R~~c~~mmc~ndrxtion 24
"I"he Study Commission recommends that the NJDOE engage in ongoing dialogue with other

states in the PARC;C consortium regarding issues of collective concern. The Study

Commission believes comparing experiences and data with other cor~sortium members will

help New Jersey to identify and improve best practices.

Recommendation 25
The Study Commission recommends that the NJD4F, ~,r~viu~ u~pc~~t~~~iti~s ~~ waiver

requests f:ar the F'A.RCC English language arts 11 (ELA 11 }test for. students who participate

in an assessment that provides information for college placement nationwide (e.g.,

International Baccalaureate, Advanced Placement}.

R~commendativn 2C
T̀ he Study Commission recommends that the NJDOE require all studenfis enrolled in public

schools in gra.c~es 3 through 12 t~ take, as appra~riate under federal law, the Statewide

standa.rdi;ccd assessment ill English language arts, mathematics, and science as prescribed in

State statute and the EOC assessment (i.e., Algebra I & II, geometry, and EI,/~ ~, l0, and 11).

The Study Cc7l~rlr~ission further recommends that the NJ:DOE explicitly advise school

districts and the general public that there will continue to be no Statewide standardized

testing iza lcindcrgarten through grade 2.

Recnt~~m~ndc~tion 2?
The Study Commission recommends that the NJDOE, in cooperation with State education

associations and advocacy groins, identify a range of best practices that may be adopted by

district boards uf~ education when cvnsidcrilzg how t~ wox•I< with parents and communities to

ensure a1f eligihle sCudents complete the Statewide assessments. The Study Commission

recommends that the NJL)O~ communicate to school districts that both State and federal law

require students to participate in the Statewide assessment programs, as appropriate. The

consequences for schools and school districts for student non-participation in the Statewide

assessment program, as requ.irecf by Federal law, should also be disseminated to school

districts. "The Study Commission recognizes that the NJ.DOE has provided such guidance to

schc.~ol c~.istricts during; the. current schor.~l year and fiu~th~r recommends that the NJI:)QL

continue to provide such guidance on an annual basis.
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~ssessin~Special Pop~~lations

The Study Commission ackr7ovvledges the assessment at' special student: populaCi~ns, i~~c:ltzding

students with c~isahilities and FIaI~s, offers unique challenges tc~ school districts and the NJI~OF.

Accordingly, the Study Commission offers the following recommendations regarding the use of

the PA~t.CC and other assessments witl~ these student populations.

.Recommendation 2$
Tl~e Study Commission recommends that the NJ:DC)F, in cooperation with the members of

the PAR~C consortium, provide additional guidance to educators and parents of students

with individualized education programs (IEPs) or 504 plans and students who a.re ELT.,s

regarding the students' participation in the State assessment system and the selection of

appropi~i~te accommoc~ati~ns and accessibility features. This should be a collaborative eifcart

between the Division of Uata., Rcsc~rcll, Evaluation ar~d Reporting and. the Division of

I..,earnin~; Supports and Specialized Services within the NJDOE, and should include

expansion of web-based resources, regional training, embedded technical assistance, and

timely dissemination of any new policies and procedures.

Kecommendc~tion 29
'I~"he Study Commission recommends that the NJDUE, in cooperation with State education

ass~ci.ations and ac~v~c~~cy ~r~u~s, explore the feasibility and desirability of expanding

resources, including tools to measure literacy in F,LLs' native languages.

Recarnmendatio~ 3(1
The Stuciy Comrnissian recognizes the U.S. Department of Education (ED) currently rewires

students with an r1:- P t~ be tested at the grade level in which they participate rather than at the

level at which they are taught. 'I~'he Study Commission also recv~niizes this requirement may

not always be in the best interests of affected students. C;onsequentIy, the Study Commission

recommends that the NJllC)L enter i.nio a dialogue with the F,D to address this concern and

seek the authority to exercise greater flexibility when circumstances warrant.

Recommendation 31
The Study Commission recommends that the N.1D(7~;, in cooperation with State education

associations a.nd advocacy groups, provide educators (especially those who teach ELI.,s and

students with disabilities), school administr~.tors, and members of child-study teams with

adclitianal professional Learning on P1~.RC;C; accessibility features and accommodations. Tl-►e
professional learning should be provided bath in bot11 face-to-face and online formats and
should incl~~d~ selection criteria, selection p~•ocesses, and evaluation o~ usefulness. Since
many F:LL and specia3 education teachers possess substantial experience in their profession,
such professional l~:arnin~ regarding existing tcstixa.g formats should not be mandatory f`or all
I I:~I, and special education practitioners. The Study Commissso:n recommends that district
boards of education consider cstablishin~ policies re~ardin~ mandatory initial training and
refresher courses for ELL and special education practitioners.

Recommendation 32
The St«dy Commission recommends that the NJDOE continue its efforts to use assistive
technologies to make PARCC assessments meanin~I~:ul fir students with disabilities.

Recomm~ndatao~ 33
The Study Commission recommends t~1at the NJllOE continue to pursue aggressively its
current application with the ~;U to exempt newly arrived FLLs from the requirement to

13 Ra0015



partici~at~ ii1 Statewide standardized testing for two years from date of entry to a t.1.S. school

district rather than one year.

Technola~v Issues Related to I'ARCC

The Study C;ornmission is very much aware of the technology issues related to the preparation

~fc~r aid administration of the PARCC assessment, inclL~din~ th.e sufficiency and adequacy of

Computer techr.~c~logy end thc~ a.rnaunt of time; spent nn test preparation (and the corresponding

potential toss of instructional time) and administration. In recognition of these issues, the Study

Commission offers the following recommendations:

Recoricmendatinn 34
The Study Commission recommends that the NJD~E de-brief school district leaders

rc;gardin~ the 201 S Pf1.R.CC test administration experience (includixx~; test preparation time)

to ensure technology resources within school districts are adenuate. The Study Commission

further recommends that the NJDOE, in cooperation with members of the PARCC

consortium, continue to explore ways to improve the Liser fr. iendliness of~ the PA:RCC

cornputerix.,ed t'orma.t.

Recommendation 35
The Study Cornmission acknowledges that many school districts spent considerable time

during; 20I4-2015 preparing students to become acclimated tc~ the co~rputcrized ~armai of the

I'~RCC assessment. Whip the Study Commission is concerned about the potential impact o~

this preparation on instructional time, it is reasonable to assume the need for lengthy

prepar.<~tion will decrease as students' familiarity and facility wit11 the testing .format and

technology increases. Consequently, the Study Commission recommends that the NJDOE, in

cooperation with members of the PARCC consortium, develop and communicate best

practices in testing preparation to ensure students are technologically prepared to take the

assessment, but the preparation time does not unduly distract from instructional time and the

learning experience. The Study Commission notes with ~~pproval the PARCG test

administration changes announced in June 2015, i.e., reducing in the number of testing

sessions and streamlining; the testing time. 'The Study Commission encc~ura~es the ~ARCC

consortium to continue its efforts to streamline the assessment.

Recommenc~cztion 36
The Study Cammissicm recam~ent~s that the NJDQf provide greater in.fornaati.o~, wl~cre

possible, regarding individual and average len~~ths of tesfiing time. W ith~ut compromising the

integrity o~ either th,e goals and objectives of the Statewide assessment program or the

~'nRCC test, the NJDUE shaulcl further cc.~nside.r every opportunity to reduce testing time

and the t~;sting administrative burden.

4. Ilse o#' Data to Im~,rove Teachi~~ri and .I.~earning

Assessments, especi~illy high-quality assessments, contribute to the process of collecting and

interpreting information that can be used to inform alt education stakeholders about students'

progress in attaini~l~; the knowledge, skills, attitudes, and b~havio~-s to be learned. or acquired in

school (J~int Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation as cited in I1linoi.s State ~3c~ard

of Education, 2014). Assessments, therefore, are an essential part of the teaching and learning

enterprise, and requiring students t<.~ clearly demonstrate what they know and are able to do is

essential to the learning process, as it hel~,s to determine the extent tc~ which the educational

goals and objectives are being achieved.
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When assessment. works best, it also provides answers to important questions about the validity

of instruction ("t1..re we really teaching wl~.at we think we're teaching?"j, the validity of l~~rning

("f1.re students really learning what they're supposed to be Learning?"), and student improvement

("Is there ~. better way to teach the content, thereby im~~•oving .learning?") ("What Works in

Fc~uc~tion," 2U 14).

fl.ssessments may lie formative, which help teachers to make instructional planning decisions

(including differentiation and timely interventions) and rapid adjustments to instructional

strategies and to provide timely and meaningful feedback to students. 1~ssessments may also be

used for interim measur~mcnts so school districts and .schools can: (a) diagnose student levels

across grades, schools, and the school district; (h} monitor and track student progress o~rer time;

(c) evaluate the effectiveness of instructional and curricular resources, programs, and

interventions; and (d) icientiC}~ t~r~;eted professional learning needs. Finally, assessments c1n be

st~mmative for purposes of school irnprovement, accountability to stakeholder groL~ps,

monitoring of statewide academic achievement, and for providing national comparisons (Wright,

2U 14}.

R.e~ardin~; the use of student assessment data to make informed decisions about teaching and to

rmprove student learning, the Study Commission offers the ~Cc~llowing recommendations.

Dissemination and Use of P.~1.R.CC Data to Inform and Improve Instruction

Recommendation 37
The Study Comrnission recommends that the NJDO~ develop a. Sian for the annual public

release of i'A~tCC assessments results (with explanatory remarks to all stakeholders,

including parents} that appropriately recognizes the data as a baseline in 2015 (and rc-starts

the federal accountability timeline) and focuses nn irnpravement in student growth year after

year.

Rec~~mmendcrli~~rr 3~
The Study Commission recommends that school districts engage in a consistent and rigorous

review of ~'ARCG and other available student performance data as part of their routine

continuous improvement efCc~rts regarding curriculum and instruction.

Recommendation 39
The Study Cammissic~n i•e;c~mmends th~ll the NrDOF~ encourage schac~l districts to use the

P~1.RCC data, as they continue fin be validated ~.nd better understood, as only one of several

tools to improve teaching and learning. The Study Commission further recommends th~it the

NJD(7E, in cauperati~n with State education associations and advocacy groups, provide

professi~r~al Darning to educational practitioners, primarily principals ~.nd teachers, about

how to analyze and use assessment data in program and curriculum planning.

Recommendation 40
Insofar as teachers' familiarity with and understanding of PARCC data are critical elements

for their acceptance and u.se as a learning tool, the Study Commission recommends th~.t

NJDUF., continue to communicate a consistent message about the lessons learned as a result

of the PA.R.C:C implementatic.~c1 in spring 201 S. '~'he study Commission further recommends

that the NJT~OE continue to encourage school districts to embed within their strategic plans

the use of student assessment data as an important tool for school improvement.
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~c~cc~rr~rit~~tc.~c~ztion ~1
The St~.idy Commission recommends that the

districts best practices re~ardir~g teacl~in~ ac.
~~nci a.c~dressin.g cu.ri'1CLlIL1t71 gaps, ~spccially i~~
will c,or~ti~il~ut~; to StL1CI~11tS' prepax•ation
mathematics (STEM} careers.

[_1sin~ I'ARCC Data for Educator Fvalu~ition.

N~iD(~~, develop and comiz~unicaie to school
ass the curric.txlum, instructional cec;l7nolagy,
E:~,n~;lisl~ l~in~;uage arts and mathematics, that
or science, technalo~;y, engineering, and

Rec~ommendatic~n ~2
The Study Commission recomt~nent~s that, ~~s pa~•t t.~f~ it:s prol:e;ssic.~na1 learning ef'f:orts, ~:l~e

NJDO~~ consister7tly demonstrate hove thc~ process of student ~~ss~ssment and educator

cva.luation p~ovid~s irnport~~nt ar~d v~Iual~l~ fe~db~~c1: tt~ im~ro~vc teacllin~; and learning. Z~lle

positive and ezacoura~;i~~~; r~ s~.~lts of f~~e educator evaluation s~rstem thus fare shcauid prove

~.zseful in future professional Darning efforts.

Recommendation ~3'
The Study Co~nmissior~ recommends that tl~e NJUOE corrimtznicate in a manner that is
l~i~hly t~•~ns}~arent and ~aublic and in terms easily undet•staod by ~c~ucatir~nal professionals and
the general p~rb.lic h.ow tl~e educator evaluation system works, haw evaluation date within the

system are d~Y•ived (i.e., how student grc~~vth is calculat~cl), what the data mean, how
sur~~rnativ~ cv~luatiar~ r.atin~s a.re coanpt~tcd, and. ho~~v thG summary data shc~tild be
ii~te~•preted. Tl~e Study Cot~~rnission further recoi~lmerlds that the ~vei~;ht applied by the
1~lJD(~E to the student achievement component of educator evaluation summative ratings be
continually assessed f'or accuracy ~r~d fairness anci adjusted, as appropriate. To implement
this recc~mm~nciatio77, t~~e messaging vehicles described in Kecomm~ndatic~n 18 sire essential.

Recomrizenclation ~4
The Study Cc}mmission recommends the N.IDt)E encourage sc.hooi districts to ensure stlydent
growth objective (SC.iC)) assessm.et~ts ire part ~f~ the ov~~•all instx•uctional plan and. are l~either
d~.~~~licative nor star~cl alan~ in the educator evaluation process. T'h~ Study Commisslan also
recommends that the N TL~C)E reduce the impact of SGO testing; ot1 instructional and learning
time.

Recorr~zri~aer~r.~atron ~5
The Study C;omrrlission recvrnmenc~s that t11e NJDOE expar7~ the availability and flexibility
vF waivers reg~~~•din~ educator evaluations to meet the unique needs of` school districts and
schools.

Recoyrim~ndcztion -~6
Tl~c Study Commission r•ecommeilds teat the NJI~C)L cncaura~e school districts to ti~se
student assessment znd educator evaluation data in the continuing professional l~arnin~ of all
te~luhers, particularly ric~vic~ ~irlc~ stt'Ll~~,~(C7~ tEc~Ct7~CS.

'̀ Ttie results ol'tlie fi~•st year of educata~• evaivafiior~ findings can lie found at
http:/,'www.nj.~;c~~~/ed~icatio~iAcl2ieveNJ/resourccs;?O1.", 14AehieveN.~I1T1~7I~Cl1EtYlatioi~fte}~ot-t.pdt'
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Usin~PARCC; Data as a GradLiatian Assessment

Recomynenc~'crtion ~7

The Study Commission recotnm~nds the.NJI:70F begin a transitional period for the use off'

P~1RCC as a high school ~rac~uatlon assessment. Moreover, this transition pe;ric~d should.

pt-ovide sufficient time for students to learn the staladards-based material.

"I'he Study C;amnrlission recon7mends the NJD~.F, continue to allow studei7ts through the

graduating class of 2020 to demonstrate proficiency ~n ~ standaz~di~ed assessment through

PARt~C ~(7C assessments or the rd.entrtieti substitute assessmenEs (e.~., PSAT, SAT, ACT,

Accuplacer, etc,). I3e~;irining with the graduating class of 2020, eligible students should he

required to take the PARCC F,OC assessments in courses in which t11ey are en~-allcd --

r~~~ithout having t~ achieve a pY~esc~{ib~d score -- bcfor~ they can access the ~~Iterriative

~~.ss~ssments fog• High school grad~.~atian.

Thy Study Commission f:urthcr r~cammends that the graduating class of 2021 be the first

class to be required to satisfactorily pass the appropriate PARCC EOC assessments as a

condition foz- high school graduation,

As the PARLC EUC assessments for ~;LA 10 and Algebra I appear tc~ align best with the

expect~tic7r~s of the knowledge and skills for graduation esidblished in State statute, t:he Study

C~;ommissi~n recommends that the NJD~T? establish ~?I:~A 10 and Algebra i PARCC I:OG

assessments as the State assessment rec~uii~ements I:or graduation at least fot• the initial years

of implementation, with. provisions for reassessing the requirements in i~~,rture years. I'ur~her,

the S~udy Commission rccommencls the NJGta~ begin to pursue the ~ppropriatc State

regulatory processes to revise the graduation requirements, including; minimum levels of

pr~ficiezlcy in English language arts and mathematics.

Usin~7 PARC:C; .Data as a C;alle~;e and/car Business Plac~inent Taal

Recomrnendativn 48
Thy Study Commission recommends that the NJD()~, encourage CI-IEs throughout the State to

use PARC;C assessment scores I'or identifying course placement and enrollment in dual-credit

programs. rI~he Study C:ornmission further recommends that .r1-IEs work with the N.II~C)E anc~

the PAEZCC consortium to share data. on student progress i~~ college cc~uz•ses to assess t~~e

validity of the PARCC assessment rind to assist in the development of future tests.

Recomm.enclati~n X19

"I,he Study Commission recognizes that most Ne«~ Jersey employers require entry-level _job

applicants to pass company-required tests in English and mathematics that assess their

~~bi~rties to understand vocabulary anti ~r•arnmatical rules and to solve basic math problems.

Thy Study Cornmissiari further recognizes that many employers could also benefit fium

kno~~ving applic~~nts' abilities to solve more complex problems teat d~rnand higher-level

critical thinking skills. Tinally, the Study Commission believes the business community

would be well served tc~ learn more about hove PAR.CC assessment data can he used to better

gauge the c.~.pacity of il(~p~1C~I1~S to do the job ar for g~•owth within the company.

~1.ccordingly, the Study Commission recon~r~lends that the NJI~OF convene an informational

session with stak~hc~lders in New Jersey's business community to review ~'ARCC; assessment

item content and help t}aern to fain greater insight into how I'ARCC assessment results can

be useful to them, within the c~z~text of their respective hiring; needs, employment policies,

and. ~~uman resouz-ces guidelines.
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APPENDIX 1

Executive ()Y•der No..1.59

WHLIZ[~~5, the State of Ncw Jersey ("Stag"} is e~tnmitted to irnprovin; the qu~lit~ of
c~duc;ativt~ ~'or all new Jersey children; end

WHEREAS, m}~ Aclministratian believes that tl~~ e~~lucation~~l success of each child
depends upon ~•igoc°ous st~r~d~rds, excel[~nt c;c~uca.toz~s, and h.i~;h duality student assessments that
~~~easui•e the progress of student ler~~•r.1in~ anc~ thc~ c~ffective~~ess o.F classroom instruction; and

W~f:ER.F,E1S, lil :1ut~e ZO10, t:he New Jersey State ~3oard of ~:.ducatioxl ~.menc~ed the Corgi
C~urriculum Contea~t St~~~~dards to it~cluc~e the Common C;o1•e State Standards in IV(athematics ctr~c~
~r~~lish Language; Arts to provide clear guidelines fir teachers and t~zeir pupils; and

1NHEREAS, since 1990, the federal government has Y~ec~uired the assessment of students
and, bc~gin»ing in 2015, t}1G C~i:ll~tnership fc~r 11sse;ssment of FZ.eadiness for College anc~ C'arecrs
"PAF~,CC~") ~~ssessme~lt v~~i11 repl<~ce tl~e cu1-rent State assessments; and

W1-E~R~AS, i~~ August 2012, with unanimous bipa~~isan s~.ipport horn the Le~;islaturc, I
sigt7ec~ irltc.~ law the "1"eacl~er ~::~;f'~ectiveness and Accountability t`or tl~e; C;l~ildr~n off' IVew Jersey
("T'~:A~;'I-TNJ'") Act, which is designed to raise st:ude~t acl~ieverncnt by itzlpz•~vin~; instrttctian
th7~ough can~tructive fceciE~ack, evaluations, and professional support of teachers and school
leadez•s; and

WH~RF..,AS, t:l1e U.~~ De~~artment of Educ~tio~~, as part o~'t~~e flexibility avail~~.~le under
the ~Iernentary and 5ecc~nd~ry Education Act, requires the Slate to use st~rder~t growth data as a
significant ('actor in t:he ev~~l~zation cif t~;acl~iri~; staff; and

17VH~~Z~;AS, once imple~alented, the PARCC assessment will measure stuc~.enl learning
and its results will he considered as one component, a.man~ ~>thers, as required in the evaluation
of te~chin~ sta~f~ wilder the "I-'LAC"~-INJ net; and

WH~;R.EA~, icy order tc~ determine if the (ore Curx•i.cl~lum Content Standards and the
PAE~C~C ~j.ssessment ire a~apropri~te to be implemented by schaaI districts through New :Jersey, a
Study C,or~7missir>n compcsse~i of a braae~i range of education J~ractitic~ners ~.r1ci experts should he
est~blisI~ed to r.~eview ar~d snake recc~mmend~tians c~tl the clu.ality anc:~ effectivene~;s of all stiiclent
~ ~Sessrt~er~t:s administered to It-1? 5t~.~dcr~ts by the 5t~1~e;, scl7c~c~l ciist~~icts, ~nc~ individu~( schools,
i nc;luciit~g those ac~miz7ist~red f'or college admission, cc~lle~;e credit, ~~nd c~r~cr pathways; a~~d

NOW, TI[:ERE~'C~ItE, I, CIIR:IS C1~IZISTIE, Governor of the State of New Jersey, by
virtl~e of the authority vested iY1 me try the CC?t15~l~UtlOC1 ~T7Ci ~7y t~"1~ Stati~t:es of this ~"tatc, too
hereby (~rdex~ anc~ DIRECT:

1. Thcrc; is hereby creyated a Study C'c~rr~missic~n on the C..Jse of Strident Assessments ira
New Jer•s~y (tl1c; "Study C~C11'11I71ISStC)1"l").

2. 'I~'he study Cornrnission shall ~c~nsist of up tt7 nine (9} rn~rrabers appointed by the
Governor who shall serve at his pleasure. The Governer shall select a chairperson from arnorl~
the members of the Stt►d_y (y'ommission. 'l"he Sttic~y Commission. shall consist of individL~als who
k-~ave practical experience, k.z~o~~vlecige, or expe~~tise in t}~e areas of education policy car
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aciministrati~n. All members of the Study Corx~mission shall serve without compensatiaxi. The

Study Commission shall organize as soon as practicable after the appointment of its members,

3. The Study Commission is charged with presenting; recommendations to the Governor

regarding the quality and effectiveness of student assessments administered to K-12 students. In

particular, the Study Commission shall consider and make recommendations an the volume,

frequency, and impact of student assessments occurring throughout New Jersey school districts,

and on the Core Curriculum Content Standards, including the Common Core State Standards.

4. The T)epartment of Education shall provide staff support to the Study Commission.

The Study Commission shall be authorized to call upon any department, office, division, or

agency of this State to supply it with a~1y information, personnel, or other assistance available, as

the Study Commission deems necessary to discharge its duties under this Order, Each

department, oi'fice, division, and agency of This State is hereby required, to the extent not

inconsistent with law, to cooperate fully with the Study Commission within the limits of its

stat«tory authority and to furnish the Study Commission with such assistance on as timely a basis

as is necessary to accomplish the purposes af' the Order. The Study Commission may consult

with education stakeholders, practitioners, experts, or ether knowled~ea.ble individuals in the

public ox private sector on any aspect of its mission.

5. The Study Commission shall issue an initial report containing its recommendations to

the Governor no later than December 31, 2 14. "['he Study C~ommissivn shall issue a 'final report

to the Governor by July 3l, 2015, The Study C~mmissian shall expire upon the Governor's

receipt of a report containing their f irT al recommealdations pursuant to this Executive Order.

~. The final report of fihe Study Carnmissic7n shall be provided to the Legislature and shall

be made available t~ the public.

7, This Order shall take effect irramec~iat~l}l.

GIVEN, ~mder my hand and seat this 14t'' day of Tuly,
"I'wo Thousand and Fourteen, and o~I'the
Independence af'the United Stites, the Two
Hundred and Thirty-Ninth.

[sear /s/ Chris Chr. istie
Cic~vernor

.Attest:
/sl Christopher S. Porrino
Chief Counsel to the Governor
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Llavid C. Hesp~e, Chair
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Dr. Lawrence S. keinsvd
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L?r. Marcia Lyles
Superintendent, :~ersey City Public Schools

Nicole Moore
Principal, Sharnong 'T'ownship Schools

Matthew Sta~li~n~
Educator, Camden County ~T'echnica.l Schools
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APPENDIX 3

Brief l~escriptiorx of Present~~t ons to the Study ~'ommission

NovetYlbcr 2~, 20l ~ ~3ari Irlichson, ~'h.D.
C~"hief ~'~rfonnance Officer, NJDQE
Topic: Nuw Jersey's Statev~~ide Assessments

During the Stud~~ Commission's initial rn~eting, Dr, Bari Erlichsot~ providzc~ an ove~•view of

~ec~eral r~yuir~m~nts for academic content ar~c:~ student achievement standards irl F?nglish

language arts, mathematics, and science ~~nc~cr the No Chrlc~ ,C,eft ~3ehrnd Act of 2(1(11 {NC;L~).

Dr. C;rlic~~son also discussed to wlzc~rr~ the fec~~raZ rec~uiremen~s apply and the g~~ade levels

assessed. She furthet~ disc~.asscd s~~l7~;ra~.~p ac.c~untability, assessrnellt of ~;n~;lis~1 lan~;ua~,e

prolic.iency, ~3lterzlativG assessm~i~~ts for stude~~ts with sevez-e disa~iiities, and rec~uiz•ed sample

paz•tici~~tion iri the 1~lational Assessment of Educationt~.l E'ro~~ess (Nf1.EP) testing. finally, she
prUvided an ovcr~~iew of` St~tc laws and regulations governing; high school graduation and the

Stag; ~~ssessX~ne;nt system, as will ~s a br'1~~~11StC7~'y C7~'testing i:r~ ~1ew Jc~~s~y (lta~)G-2014).

L7ecer~nber 5, ?()l'1 Patricia Vt~ri~ht
F,xecutive T~rrector, Ne~~~ Jec•sey Pric~cipals grid SLipervisors Association
To}~ic: L7esi~;ni~g a Cc7rr~~~rehensive Assessment Syster7Y

Pa.tz~icia Wright l~rie~ed the Study Commission on the process o~ desi~r~ing a campt~~he~lsive

assessmetlt s}stem, VVI11CI1 focused an assessment af~ lea~~ning, assessment as IGa111IT1~, and
assessment f~f~ learning. Shy discussed the put poses of State assessments, ir~cludin~; school

improvement, acc~untabilrty, mc~nitorin~ Statewi~c~e academic achievement, ~~Id national

comparisons. Ms. Wright, a1sc~ o~re~-ationally d~~ned formative, interim, end summative

~tsse5sm~~~ts anci discLissed lzow school iti~provement is possible only when assessment systems
a~•e p~~op~rly ~l~i~p~C~ W1C~'1 Cl1TilCUILIi~"1 cltl(:~ 111St:CUCt1017.

L7ecember 10, 20 ] 4 lliana ,r. Zaleski, 1'h.l).
P~•ojcct Ac~tninistrator, IClinois State ~3oard of~:Educ-atiun
'-E'opic: Balanced Assessment Itlitiatrve in Illinois

Alissa Peltzman
Vice President ~f State Palit:y anc~ Imple~xiez~t~tion Support, Achieve, .Inc.
Topic; Student Assessment I~aventory for Schocal Districts

D~~. .Diane Z~~leski b~•ielec:~ the Study Commission ova the Balanced Assessment Initiative
underway in Illinois, which is pa~~t o~ t~~e state's tY•~.~~sition to the PAAR+C~C system and tc~ an

evaluation process that contains a student gro~~rth compotlent. She also introduced and briefly
discussed the state's involvement with the Stuc~ent,4sses~sment Invento~y,fo~ School Uistrict.~. Dr.

Zaleski's presentatio~-~ was followed by a mc.~re in-depth briefing by Aiissa l'elt~man, ~vho
focused o~~ one cif Ac~~ieve, Inc.'s core }~r~ducts, the Studc~nl. A.ss~.ssrne~nt Inventory f» ~S'c~hool
1~7is~tricts. Tl~e assessment inveratvey is afield-tested, openly licensed, and Free-to-use tool that
c~~aa h~ i~~~plerYxented by school dist~•ict Lind sclloul vf~icials to take st~c;k of their assessments end.
dSS~SS111~11t SlT'~~.~~1~5.

December i 0, 20.1.4 Christopher Manno, I+~d.D
Superintendent., Burlington County Spec:.ial Services School District
a~~d Cr~stitLrte c~f'Technc~log~
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Topic: A Distz•ict Strategic Evaluation 1'racess

L)r, Ghristo~~her Manno, former superir~tenc~ent of tl~e F3urling(:on Township School District,

brief~ci the Study Commission c.~n the A11. Students Acl~ievin~~ strategic evaluation process now in

e~`t:ect in thc~ I:3urlin~ton "I,ownship School District. During his pc•esent~ition, Ur. M~nno walked

the Study Commission through the strategic e;vai~ratiun process, which is grounded in four major

C(U~'St1011S: "W~lc`~t C~1C~ W~ C~O`~"~ cc~t.C~ it ~voric.?"~ c<H(7W Cl0 W~ ~C110~V:~"~ i]C1C~ ì~~70. 170W Lv~"l.c'3~`~" dl.

Ma.nno reported that the strategic plan's key car~a~~ox~ents are mission, values, and goals. All

ir~itiativ~s, t~~l~ethex• St~t.e ar local, are situated within the or~;anilational gods. Further, tl~e school

district's objectives, v~~l~ich ire designed to im~lcment t}le goals, are revised each school year,

continuously assessed fc~r• progress, and routinely reported. to the district boai•cl of education..t~r.

Manno discussed. how sup~~ort for tl~e plan was secured ~`rom a cross-section of the coanmunity.

H~ also described the methods by ~~vl~icli the school. district celebrated the plan's launch and

results, ~s well as how the plan created a change in the school district's culture and the formula

Used for promoting t)1e culture change.

January 14, 20l S Kimberley Harrington

Chief Acader7~ic Officer, I``rJD(~F

Topic: Intx-odxiction to Academic Standards and the Cornmar~ Core

Kir~7ber•ley I ~ari•in~ton provided an ov~:rview of` the llistary off` academic star~c3ards ira New ,iersey

and natjonally and dYscusscc~ the dif'f:er~nces betwe~;n standards end curriculum. She further

illustrated how tie Common Core State Standards encourage preparation, competiCion, ~a~~ty,
clarity, a~~c~ co1l~.bo1•atioii. Sloe also di5c~t5sec:~ the r~~le c7f international benchmarking in t(Ze

development of the Common Core State Standards and the evidence and criteria used. Ms.

Harrington also outlined teacher involvement in tl7e c~~velopment anti adoption processes and

discussed the shits the Common Cc.~re State Standards will z•equiz•c~ in mathematics and English

language arts. She provided an overview c:~f t~~e standards and practices in both content areas, the

differences between th.~ Common Core State Standards and the previous Cori ~;urricu~um

Content Standards in mathematics and ~~?n~lish ]angua~e arts, and the literacy standards

embedded in histc.~ry/social studies, science, and tec~inical subjects in grades 6 through 12.

.1a.nua~y 14, 201.5 Dorothy Stricltland, Yh.D.

Professor Emer-ita, Rutgers IJr~iversity and Member, N.,1. State Board of

Ec~uc~tion
Topic: Towa~c~ a Comp~•ehe~~sivr; a~~d Coherent Assessme~lt Syst~;m

Linking Standards/Instruction/~.sscssment

Dr. Strickland briefed the Study Commission on an assessment model that links standards,

instruction, and assess~~l~ nt to irn~r•ove teac}zing and learning. Dr, Strickland discussed the

purposes, uses, aYid eoncei-ns r~e~arding a comprehensive end coherent assessment prc~~ram. Dz~.

Strickland also made the following recommendation regarding E~~glish language arts: establish a

sha~•ed vision a.cr~ss ~~11 areas of the c~rrrict~lurxa that includes are on-going, int~rdisciplinaz•y

professional development tzaodel linked to classroom instructio~~ and that fosters a shared

responsibility for literacy development in science, soci~~l studies, and other rlon-English language

arts s~xbjeets. Dr. Strickland ~~lso recc~mxz~ended use off' the t'~.RC~C' .r~~loc~~l Content Iramework

that accompanies ihc~ PAR.CC assessment. Finally, Dr. Strickland recommended a greater

emphasis on forn~a.tive assessrrlent end suggested it is a ~urlctronal and useful form of "Eest

practice" when standards, instruction, and ~sse;ssment indicate ho~~v formative and sutnmative

assess~r~ents align with su~nmative ratings as part ofeducato~• evaluations.
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Fcbrua~•y 10, 2Q15 Laura Stover
Chief L~cc~.ttive C>ff cep, Parcc, lnc.
"I'c~pic: I'AP~GC, t~verv~ew azld Update

Laur-~ Slovet• briefed the Study Commission on the history of the I'~..FtCC.;' assessment's
dev~lopmer~t. She reported th<~t mare than 2,0 0 eciucatars, including at least 90 educators ~'i•om
Ncw Jersey, ~ver~ i~~volved in tl~e PARCC c~evelo}~rnc~nt process. Ms. Stover said tl~e test was
dev~lop~c~ by the PARCC eansoxwtiu.m end not by the test vendor, Pearson, Inc., end every test
ite~xi was r~viewec~ by at least 3(~ dif..ferent content expertis a:nd educators ar~c~ ~~et~t throLr~}~ at
[east six. levels of review. She reported 11 states anc~ the District of C.,c~lum~ia were ac~manistering
the PA.RCG in 2t)lS (the perCormancc-l~asec~. com~o~~ent is administe~•ed after a~p~'OX.lI7liit~~~ 7O
percent ~f the schoa~ yeas• anc~ the end-of-year component ad~ninistereci after ~tpproxim~tely 90
percent of the school year}. She stated the assessrr~ent is dcsign~d tv d~•iv~; insiructiorl end is
reliable and valid f`ar use in a v~~riety of ways within an accounta(~ility system. 1WIs. ~love~
re~ortcci the goal for the 2015-2~ l 6 PARCC administration is to provide t11e student reports
l~e~'ore t17e end of the ~;.choc~l yeaY•. 51~e fizr•ther indicated teat t11e raster analysis over time will
show individual student growth, l~in~lly, she reporteel there will be an item a~~alysis, and the
~'A.RCC consortium will rcicase approximately 4Q ~~IC%~1"1~. C)t t~~~ 1:~5~: 1t~lI1S ~t"OITl Y~IIS year's test.
after thc~ acimit~istx~ation aid release all (la0 percent} of the tesi items from t}~e 2U15 test r~ithir~
three years.

~"ebru~ry l 0, 20'15 C;aral~e Adams
President, Eagle Forum at Ne~v .Tersey
rI'apic. Not With My Child You I~can't

~;arolee Adams s~c~ke to the Study Co~n~niss:ion re~;arciing a number of re~~sons to oppose
~ xperi:mental and expensive education refo~tn embadi~d within the Cc~mmor~ Fore ~St~~:e
Stand~~rds/F'AR.CC, icicluding the ~:oCIawi~~~. they are not legal; F'AIZCC is neither valid not•
r~;Iiable; I'ARC'C~ is not diagncastic, ar~c~ there is ~~u evidence that st~r~dardized assessments
increase student leartlrng; ~'A~tCC is n~~t child or teacher friendly anc~ does n~~t encourage the.JoY
of learning; the C~t~~mon Core Stag Standards and PARCC do not respect parental rights or
local cont~•c~[; they are nc~t pr~tectrv~ of student privacy; they are not affordable; they ire .not
t'ti'~~V£~I1t or ~•i~;orous; t~~ey ~;~r~ not tt•ustwUrthy; and l;hey are ~~ot expected t~ last. She also
Suggested the ~t~~~ dx•c~p ol~t of PARCC arld disavow the Cc7m~non Core State Standards. Ms.
Ac~~ms [~urt~~er su~~;ested the State should invest in form~tiv~ assessi7zents; employ ~r~~de-spat
l;c~stin~;; x•estar•e the lost tools of l~~t•nii~g (~;r~ammar, r~~etc.~r c, logrc); c~icoLrra~;e strong, it7tacl
#a.~nilics; rc~sto~~~ student and familial responsi(:~ility t:or. a student's academic perfc.7rrnance by
elir~~iF~atir~g l~igl~-stakes testing; adopt t.hc },revious Massa.ch~.rs~tts academic standards; stand up
to tycoons; restore the family; recognize that all students dc~ riot reed c~z• want tt~ ga to ~olle~e ~.~~c~
dedicate high school tracks; push Cong~•ess to allow a tax deduction f.'or it~t~~•~st on ca~lege dLbt;
lobby to ~limin~~ti~ the U.~. L3epartrnent of` ~;ducatio~; and do not develop a new ver•sic3z~ oi' old,,
Failed, fec~er~lly driven schemes and products.

February 26, 2t) l 5 Steven Swetsky
Assist~~nt Execu.ti~~e I~i~•ector•, N.J. Ed~~c~tion Associatio~~ (NJEA)
":C`opic: Attit~~c~es cif ~'are~ts anti tl~~ Puhlic 'row~~rd High Stakes
Stalldardizcd T~stin~; in 1~e~v Jersey

:~teven S~vetsky briefed tl~e Study Commission ot~ the results o~ a. December 2(J14 poll, wlzicll
w~~s commissioned by the .N.TEA, Save or Scl~ool.s, ~111C~ tI1~ ~~1:~I~son Fclucation Fur1d to research
t.}~e at;titudes cif parents and the public toward l~i~l~-stakes st3nd~~rciized testing rn New Jersey. M~~.
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Swe;tsky stated the poll reslzlts 1T1CIlCt1~~C~ That ~~~rents ai~c~ voters who were questic~nec~

~verwl~elmir~gly reported there was "toa 111UC~1 emphasis" on standardized assessments in

teaching public school children, ~t1d both g~•oups favored reducing standardized assessments in

the Mate's public scho~als. H~ ScL1C~ t~l~ SU~'V~'y t'GSU~tS ISO ll1CIIC~tEd t~le T11~~JOI'lty Of ~a.CCT1~S a11{~

v~tcrs ~~hc~ were questioned had hard "not much" or•~"nothing" about PARGC.

April 16, 201 S I2ot~erta Schorr, Ed.D.
Associate Professor, Rutgers University-Newark
Topic: The Common Core State Standards Study

Dr, Schot~r prc~se~lted t}~e results of lair study on the Common Core State Standards and PARC'C

that was conducted in two phases between December 2013 grid June 2014. Ir7 the first phase,

which ~~as administered to approximately 1,000 teachers, the data revealed more than 9U percent

of teacher respondent:s r-ep~rted Cc~mrnori Core State Standards i~npleme7~tation had begun in

their school, and approximately 40 p~rce~7t reported feeling; reedy to implement the stac~dards.

For the second phase, «hick was administered to a slightly different sample of nearly 1,U0~

teachers, Dr, Schorr reported teactaers generally supported the Common CC72•e State Standards

and also h~ci mixed feelings about their.' ~•e~~diness to implement the standards and about how well

they helieved their students would do. The second phase also found the level of responc~eni

training re~;ardin~ PARGC was law, and matxy teachers reported they felt the training they

received ~~as not helptiul. I)r. Schorr tllso reported the key findings from interviews conducted

inc.ludec;~ 1:he need far tnucl~ ~~1ore prc~fessia~~a1 development regarding the Common Cori State

Standaz•ds and F'ARC;C. She further• stated the results suggest that prafession~l development

needed to be sustained over a long period of time and should include meaningful collaboraticm

~~vith colleagues a.nd experiences.

M~iy 1 ] , 2()15 Bonnie Hain, Ph.D.
Director or F,LA/Literacy Cont~i~t and Instructional Supports, ~'arcc, Inc.

Toga c: Instructional Fools and :Lduc~~tional S~ipports

Dr•. Hain brief-ed thy; Study Commission nn instructional tools anc~ educational supports that

Parcc, Inc. devel~peci 'or educators to utilize throughout the school year. She reported that Parcc,

Inc., which is the nonprofit entity that supports the PA.RCC consortium, intended from the

beginning to create non-s~arnma.tive tools and supports as part of a systemic ap~r~ach.

D~•. Hain said the first toc.~l made ~.vailable to educators was the model ~'ralneworks, which

in.furrns administrators ar~d teachers on how to put the Gammon Core State Standards to~et:her in

~~ seamless way. She also repoc-ted tl~e model #rameworks a.ilow school districts to maintain local

control of c~lrricula while ensuring they ~zre aligned to tl~e Common Core State Standards. She

further added t}gat additional su~~ports curz•ently available to educators i~lclude instructional tools

(i.e., diagnostic assessments, 1{-2 formative, and speaking and listening}, job-embedded

professional d~v~lopment, timely achievement data, and peer-to-peer learning. Dr. Hain said the

optional tools ~.re mea~.xt to hel~a teachers determine their stud tits' strengths a.nd needs and to

show inTyear changes at the student level, but the tools are not designed fur reporting or

accountability purposes.

C:)r. Main also repvrl~d tl~~tt diagnostic asscssm~nts, which are compLrter-based tests that take just

a dew minutes to cc~mpiete, are of the same rigor as the P,~1R.CC summ~tive assessments, and the

two carp be used to~ethei• to determine each student's needs. Ur. Hain indicated t:h~ res~~Its born

t~~e I'AIZCC ass~ssrner~t can show if a ~tuc~cnt has a reading comprel~e~lsic.>n i5st~e, for example,

and then one of the diagnostic campor~en~s can pinpoint the cause without having; tc~ subject the
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student to intcrv~ntions not designed to address a precise issue. A.s a further example, Dr. H~.~in
described hu~~v the comprel~~ nsiur~ of literary and informatic~n~l texts co:mpt~nent of tl~e ~~nglisli
lan~uagc arts diagnostic assessment c~i1 be used to determine if a student stru~~les u~it:h tl7e
suhject cr.>>Ztent of a part'rcL~lar text or has an ovc~z•all Englis}~ camprehc~nsior7 issue, She also
pravidec~ samples of` draft reports t17at teachers wi(( be able tc~ a~c:cess after ac~m~nister~in~; the
diagnostic assessments and illustrated how teael~crs will be able to use the reports to determine
the likelihood th~~.t stltd~llts have mastered individual skills.

May 29, 201 S Hent-y Cram, Fd.D.
President, Middle States .Association of Colleges and Schools --~-
Gommissio~~ ors Fler7lentary and Sec~ndaty Schools
"I"c~~ic: School :Irr~proWemenl through Ac~.cz{editation

I~r. C:ram briefied tine Stuc~iy CYUTI1TTlISSI(.)tl an the topic of sch<.~o! improvement thrau~;h
accreditation. Dr. Cram reported that tl~e ~~oluntary acez•editation proe,ess allows ~ school to self`-
ev~iluate how it compares against 1? r~~~orfd-class standards. llr, Cram also said the process ~~7es
well beyond assessment scars ~~nc{ helps a. school d~v~l~~ a strategic ptan; clarify its rnissian;
measii~-e progress tc~~:~varc~ specific imprc~v~ment ~;c~~zls; clernanstrat~ its e;fficaey or adcfcd value;
lauild cotnm~rnit~v su~~pc.~x•t; organize fc7r ccmti~~uous self-improvement; anc~ receive external
va(ida.tion ~~r.otn }peers. Fic~~ily, Dr. C;rat~~ discussed how the acct~ec~it~~tio~1 process e~camines
school in a holistic way, su~~pler~nents scli~~ol ~crforrx~ance data, acid b~xilds a coalition of t~~rents,
leachers, and adr~linistrators.

May 29, 2015 Peter Shulman
Chief Talent Officer, 1`~JI)QE
Carl Bl~~nchard
Di.rec-tear, (Ji-face of F.v~iluation, ~1JD0
Topic: nchieve NJ: Update an Median ~tuc~ent (~rau~h Percentiles and
St~rc~.ent Growth C)bjectives

f'etel- Shulman and Ca~-I t3laracha~•d u~~dat~d nc~ Study C;c~mmission on New ;~e~sey's median
stude~it growth percentiles (mSG~'s) anc~ stude~lt grc~wtll objectives {SGOs), which are part of the
State's educator evaluation syst~;rn -- AchieveNJ. IVIr. Shulman reported the evaluation syst~z~n's
~bjectiv~ is try achic;v~ student gt•ov~~th and to f'acL~s an hc~w Cv pct ~v~ry child to show gro~~vth. IIe
added ~.cl~ieveNJ's foc~is is rrvt ors sty:dcx~ts acl~ievin~; absolute prt~>ficienc:y ar on their scale
scores an assessr~r~ents, Mr. Shulman c~utic~n~c~ that itldividuals who wrongly focus an an
educator's s~~m:rnative racing miss tl~e entire point cif the evaluation system. M~. Blanchard
rcpox-t~d th~~ SGOs are rnca.nt tc~ be developed by te~~ch~rs, supported by administra~ol•s, and
focused on students. Tie also ~•eported that S<YOs are developed by choasing or developing a
quality assessr~nent aligned. to thr standards, c~etex•minin~ students' starting points, setting
ambitious 'yet achievable student learning goals with supervisor input and approval, tracking
pxogress end refining instl•uction accardirY~ly, end revie~vin~ results and discussing the scc~rc
rn~ith lhc~ teacher's supervisor. Mr. 5hulrnan sug~e5ted teacher-developed SGOs foster ownership
a.nd are helping t~ lead to bett~~- c,c~nv~rsatio~ls a~ic~ut ix~structran across the State.

.tune 9, 2Q15 Frizabetl~ Franks, Ec~.I).
~;~~cut v~; Beard Meinbec•, N..1. '.I'~lchers af' En~lis~.~ to Speakers ref Other
C_,angraa~;es-N.J. I3ilir.~gtttll 1=;r~ucators (NJ'C~S(~I.,-N;~~3I;)
'Topic: ELLS anti the Impact of CC;SS and Pf~RCC
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Dr. Franks provided an overview of English language learners (EI.~Tas) and the impact of the
Common Core State Standards anc~ ~'A_IZCC on FL:I~s. While the Cox~nmon Core State Standards
strive for equality, Ur. Franks stated same EI,Ls will nit have the opportunity to meet the
rigorous standards if they are not provided the appropriate supports. She also reported that an
appropri~~te education does nc~t mean the same education for every student; equity is achieved.
when ELLS receive ~rc.~~er support.

Iar. ~~ ranks repoa•ted it can take an ELL (who enters at Level 1) ~.fvur• to five years to reach Z~,evel 4
of English language proficiency, which usually means the student no longer needs language
assistance programs. She int~icated that prior schooling in a student's previous country is the
bi~~est predictor cif student success; i:f a student is pra~cient in his or her native l~ngua~;e, he or
sl.~e usually can master F.,nglish in a few years. She also indicated I'A.R.CC is not discriminatory
enough to capture what ELLS at lower proficiency levels really know.

Dr. Franks su~;gestec~ school districts need additional guidance regarding appropriate supports
and haw tc~ }~rcavic~e them beezuse nc.~t every school district is providing appropriate support to its
ELL population. She further suggested a waiver fi~orn the tJ.S..Department of education to allow
newly arrived students atwo-year exemp~:ion from assessments would be benel:icial for F,LLs.
Finally, she said making the PARGC EI,A assessment available in Spanish like the mathematics
assessrncnt would allow schools to assess literacy skills and not just English proficiency.

June 9, 201 S Susan Martz
flssist~nt Commissioner, NJDO
Karen Campbell, LP.D.
Director, (~frce of Supplemental :E,ducatic7nal Progr~.ms/Title I, NJUQC
"I'o~ic: Tl~.e Assessment o.f ~n~lish Language Learners

Susan Martz briefed the Study Commission on issues regarding the assessment of ELLS. Ms.
Martz reported that ELLS sire a ~iiversc student population comprised of students from different
ethnic backgrounds with various native lan~;ua~;es, socioeconomic statL~s, and length/duality of
prior schoolizl~;. She also reported that 5 percent of the State's public school population, or more
than 7U,0~0 students, were classified as ELLs ~.s of Octobear 2014. Although the overwhelming
majority of ELLs in the State speak Spanish (approximately 70 percent), Ms. Martz indicated
that Arabic, Chinese, ~-~aitian/Haitia.n Creole, and Korean are also included in the top five native
languages for FT,Ls in. New Jersey.

Ms. Martz further reported the achievement gaps between ELLS and the total student population
in both .ELA and mathematics, although the .ELL population does not include students who
previously were classified as ELLS and have successf.'~ity completed language assistance
programs. Shc~ indicated that "T`itle I of the ~lement~ry and Secondary I~~ducati~n .Act (:ES A)
requi~•es ELLS to be assessed an academic content standards in English language arts and
mathematics, which is done through the :PA.RCC assessments. She also indicated that Title III of
the ES.EA requires assessment of English I~.nguage proficiency, w}.iich is done via ACCESS ~~r
;~~I:.,Ls. She said the latter assessment often i,s used t~ establish a stude2at's level of English
language praf~ciency ~znd to determine whether. a student qualifies fog lan~;ua~;e assistance
programs or has gained cuff icient Cnglish proficiency to no longer warrant the supports. Ms.
Martz ~.lso reported that New Jersey regulations at N.J.A.C;. 6A:15, Qilingual Education, require
the use of multiple measures to establish proficiency -besides ACCESS for EL.Ls or one of the
other State-approved langu.a~e assessments.
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Dr. Campbell briefed the Stucly Commission on the ~Cive language standards, the four language

clo~nains, a~~d the perfar~x~~nce criteria assessed by ACCESS for E.I.,1.~s, as well as the six levels c~~f'

Fn~lish language proficiency. She also discussed the State assessment requirements, which

include PARCC, ~Por DLLs taught in the general education curriculum, and the alternative

assessment, Dynamic Learning Mips (L7LM}, for F.,I~I..s with significant cognitive disabili.tics.

Dr, Campbell also reported LLLs in grades 3 through '8 are exempt for one year from the

PARCC in ~;rlglish language ax-ts if they arrived in a U.S. school after June 30, and she said. the

P~RCC mathematics assessment is available in Spanish. She also discussed the P11RCC;

accommociatians for FI..Ls, as well as the assessment barriers.

3une 24, 2~ l S Susan Mart i
Assistant Commissioner, N~JUUI~~
.Margaret McDonald
Director, Office of Special Education Programs, NJ.DOE
Topic: Students with Disabilities

Susan Martz briefed the Study Commission ~n the Stag assessment requirements for students
with disabilities. She reported students with individualized education programs (ILPs) are

expected to learn the general education curriculum. She further reported the Universal Design for

Learning, accommodations at~d modified learning objectives are utilized to assist students with

disabilities in ~c~~.ievin.~ that goal. Ms. Martz explained students with disabilities ire a very
diverse population with a range of needs (functional, organizational and employment skills) and
expected outcomes.

Ms. Martz also outlined the individuals with T~isabilitics Education Act (IL)EA) provisions that
require the State to develop guidelines for ~pprapriate accommodations far assessments and to
develop and implement an alternative assessment for students who cannot participate in regular
assessments even with accommodations. She indicated a student's IEP determines whether
h~/shy takes the regular State assessment or the alterative assessment and also anilines the
accommodations that must be provided if the student tales the r~~ular assessment.

Margaret McT)onald reported the N.TDOE had been part of a PA~ZCC working group regarding
accommodations and accessibility for three years prior to the assessment's aciministratic~n. She
also outlined the accessibility features, lilce frequent breaks, that are available to all students and
not ,just students with IEPs. Ms. McDonald also discussed the accommodations available to
students with IFPs ar SO4 plar.~s that must be d~tearrnined in advance and included in an IEP or

SO4 plan, unless emergency circumstances• exist. She also reported child study teams met in

siring 2014 to develop assessment accommodations for the 201 S State assessment, for each

student with an IEP.

1VIar~;aret McDonald Iurther reported that the State still has the alternative proficiency assessment
(APA) in science but nov~~ utilizes the Dynamic Learning Maps (DLM) assessment in English

language arts and mathematics for students with the mist significant disabilities. She also
outlined the DLM participation guidelines and described the differences between P.A.RCC and
DLM assessments, as well. as the success apd chailen~;es of ac~ministcrin~; the DLM.

June ?4, 201 S Barbara Makoski
Superintendent, Cape May County Special Services School District
'I'c~pic; ~ssessin~ Our :Most Special Students
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iVis. Makoski briefed the Study Commi~sian on behalf of the N.J. Joint Council of County
Spcc.ial Sez~vices School Districts. She reported thafi the State's sight special services schc~oC
districts, which provide programs for- stLidents «rich autism, multiple disabilities, presel~aol
disabilities, and moterate-sevet~c cognitive impairments, prepare students do be college ready, if'
possible, anti c~ree~• ready. She also reported t}~e scl7c~o1 districts xocus an d~vel~ping stut~e;nts'
social skills, i{'nec,~ssary.

Ms. Mak~ski also discussed the assessment foals for students in specia.( sezvices school districts
anci inc~ic~ated student pt'U~;C~SS U~'~~I7 1S ITIC~SL11't'CL ll~ ST7~~1~I II]CT'~CC1~I7lS ~I71C7T1~~15 ll`1S~~itC~ 0~ yE~c~1'S~.
She indicated the special services districts Jike the T)I:.,M b~calzs~ it is used ors, ~~nc~ is informing,
i nstruction. Shy stated the ~eai-~ing x~~a~~s clarify the p~~~hrx~ays fir a student to meet t11e foals of
the Common Corc State Stanci~.rds and will help inform instruction., She also indicated that
teachers and administrators prefet-r~d the ELM ~vcr the A.PA because the former is hig~~ly
II1C~1Vi{:~U~IIIl~C~, mc~r~ c~i~l~;nostic, ar~d less time consunlin~ arnoll~ other factors.

Ms. Makc~ski alsr.~ reported the s~~cial services school districts faced cha(ien~cs in ~~ciministering
PARCC and I)I~M for the first time. Ar~~c~ng t}Ze challenges were pre~arrng teachers to administer
multiple formats (E'A:~ZCC, N.1ASlt, AE'A, anc~ DLM}, whic}~ taak teachers out of the classroom.,
as w~;ll as the tirt~e it took to ~~d~7li~ister t~l~ assessments. She also indicated students faced
challenges with the new assessments. kc~r example, she said autistic students .rely heavily ~n
prompting, yet they were nat permitted to be prompted with. the I)I_,1V1, and students ~vhc~ fizzlcticm
at a preschool Icvel were t~st~;d even though i~Iew 3ersey does not regttirc State assessments for
preschool st~idents.

Ms. Makc~ski also recommended lirYaiting the impact of the assessrn~nts on ir~struction~l tine and
focusing accountability c7~ stur~ent growth. She also stated that the Joint Council would like to
see tx~ainir~~ targeted at new te~ch~rs anci nc~w t~s~ cle;ments t-vit}iolit forcing teac~lu~~s to t'f~~Cc~lll Q11
elements they have l~ecn utilizing for years. She also stated requix~in~ all teachers tc~ receive tl~e
carne training i'or assessments leaves nxizlirnal tune t`or professional devera}~ment anci .for teachers
to be creative, and it allows for less time for teachers to talk to IEf' teams and case mana~,ers
~bou~ individual student needs.

July 2?, 201 S Peter Shulman
Cl~ief~Talent O~f~cer, NJI)OF
'I:"opic: 2013-201.4 Ach.ievcl~.l Implemez~tatic~n: Key Findings

P~t~r 517u1n~~n re-visited the Study C;om.zniss.ion to l~resc~lt ~~c7ut the State's educator evaluation
p~•~cess pursuant to the "I'~ AGH~IJ pct. Mr. Shultnatl reported t~~~ assessment data are meant to
inform fut~~re eiiscussiorl rather than draw concllisians regarditlg educators during the first year of
the r~e~v ev~lluation systerrl. .I.~e also reported tk~e law's implementation r~prescnts a significant
step fc7rr~v~~x•d 4~s ed~ic~tors na Ion~c~r~ ~.r~ s~,tbject to ~ bin~~.zy system that fails to provide
meaningful feet~back ar~d to ~rt~omc~te gra~~t:h for• ~~ll.

Mr. Sllulrl"~a11 ~i~~esent~;d c~at.a that show thax x)7.3 }~~rcent of"teachers were r~tcd as "el~tective" or
"highly ~ff`ective" Itl Z~ I ~-~.O ~ 4 clCIC~ X7.4 percent of school leaders received tl~e carne ratings. He
reported approxirnatc;ly 2,~)UO tea~,hers (2.7 percent) were identified in 2013-2014 ~s struggling,
which means tl~cy wc;rc rat~;d ~s "ineffective" car "partially effective." He indicated the 2,~~~{)
teache~•s c.c~ucat~ ~~pproxim~~tc;ly 1 ~U,000 st~.idcnts, car 13 perc~nt of all students in the State, and
the evaluation system will allow the st~•u~~lin~ te~icher.s to be better supported tc~ improve t.hei_r
im~~ct ~~~ stuc~c~nt l~~~rning.
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M.r. S1lulman a(sc~ reported more thaci 7.5 ~~ercenC of te~~chers scored a 3.5 or better (an 4.0 scale)

aj1 their S(:~-C?s, which are focuscci orj student growth, driven by teachers, end supported by

admii~ist~-atars, I--Ie also reported that results show no disadvantage for English language arts and

mathematics te~lchez•s in grades 4 through 8 who receive SGP scores based on the State

assessment system, as the vast m~ja~,ity of te~che~-s who received median SGPs were rated as

:̀ ~f'fective" ur "}~i~;i~ly eZ~fective."

Mi-. SIlU~iI1i1T1 alsc.> px•esentecl data on teacher evaluation ratings based on student and school

subgroups ar~d discussed the next steps the N.TDt)E will take to continuously improve the

eval~a.tion process.

1VlY•. ~hulm~n painted aut that a careful review of the educator evaluation process and data for

201 S c~emons~rates (a) SG(Us are being woven infio curriculum, unit design, and lesson planning

in a more seamless v~~ay; (b) the time a.nd resources needed for the design, review, and scaring of

SCJ(.~s are being; reduced and the woi-lc of desigr~irlg, reviewing, and scaring SG(~s is being done

mc~~•e effici~~~tly ai~c~ with greater d~g~~ees of colla.l~~~ratia~l and ini7ovation am~n~ educ•~~tr~rs; and

(c) Ye~iz• I data arc~~~t~d mSCrP sco~•es, at scale, demonst~•ate teachers across New .)t.rsey are not

b~;ir~g disproporCianallyadvamaged tit• disadvantaged by teaching; a "tested." subject area.

1Vir. Sh~almar~ further repotted, the NJIJU~f rec~uceci for all educators the w~;ight of tl~c SCJP

c-omponc~xlt tc~ l 0 percent in 201420.1 S in resp~nsc to significant educator [eec~back and

ackno~vleclging tl~e transition from I'~TJASK. to PA:RCC. ~~c turther reported it would remain at 10

percent thro~rgh 2015-20 16 to alio~v the State and school districts to make more me~.ningfiil
.judgments about trends in the data over tune.

July 22, 2015 Michael ~:~einz
Science Coordinator, Division o~ Teaching and Learniil~;, NJDC)E
Topic: Next Generation Science Stat~darc~s

Mr. ~-Ieinz briet`ed the Study Co~~nmission on the history of science standaz•ds in New .Tersey, plus

the State's acioptian end implementation of the Next Veneration Science Standards (NESS). He

reported ̀ .Iew Jersey is among 1 S states th~~t either h~;ve adopted or are about to adopt the NCrSS.

He also reported. the I`~ICSS, which New Jersey adopted last year, represent thc~ second phase in

the evolution of the Skate's science standards and .foc;us more nn students explaining ha~~v and

wily thins happen than on rT~ere memo~rizatiun.

Mr. Heinz. reported school districts will be req~rired to have their science curricula in grades G

tl~z~ough 1.2 aligned to the NCiSS by the 2Q16-2017 school year, and the NJASK $ iYl science and

N.J. Biology Competency Test will be aligned to the MUSS for the spring 2017 administration.
He Viso reported the science curricula for kinder~art~n through ~;r~de S will need to be aligned by

fihe 2017-2018 school year rind N:1ASK 4 in scien~~ will he; alined in springy 201K. He also
indicated ali State assessments aligned to the NCSS will continue tc~ be developed by New .Tersey

and will riot be ~onnccted to PARCC.

Mir. I-~einz p~•ovided ex~imples of haw the NCxSS cx~ect more c7f students and educators and. about
}pow science education will clian~;e with the NCi55. He also C.~ISCUSSGC~ ~1C)'~'V ~lZe clarification

statements and assessment boundaries provided in the standards Delp guide teachers regarding
what they should focus on and prioritize. He also said understanding the standard frameworks is
key for te~ic~~er5 to gra.s~ the NCiSS.
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for American Prc~~;r~ss.

M4inno, C. (201.4). f~ c~i~strict .stNcrt~~ic evaluation process. Pc>we~r Point ~resenti~tlUi1 to t~~~ StUC~~~
Cc~rrimission an the [.1se of Student Assessments in New Jersey, Decernbez- 10, 2014,

New Jersey Secretary ofi~ l higher Edue~ltion. (~O l S). ~vww.state.nl.us/hi~,h~rcducaCion/

New Jc~~s~y Dcparti~rlent ofd Education. (2014, I.~ecember). Interim report: ~S'ta~c~y Co~ramissian ~~n
the Clse ofStudent f~ssc~.ss~mGnt~s i~z New J~r~sey.

f'eltLman, A. (20 ~ 4}. Stucicnt rzs.5es~.5lYdGYlI ZYdl~G~ntorl~, fv~ school drs~r~rc~ts. Power Pc7int preser~tatic~n
to the Study G~mmission an t}1e t.Jse of StUCIGCl1: ASSf~SSI11eC1~:S ICl NSW J~t'5~~, December
1(),204.

<`~1V1zat 'Works iz~ I~,clucation." (2014). i~'hv is us.s~,ssmcnt irrrpo~~t~xnt? Lugs Educ~tiox~al
Faundatior~. R.etricved from ~~tt ://w~~~w.edutopia.orb,%~sscssment-~L►ide-ir~~.~c~rtancc,
Uec~mber 1. '7, 2014.

Sashl~in, M. (19x9). Vrsiona~-y le~.d~rsl~i~. .Ct~ Wien, .1.T., (Fd.). The lecrcler~:s cc~Yrapanr~n (p. 403}.
New York: The Free Press.
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