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REPORT SUMMARY

Objectives and Scope

Our objectives for this report
on standardized tests in pub-
lic schools were as follows:

% Identify the number,
type, and purpose of
mandated standardized
tests.

«»  Review the intended use
of Pennsylvania state
standardized tests.

< Evaluate effectiveness of
using standardized tests
as indicators for student
achievement, school
building performance,
and teacher evaluation.

< Identify the cost and
time spent on standard-
ized tests.

s Compare the types of
standardized tests re-
quired by other states
and the use of the testing
for teacher evaluations.

< Identify whether rea-
lignment is necessary
with ACT or SAT.

< Determine whether
Pennsylvania can obtain
a continuous longitude
growth measure based
on ACT or SAT perfor-
mance.

< Compare universal de-
sign principles and ac-
commodations, and de-
termine the impact on
the validity of the tests.

®,
0

% Measure the impact of
expanding opt-out op-
tions on compliance with
federally required tests
and accountability
measures.

Standardized Tests in Public Education

Our report, generated in response to Senate Resolution 2018-322 (SR
322), defines the term “standardized test” and identifies the number and
types of state and local mandated standardized tests/assessments used
in Pennsylvania public schools. SR 322 highlights that in recent years,
officials have debated whether there is an over-reliance on standardized
testing in schools at the potential expense of a broader, well-rounded
education.

Section Il of our report defines “standardized test” as “any form of test
that requires all test takers to answer the same questions, or selection of
questions from a common bank of questions, in the same way, and that
is scored in a standard or consistent manner, which makes it possible to
compare the relative performance of individual students or groups of
students.” Standardized testing in America dates back to 1845 and was
predicated on the goal of replicating the best teaching methods to en-
sure all children had equal opportunities.

The modern standardized testing movement in the United States began
with the enactment of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (ESEA), which included mandated standardized testing and ac-
countability provisions, subject to strict federal oversight, for the purpose
of raising standards and to make education more equitable. ESEA was
followed by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) that reauthor-
ized and amended ESEA by mandating annual testing in reading, math
and science subject to strict federal oversight. Most recently in 2015, the
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) repealed NCLB and reauthorized and
amended ESEA by shifting power back to states and local school districts
to determine how to improve public schools with performance issues.
ESSA represents a continuing movement of education policy away from
being strictly focused on compliance, and instead shifts the focus to the
establishment of rigorous expectations/standards for students and assist-
ing schools to help students meet the standards. The ESEA legislation
timeline is highlighted in the following as shown below:
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ESEA Timeline

1965 2002 2015

The .
Elementary The No Child

and Secondary Left Behind

The Every
Student

Succeeds Act
(ESSA)

Education Act Act
(ESEA) (NCLB)

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education.

Written standardized tests have come to be viewed as a potentially inex-
pensive and effective means of assessing teacher, student, and school
building performance. Proponents of standardized tests argue such test-
ing fairly and objectively measure student ability, ensure the accountabil-
ity of teachers and schools to taxpayers, and is supported by students
and parents. Opponents argue standardized tests are unfair and lack ob-
jectivity, encourage the practice of “teaching to the test,” resulting in a
more limited curriculum and undermine a student’s ability to be an inno-
vator or to think critically.

In 1999, the foundation of Pennsylvania’s modern assessment system was
laid when the State Board adopted Chapter 4 Academic Standards and
Assessment regulations. These changes ultimately resulted in Pennsylva-
nia school districts being required to administer the Pennsylvania System
of School Assessment (PSSA) in grades 3 through 8 and grade 11 PSSA
being replaced by the Keystone Exams (state developed end-of-year
course exams) in grades 9 through 12. Keystone Exams (e.g., algebra |,
biology, and literature) became operational in spring 2011, although they
were not administered to replace grade 11 PSSA until the 2012-13 school
year.

Keystone Exams have been the focus of numerous pieces of Pennsylvania
legislation and regulations that originally mandated ten Keystone Exams
to be developed and implemented no later than the 2020-21 school year.
Subsequent legislation has limited the Keystone Exams to three (vs. ten)
subject matters, postponed the Keystone Exams as a graduation require-
ment until the 2021-22 school year, and implemented four alternative
graduation/proficiency paths to the Keystone graduation requirement.

Section lll identifies the number, type, and purposes of standardized
tests in Pennsylvania. We surveyed the superintendents from all 500 pu-

bic school districts to determine which tests schools administered in the
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2017-18 school year, in addition to the standardized assessments that are
state and federally mandated in Pennsylvania (i.e., PSSA, Keystone Exams,
PASA, ACCESS for ELLS, and NAEP).

We found that, of the 23 specific standardized tests included on our sur-
vey, 21 are administered in Pennsylvania school districts. The most fre-
quently administered tests are the AP and ACCESS for ELLs tests, fol-
lowed closely by the DIBELS, ASVAB, and PSAT 10. School districts also
administered a variety of other tests that we did not specifically identify
in our survey. With the exception of the ACCESS for ELLs and NAEP,
(which are both state and federally mandated) the other exams are either
voluntarily or mandatorily administered at the discretion of the local
school districts.

We also asked the superintendents to identify the grades in which each
type of test was administered. Superintendents indicated that more tests
are given as students reach higher grades, largely beginning in grade 8.

The two main reasons the superintendents cited for administering such
tests were readiness for college or career and shaping instruction by as-
sessing student progress.

Section IV provides an overview of the intended uses of Pennsylvania’s
standardized tests (assessments), along with the intended uses of the
ACT and SAT. Pennsylvania’s current assessment system consists of vari-
ous assessment tools, including six standardized tests that students
throughout the Commonwealth may be subject pursuant to federal
and/or state law depending on their grade levels and cognitive abilities:

1) Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA).

2) Pennsylvania Alternative System of Assessments (PASA).

3) Keystone Exams.

4) Accessing Communication and Comprehension in English State-
to-State for ELLs English Language Proficiency Test (ACCESS for
ELL).

5) Classroom Diagnostic Tools (CDT).

6) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).

These standardized tests are part of an overall assessment system
through which PDE seeks to ensure rigorous requirements for Pennsylva-
nia’s students, while also equipping them to be 21t century college and
career ready.

PDE indicated that overall Pennsylvania state standardized tests meet
their intended use to assess whether students are learning the required
curricula. However, the assessment has been used at times for additional
purposes beyond their original intent (e.g., graduation requirements,
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measuring teacher effectiveness, school building performance) with var-
ied levels of success.

Some states have embraced the use of the ACT and SAT tests to satisfy
the federal assessment and accountability requirements. One of the ben-
efits of utilizing the ACT and SAT is that these tests allow school districts
to avoid the issue of excessive standardized testing as many students are
already preparing for and taking these tests for college entrance pur-
poses. Given the focus of this report, it is prudent to recognize both the
ACT and SAT tests were originally designed as college entrance assess-
ments that generated college reportable scores. Both the ACT and SAT
continue to be used for college entrance purposes, but the tests are now
being utilized both as a high school assessment and accountability tools,
and to determine college and career readiness. This shift to multiple
functions was driven by amendments to the federal ESEA, which initially
mandated statewide assessments and subsequently specified states may
utilize nationally recognized assessments in lieu of state-determined aca-
demic assessments.

Section V provides an evaluation of the effectiveness of standardized
tests as indicators of student achievement, teacher evaluations, and
school building performance. In order to determine standardized tests’
effectiveness, we surveyed principals and teachers throughout Pennsylva-
nia to solicit their views on the effectiveness of both PSSA exams and
Keystone Exams, based on the 2017-18 school year.

» PSSA Exams. A majority of principals, 67 percent, and teachers,
76 percent, indicated they disagree or strongly disagree that
PSSA exams are effective indicators of student achievement.

Regarding the tests as effective indicators for teacher evalua-
tions, 77 percent of principals and 93 percent of teachers indi-
cated that they disagree or strongly disagree.

Seventy-eight percent of principals and 86 percent of teachers
disagree or disagree strongly that the PSSAs are effective indica-
tors of school building performance.

» Keystone Exams. Although 45 percent of principals disagree or
disagree strongly that the Keystone Exams are effective indica-
tors of student achievement, 27 percent agree or strongly agree
that they are. Sixty percent of teachers disagree or strongly disa-
gree.

A majority of principals, 56 percent, and teachers, 78 percent, in-

dicated that they disagree or strongly disagree that the Keystone
Exams are effective indicators for teacher evaluation.
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Regarding the Keystone Exams as effective indicators of school
building performance, 59 percent of principals and 75 percent of
teachers disagree or strongly disagree.

Section VI provides an overview of the costs and time schools spend
teaching test-taking skills, as well as administering both practice tests
and standardized tests. We surveyed both principals and teachers re-
garding reduced curricula, and the costs and time associated with pre-
paring for and administering PSSA exams and Keystone Exams.

» PSSA Exams: Both principals and teachers indicated their curric-
ula scope has been narrowed to prepare students for PSSA ex-
ams.

A majority of principals indicated that students are taught test-
taking skills, and their schools administered practice tests, bench-
mark tests, and/or diagnostic tests to prepare students for the
PSSA exams, 82 percent and 89 percent, respectively. Eighty-
eight percent of teachers responded that they teach test-taking
skills and administer practice tests.

Principals indicated a range from 5.7 days to 7.8 days to adminis-
ter the PSSAs, across grades 3 through 8. Teachers' responses
varied so greatly that we were unable to calculate an average
time spent teaching test-taking skills and administering practice
tests.

Finally, we asked principals if there were additional costs associ-
ated with PSSA test preparation, and they indicated amounts
from $200 to more than $100,000.

» Keystone Exams. Both principals and teachers indicated that
the scope of their curricula has been narrowed to prepare stu-
dents for Keystone Exams.

A majority of principals indicated that students are taught test-
taking skills, and their schools administered practice tests, bench-
mark tests, and/or diagnostic tests to prepare students for the
Keystone Exams, 64 percent and 90 percent, respectively. Eighty-
four percent of teachers responded that they teach test-taking
skills and 81 percent administer practice tests.

Principals indicated that their schools spend an average of eight
days to administer the Keystone Exams. Teachers' responses var-
ied so greatly that we were unable to calculate an average time
spent teaching test-taking skills and administering practice tests.
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We asked principals if there were additional costs associated with Key-
stone Exams preparation, and they indicated amounts from $200 to
$35,000.

Section VII provides an overview of the types of standardized tests re-
quired by other states, and the use of standardized testing for teacher
evaluations. Under ESSA states have the option of utilizing “nationally
recognized tests” such as ACT, SAT, PARCC, and Smarter Balanced to
meet the federal high school assessment, provided there is evidence of
alignment with state academic standards.

The Education Commission of the States (ECS) identified and described
each state’s assessment tools which we present in Exhibit 27, titled 50-

State Comparison of Statewide Assessment Tools May 2078. The assess-
ment tools used are typically determined after consultation with policy-
makers and stakeholders.

Each state has five potential assessment tool decision points (i.e., distinct
points in time): one for grades 3 through 8 Math/ELA, one for grades 9
through 12 Math/ELA, one for grades 9 through 12 Math/ELA, one for
grades 3 through 5 science, one for grades 6 through 9 science, and then
one for grades 10 through 12 science, for a total of 255 assessment tool
decision points for the fifty states and the District of Columbia. The vast
majority of these decision points do not make use of any of the nation-
ally recognized assessment tools. For example, 196 (77 percent) of the
255 assessment tool decision points utilize state-specific assessment
tools, including all five decision points in Pennsylvania and 19 other
states. At least 30 states plus the District of Columbia use, however, a
recognized national assessment test for at least one testing area.

Prompted by research suggesting that student test scores on standard-
ized tests were related to teacher quality, states were incentivized to in-
corporate student growth measures in the process of teacher evaluations.
The Race to the Top grant program, as well as ESEA Flexibility Waivers
under NCLB, provided for states to develop evaluation systems that in-
cluded measures of student growth for teachers in all grades and sub-
jects as a significant factor in teacher evaluations.

In 2015, ESSA, changed the federal requirements and states are now
given full discretion as to whether and how to evaluate teachers. Given
the new ESSA flexibilities regarding teacher evaluations, some states are
reexamining, limiting, or altogether eliminating student growth as a com-
ponent of teachers’ evaluation process. While the number of states re-
quiring student growth as a component of teacher evaluations had risen
to 43 during the incentivization period prior to ESSA, ECS reports that by
2017—two years after the changes brought about by ESSA—the number
of states using student growth in teacher evaluations has fallen to 39.
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Section VIII addresses whether a realignment of state academic stand-
ards, Pennsylvania voluntary curriculum, and individual public school en-
tities curriculum would be necessary if Pennsylvania required students to
take the ACT or SAT in replace of the Keystone Exams for purposes of
satisfying the federal high school assessment and accountability require-
ments. It is unlikely a transition to a nationally recognized high school
assessment would require or result in the need for realignment as each
individual state is authorized to establish its own academic standards and
administer assessments, subject to United States Department of Educa-
tion (USDE) “peer review,” that can be adequately measured for compari-
SOoNn purposes.

A number of states using either the ACT or SAT tests to meet federal high
school assessment requirements have submitted for USDE peer review
and are in various stages of the review process, some states have been
designated “partially meets” and some “substantially meets,” although
none has been designated “meets” to date. All the ACT and SAT states
indicated that they did not realign their academic standards when they
decided to use these tests for federal assessment purposes. ACT and
College Board (SAT) representatives have indicated and acknowledged
their respective tests do not align to any one specific state’s assessment
and in fact were never designed to do so.

Data we collected shows that five states use the ACT to satisfy the federal
assessment requirements for reading/language arts and math and three
of those states also use the ACT for science. The data also shows that ten
states use the SAT to satisfy federal requirements for reading/language
arts and math, while only one of the states is additionally using the SAT
for the science component.

In the event Pennsylvania decides to utilize the ACT or SAT, or other na-
tionally recognized high school assessment, PDE would be required to
submit the assessment to the USDE for a “peer review” that includes the
following six critical elements necessary for approval:

1) Statewide System of Standards & Assessments — Align to and
address the depth and breadth of state standards.

2) Assessment System Operations — Be equivalent in its content
coverage, difficulty and quality to the state assessments.

3) Technical Quality (validity) — Provide comparable valid and relia-
ble academic achievement data, as compared to the state assess-
ments, for all high school students and for each subgroup.

4) Technical Quality (other) — Express achievement results in terms
consistent with the state’s achievement standards.

5) Inclusion of All Students Meets — ESSA’s requirement that all stu-
dents in a state take the same assessment.
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6) Academic Achievement and Standards Reporting — Provide unbi-
ased, rational and consistent differentiation between and among
schools in the state.

These six critical elements indicate a nationally recognized assessment
must meet the breadth of a state’s existing state standards and be equiv-
alent to existing state assessments. In other words, the assessment
should test and measure what is currently in place.

It is anticipated that there would be significant initial costs and logistics
associated with any transition, including ensuring the statewide data col-
lection system syncs with the numerous different data systems used by
various Pennsylvania school districts. PDE asserts that any costs would
be driven by the transition itself due to the fact all assessments consid-
ered should be aligned to the state’s standards of curriculum.

The development of Keystone Exams began in 2009, with the initial im-
plementation of the Keystone Exams occurring in fiscal year 2012-13 sub-
sequent to a now expired contract between PDE and Data Recognition
Corporation (DRC). The initial contract provided for overall costs, but did
not delineate the costs of the individual contract elements (e.g., CDT,
Keystone Exams, and PSSA). Subsequently, PDE rebid the contract and
included the requirement that the vendor break out the costs related to
the individual contract elements (including CDT, Keystone Exams and
PSSA). The current contract began in January 2016 (FY 2015-16) and
ends June 2021 (FY 2020-21). Under the current contract, PDE indicated
an overall assessment contract cost of $42.17 million for fiscal year 2017-
18, which included $12.84 million for Keystone Exams.

Section IX addresses the Pennsylvania Value-Added Assessment System
(PVAAS) and its tracking of longitudinal student growth, especially in the
context of the possibility of changing statewide assessment tools and
moving to the use of a nationally recognized tool, such as ACT or SAT.
Value-added assessment is a statistical process that measures students’
improvement from one year to the next.

PVAAS is Pennsylvania’s value-added assessment system and is a statisti-
cal analysis used to quantify the yearly academic progress rates of stu-
dent groups by school district, school, or teacher. To calculate the
growth measure, the students’ current achievements compared to all
prior achievement and achievement is measured by existing student as-
sessment data such as the PSSA and Keystone Exams. It measures
whether students made the expected growth based on their prior testing
history, thereby measuring the change in student achievement over time.
When the state’s assessment tool is changed and even when the assess-
ment is given for the first time, academic growth as measured by PVAAS
can still be calculated.
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A senior director overseeing the SAS EVAAS format through SAS Insti-
tute, Inc. likewise assured that PVAS can provide growth measures using
ACT or SAT at the district and school levels using prior PSSA tests to set
the expected scores of students. Teacher growth measurements, how-
ever, cannot be provided using ACT or SAT. This is because individual
teachers are typically connected to specific courses like algebra | or ge-
ometry, while the ACT and SAT are general achievement tests that cover
multiple courses and years.

Section X addresses the comparison of universal design principles and
accommodations available to students with disabilities for state stand-
ardized tests, and whether the availability of accommodations impact the
validity of the test as a growth measure. Accommodations are tools and
procedures that provide equal access to instruction and assessment for
students with disabilities to ensure such students are able to access ade-
quate grade level instruction and have every opportunity to demonstrate
their knowledge in state and local assessments. Accommodations do not
reduce expectations for learning.

There are four groups of students who may receive accommodations on
assessments:

1) Students with disabilities who have an Individualized Education
Plan (IEP).

2) Students with a Section 504 plan.

3) Students who are English Learners (ELs).

4) Students who are ELs with disabilities who have an IEP or 504
plan.

Federal laws like ESEA as amended by ESSA, IDEA, Section 504 of the Re-
habilitation Act of 1973 (reauthorized in 2008), and the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) are all meant to ensure individuals with dis-
abilities have an opportunity to fairly compete and pursue opportunities
as individuals. The protections offered by these four federal laws com-
plement each other and overlap to some extent. In regards to public
school students, these laws require the participation of students with dis-
abilities in standards-based instruction and assessment initiatives.

When discussing assessments and accommodations it is necessary to dis-
cuss the concept of “universal design” (design for everyone) in relation to
assessments in that such ensures accurate assessments and that all stu-
dents are provided with equal opportunities to demonstrate what they
have learned.

Universal design builds flexibility into assessments at the development
stage that acknowledges differences exist among individual students and
allows for flexible adjustments for a broad range of students. However,
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universally designed assessments are not intended to replace accommo-
dations or the need for alternative assessments for those students in
need of such.

Accommodations do not impact the validity of assessments or the valid-
ity of the test as a growth measure as long as the state adheres to the
recommended processes for developing the assessment and developing
the state's accommodation policies. Accommodations are considered
necessary for certain students to ensure the validity of test results and
the growth results based on them.

Until recently, the ACT and the College Board (SAT) limited the types of
accommodations they allowed in that a student was required to submit
documentation to the ACT or College Board entities to get their approval
for using an accommodation.

LBFC reviewed the types of accommodations currently being offered to
students with disabilities by Pennsylvania and the adjacent states of Dela-
ware (DE), Maryland (MD), New Jersey (NJ), New York (NY), Ohio (OH),
and West Virginia (W. VA). The types of accommodations available to
students has continued to become more common and uniform among
states. The report contains an exhibit that consists of four tables, and
provides a comparison of the types of accommodations available in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the surrounding states.

Section Xl assesses the impact on compliance with federally required
tests and accountability measures (such as school building performance
and educator effectiveness) in the event Pennsylvania expanded the op-
tions for opting-out from its statewide assessments (e.g., PSSA and Key-
stone Exams) to include objections based on philosophical grounds or
due to health issues. Federal law that established the federal assessment
and accountability requirements also specifies that state and local laws
are not preempted from allowing parents to have their children opt-out
of assessments.

Many states allowing opt-outs do so in cases of a physical disability,
medical reasons, or emergencies, a couple of states allow opt-outs based
on religious objection, and other states allow opt-outs for any reason.

While the religious opt-out is specifically provided for in Pennsylvania
Chapter 4 regulations, PDE indicates the participation rate is primarily im-
pacted by the following six factors:

1) Religious Opt-out (by parental request pursuant to Pennsylvania
Chapter 4 regulations).

2) Other Parental Request ("Refusal” - represents every other in-
stance of parent refusal).
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3) No Attempt and No Exclusion Marked (a student was issued a
test booklet, but did not answer enough questions to receive a
score).

4) No Test (no test record on file and reason unknown).

5) Extended Absence (a student missed the testing window due to
absence).

6) Other (does not fit any of the other categories).

Federal law requires states to incorporate student participation as a fac-
tor in a state’s accountability system and to address schools with partici-
pation rates below 95 percent; conversely it allows for up to five percent
non-participation. All students that do not participate in Pennsylvania’s
federally required state assessments (e.g., PSSA and Keystone Exams)
pursuant to the Pennsylvania religious opt-out ultimately have a negative
impact on a school’s participation rate (along with other reasons such as
parental refusal, extended absence due to illness, etc.), which can also
ultimately result in a reduced achievement/proficiency measure. The fed-
eral statute is explicit in regards to how states must calculate and report
federally required statewide assessment participation rates and states are
required, in their accountability systems, to address schools with partici-
pation rates below ninety-five percent.

The existence of opt-outs (religious or otherwise) has the potential to
negatively impact a state’s participation rates and may potentially impact
a state’s LEAs and schools achievement/proficiency rate along with ulti-
mately the ability of a state to be in compliance with federally required
assessments and accountability measures.

Schools throughout the country are experiencing and grappling with an
increase in the number of parents seeking to have their children opt-out
of standardized testing now that new state assessments have been im-
plemented pursuant to the federal requirements. Pennsylvania is no ex-
ception to this trend in that it also is experiencing an increase in the
number of parents utilizing its religious opt-out.

The impact of adding opt-out categories may be minimal. For example,
not all parents utilizing the Pennsylvania religious opt-out may be doing
so based on religious reasons. Additionally, some of the Pennsylvania
religious opt-out students, along with some of those Pennsylvanian stu-
dents listed among the other five factors (e.g., parental refusal, etc.) may
simply elect to make use of the additional proposed exclusion categories
based on philosophical grounds or due to health concerns. It is also pos-
sible, however, that the inclusion of the two additional exclusion catego-
ries may lead to an increase in the overall number of Pennsylvania stu-
dents opting out of federally required statewide assessments, which
would consequently reduce Pennsylvania’s participation rate.
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PDE indicates the vast majority of Pennsylvania school districts exceed 95
percent participation in all subject areas and participation issues are rela-
tively uncommon.
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SECTION I

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Why we conducted
this study...

Senate Resolution 2018-
322 directed the Legisla-
tive Budget and Finance
Committee (LBFC) to
conduct a study and pro-
vide a report on stand-
ardized tests in public
schools.

On June 6, 2018, the
LBFC Officers adopted
this study pursuant to
Senate Resolution 2018-
322,

Objectives

Specifically, the project (study) will:

Identify the number, type, and purpose of state and local man-
dated standardized tests administered for each grade level in
Pennsylvania’s public school districts.

Review the intended use of Pennsylvania’s State standardized
tests (SSTs) when originally authorized under Federal or State law
compared to how the tests are used today.

Evaluate the effectiveness of using standardized tests as indica-
tors for student achievement, school building performance, and
teacher evaluations.

Identify the cost and amount of time spent teaching test-taking
skills, and administering practice tests and standardized tests.
Conduct a comparison of the types of standardized tests re-
quired by other states, the states’ rationale for each test's use in
a State plan, and the use of standardized testing for teacher eval-
uations.

Identify whether a realignment of State academic standards,
Pennsylvania’s voluntary model curriculum, and individual public
school entities’ curriculum would be necessary if Pennsylvania
required each student to take the SAT, (formerly known as Ca-
reers Scholastic Aptitude Test) instead of the Keystone Exams,
along with the associated costs of new curricular materials, new
benchmarks, Statewide instructional supports, redesigned
Statewide instructional supports, and staff realigning local curric-
ulum plans.

Determine whether Pennsylvania can obtain a continuous longi-
tude growth measure for public school entities and teachers in
math, science, and English language arts based on student per-
formance on the SAT compared to the Pennsylvania value-added
assessment system (PVAAS) established under Section 221 of the
Public School of 1949.

Conduct a comparison of universal design principles and accom-
modations available to students with disabilities for all SSTs, and
determine whether the availability of instructional accommoda-
tions impact the validity of the tests as a growth measure.
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9. Measure the impact on compliance with federally required tests
and accountability measures, such as school building perfor-
mance and educator effectiveness, if Pennsylvania expanded the
options to be excused from State assessments to include objec-
tions on philosophical grounds or due to health concerns of the
child.

|
Scope

Senate Resolution 2018-322 (SR 322) directs the Legislative Budget and
Finance Committee to study standardized tests in public education for
the purposes of obtaining useful information to evaluate the cost, im-
pact, time spent and value of standardized testing in relation to student,
educator and school building assessments. See Appendix A for a copy of
SR 322.

|
Methodology

To understand the federal and state requirements for standardized test-
ing and the intended use of Pennsylvania's state standardized tests, we
reviewed the law and communicated with the staff of the United States
Department of Education (USDE) and the Pennsylvania Department of
Education (PDE). We reviewed testimony from Senate and House Educa-
tion Committee hearings held from 2015 to 2018 on the Keystone Exams,
the exams' use as a graduation requirement, and use as a tool for evalua-
tion and accountability.

To identify the number, type, and purpose of state and local standardized
tests administered in Pennsylvania’s school districts, the cost and amount
of time spent teaching test-taking skills, and administering practice tests
and standardized tests, and evaluate the effectiveness of using standard-
ized tests as indicators for student achievement, school building perfor-
mance, and teacher evaluations, we distributed three separate surveys to
Pennsylvania's superintendents, principals, and teachers.! We also met
and communicated with the PDE, various stakeholder groups represent-

' The response format parameters in the initial Superintendent Survey prevented Superintendents from selecting
more than one grade level for purposes of indicating in which grade levels the ACCESS for ELLs exam was adminis-
tered, and from selecting more than one grade level and/or subject in relation to the administration of AP exams re-
lated survey questions. LBFC distributed a supplemental Superintendent Survey to those superintendents who re-
sponded to the initial Superintendent Survey to allow them to select multiple grade levels and/or subjects as appro-
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ing Pennsylvania’s education professionals, and experts within the educa-
tion field. We also analyzed data provided by the PDE on student perfor-
mance, teacher evaluations, and school building performance.?

To conduct a comparison of other states’ use of standardized testing, we
reviewed data collected by the Education Commission of the States, and
Achieve Inc., as well as our own internal review of other states’ standard-
ized testing policies.

To identify if replacing the Keystone Exams with an alternative assess-
ments, such as the ACT or SAT, would require a realignment of State aca-
demic standards and curriculum, as well as the costs associated with the
realignment, we met and communicated with the USDE, the PDE, stake-
holder groups representing Pennsylvania’s education professionals, ex-
perts within the education field, the leaders within the standardized test-
ing industry (e.g., ACT and College Board [SAT]), and the various states
administering either the ACT or SAT to satisfy the Federal requirement
regarding administering a statewide high school assessment for all of
each state’s students.

To conduct a comparison of accommodations available to students with
disabilities for all SSTs and to consider how the incorporation of the con-
cept of universal design ensures accurate assessments that minimize the
need for individual design or accommodations, and to determine if those
accommodations impact the validity of the tests as a growth measure, we
met with the USDE, the PDE, stakeholder groups representing Pennsylva-
nia’'s education professionals, experts within the education field, and sev-
eral leaders within the standardized testing industry. We also reviewed
accommodation data for all 50 states, and also accumulated accommo-
dation data for Pennsylvania and the adjacent states of Delaware, Mary-
land, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, and West Virginia.?

To measure the impact of expanding the options to be excused from
state assessments, we met with the PDE, and analyzed data provided by
the PDE on student SST participation rates.

2 The Teacher Survey was initially distributed by the Pennsylvania State Education Association (PSEA and NEA affiliate)
to its member teachers; however, the survey was also subsequently distributed by the American Federation of Teach-
ers of Pennsylvania (AFT-PA an AFT affiliate) to its member teachers to ensure the widest possible distribution of the

Teacher Survey.

3 Portions of the 2011 report containing 2009 data listing the type of accommodations for students with disabilities
provided by the 50 states is included in the appendix of this report and provides a comprehensive overview of the
various types of accommodations provided by states. However, as data in the 2011 report was somewhat dated, a
comparison of the various accommodation provided by Pennsylvania compared to its six adjacent states was also
compiled and included as an exhibit.
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Frequently Used Abbreviations and
Definitions

Throughout this report, we use a number of abbreviations for govern-
ment-related agencies, terms, and functions. These abbreviations are as
follows:

Abbreviation Name
ADA Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
EL English Learner
ELP English Language Proficiency
ESEA Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (signed into law in 1965)
ESSA Every Student Succeeds Act (signed into law in 2015)
GCA Graduation Competency Assessments
IEP Individual Education Plan
IDEA Individual with Disabilities Education Act
LEA Local Education Agency
PA Core Standards PA Common Core Standards
PARCC Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers
PVASS Pennsylvania Value-Added Assessment System
PDE Pennsylvania Department of Education
NCEO National Center on Educational Outcomes
NCLB No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (signed into law in 2002)

Section 504 Plan/504 Plan

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (reauthorized in 2008)

Smarter Balanced/SBCA

Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium

USDE

United States Department of Education

|
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|
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analyst Louis Day. The release of this report should not be construed as
an indication that the Committee as a whole, or its individual members,
necessarily concur with the report’s findings, conclusions or recommen-
dations.

Any questions or comments regarding the contents of this report should
be directed to the following:

Patricia A. Berger, Executive Director
Legislative Budget and Finance Committee
P.O. Box 8737

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-8737
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SECTION II
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Fast Facts...

7
§ %4

A Standardized test
is any form of test
that requires all test
takers to answer the
same questions, in
the same way, and
scored in a consistent
manner.

The modern stand-
ardized testing
movement in the
United States began
with the enactment
of the Elementary
and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965.

The origins of Penn-
sylvania standard-
ized testing and state
assessments can be
traced back to the
enactment in 1963 of
the School District
Reorganization Act.

In 1999, the founda-
tion of Pennsylva-
nia’s modern assess-
ment system was
laid when Chapter 4
Regulations were
adopted.

General Background and History of Stand-
ardized Tests

Standardized test is defined as “any form of test that requires all test tak-
ers to answer the same questions, or selection of questions from a com-
mon bank of questions, in the same way, and that is scored in a standard
or consistent manner, which makes it possible to compare the relative
performance of individual students or groups of students.”* The most
common forms of standardized tests include the following: achievement
tests (measure knowledge and skills learned by a student to determine
academic progress), aptitude tests (attempt to predict a student’s ability
to succeed), college-admissions tests (used as indicators of intellectual
and academic potential in the collegiate program admittance process),
international-comparison test (administered periodically to a representa-
tive sample in a number of countries for the purpose of monitoring
achievement trends in individual countries and comparing educational
performance across countries), and psychological tests (including 1Q
tests, used to measure a person’s cognitive abilities and mental, emo-
tional, development and social characteristics).

The first documentation of standardized testing dates back to 7" Century
China, where such tests continued to be used until 1898, to test job ap-
plicants’ rote-learned knowledge of Confucian philosophy and poetry
using an essay format. Meanwhile, standardized tests were initially de-
veloped and utilized in the Western world as an efficient and quick way
to test the growing body of students ushered in by the Industrial Revolu-
tion that began in England and eventually spread to other parts of Eu-
rope and the United States.’

As shown in Exhibit 1, standardized testing in America dates back to
1845 when the first standardized test was given to a select group of 530
students attending public schools in Boston, Massachusetts.®

4 Greaterschoolspartnership.org. “The Glossary of Education Reform” Edglossary.org. Last Modified on December 5,
2014, Accessed on July 25, 2018. https://www.edglossary.org/standized-test/.

> The First Industrial Revolution lasted from about 1760 and ended by 1840, while the Second Industrial Revolution
period ran from around 1870 to 1914 (beginning of World War I).

6 There were nineteen grammar schools in Boston in 1845 with a total enrollment of 8,115 pupils (each school had
approximately 430 pupils).
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Exhibit 1

Standardized Testing History in America

Harvard President
Proposes Common
Enfrance Exams
1+ Written Test, for College College Board's
Boston, MA 1t Exam
. . _ ACT Test Developed
1845
1845 _En_ o 1890 1990 1901 7 1926 7 1959 7 Present 7
1870s
Shift from Oral College Board
to Written Tests College Enfrance Administers 1st SAT
Examination Board
(College Board)

Established

Source: Developed by LBFC Staff from data contained in this report.
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Previously, an examination committee would conduct periodic oral exams
of some pupils to measure educational attainment in American Schools.
Boston school reformers Horace Mann (a lawyer and legislator who was
the secretary of the newly created State Board of Education from 1837 to
48), and Samuel Gridley Howe (who was elected to the School Commit-
tee in 1844) in 1845, developed and administered their written standard-
ized test based on information Mann had gleaned from his 1843 Euro-
pean school tour.

School masters were angered in that they had not previously seen the
preprinted questions, students were terrified and most flunked the test.
Parents felt the students had been deliberately embarrassed by the ex-
aminers and subsequently rejected Howe in the next cycle of School
Committee elections. Test results were used by examiners to criticize
teachers and the quality of education and resulted in some teachers be-
ing fired. Critics hit back at the examiners and accused them of injecting
politics into schools, while demeaning students and teachers.

Notably, Mann's goal was to replicate the best teaching methods to en-
sure all children had equal opportunities.” Meanwhile, the examiners
themselves explained that they sought “positive information, in black and
white,” to reveal what students knew.

Regardless of the virtues touted by the various stakeholders at the time
in terms of ensuring a quality education for all pupils, one thing certain
about the 1845 written test is that it sparked an on-going debate about
the politics, meaning, and virtues of testing that continues today.® Bos-
ton school reformer Horace Mann even warned that statistics alone can-
not measure the absolute worth of a school or its pupils, but rather many
factors shape a school’s achievement.

Author and Professor William J. Reese wrote in a New York Times op-ed:
“What transpired then still sounds eerily familiar [today]: cheating scan-
dals, poor performance by minority groups, the narrowing of curriculum,
the public shaming of teachers, the appeal of more sophisticated
measures of assessment, the superior scores of other nations, all amount-
ing to a constant drumbeat about school failure.” Reese goes on to say:
“Testing yields essential, valuable knowledge about school performance,
but its exaggerated use distorts teaching and ignores the broader pur-
pose of education.”

In 1900, the "College Entrance Examination Board” (a nonprofit group of
universities and other educational organizations now simply known as

7 JSTOR Daily, “A Short History of Standardized Tests — The origins of standardized tests” Dail jstor.org. May 12, 2015.
https://daily.jstor.org/short-history-standardized-tests/.

8 William J. Reese, Testing Wars in the Public Schools: Forgotten History (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,

2013), p. 101.
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the "College Board") was established, and in 1901, the first examinations
were administered around the country in nine subjects. The exam was
administered in essay form as that multiple choice test format was an in-
vention still more than a decade away. In 1926, they administered the
first SAT tests, and in 1959, ACT was developed as a competitor to the
SAT.?

Federal Requirements. The modern standardized testing movement in
the United States began with the enactment of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), which included mandated stand-
ardized testing and accountability provisions, subject to strict federal
oversight, for the purpose of raising standards and to make education
more equitable.’® ESEA's stated purpose in its most current form “is to
provide all children significant opportunity to receive a fair, equitable,
and high-quality education, and to close educational achievement gaps.”
This was followed by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) that
was signed into law in 2002. The NCLB reauthorized and amended ESEA
by mandating annual testing in reading, math and science subjected to
strict federal oversight.' Most recently in 2015, the Every Student Suc-
ceeds Act (ESSA) repealed NCLB and reauthorized and amended ESEA by
shifting power back to states and local school districts to determine how
to improve troubled public schools.’ ESSA represents a continuing
movement of education policy away from being strictly focused on com-
pliance, and instead shifts the focus to the establishment of rigorous ex-
pectations/standards for students and assisting schools to help students
meet the standards.’® ESSA preserves federally mandated standardized
testing, but eliminates the punitive consequence for states and school
districts that perform poorly and specifically bars the federal government
from imposing academic requirements like the Common Core State
Standards discussed below.™ As state assessments are designed to
measure students’ mastery of content specified by the state’s standards,

9 Originally SAT and ACT were acronyms respectively for Scholastic Aptitude Test (and subsequently Scholastic As-
sessment Test among other things briefly) and American College Testing, although today the tests are simply known
as SAT and ACT. Historically, the SAT was more geared toward testing logic, while the ACT was more focused on test-
ing accumulated knowledge. Also of note, the SAT was more commonly accepted by colleges on the East Coast,
while the ACT was more commonly accepted by colleges in the Midwest and South.

10 ESEA — Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, P.L. 89-10, (1965), 20 U.S.C. §§ 6301 et seq.

" NCLB - No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, P.L. 107-110, (2002), which was mainly codified in Chapter 70 of Title 20,
20 U.S.C. 8§ 6301 et seq.

12 ESSA — Every Student Succeeds Act, P.L. 114-95, (2015), which was mainly codified in Chapter 70 of Title 20, 20
U.S.C. §§ 6301 et seq.

13 "Every Student Succeeds Act: Pennsylvania Consolidated State Plan,” by the Pennsylvania Department of Education
(January 12, 2018), p. 1.

4 While ESSA continues to require states to establish challenging standards in math, reading and science, it also gave
states greater flexibility in regards to setting their own goals and consequences for schools not obtaining those goals,
it emphasizes student academic growth (vs. just looking at whether the student is on grade level), and it allows states
to alternatively utilize nationally recognized tests (e.g., ACT, SAT, etc.).
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states needed (under NCLB), and will continue to need (under ESSA) to,
revise and/or replace their tests to make these assessments.

Exhibit 2 highlights the timeline reflecting the enactment of ESEA and its
subsequent reauthorization and amendment by NCLB and ESSA.

Exhibit 2
ESEA Timeline

1965 2002 2015

Elementary The No Child
and Secondary Left Behind

The Every
Student

Succeeds Act
(ESSA)

Education Act Act
(ESEA) (NCLB)

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education.

Although some states had standardized testing assessment systems in
place for decades, others implemented them in response to state ac-
countability laws (passed in the 1990s), while the remaining states fol-
lowed suit to comply with the requirements of NCLB. The enactment of
NCLB (and the subsequent enactment of ESSA) expanded the number of
students taking standardized tests in most states (e.g., Pennsylvania) by
requiring the administration of math and reading tests in grades 3
through 8, and once in grades 9 through 12, and science tests in at least
three grades (grade spans 3 through 5, 6 through 8, and 10 through 12).
The year prior to the enactment of NCLB, no more than 13 states met this
requirement (according to data collected by the Pew Center on the
States).

Common Core. NCLB mandated states adopt state academic standards
and state testing systems that met federal requirements in relation to
core academic subjects. NCLB defines core academic subjects as includ-
ing English, reading or language arts, mathematics, science, foreign lan-
guages, civics and government, economics, arts, history and geography.'

5 NCLB and subsequently ESSA only require standards and testing with regard to the “core academic subjects” of
reading, math and sciences, although both allow states to adopt standards in other subjects. However, while NCLB

Page 11



LEGISLATIVE BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
Report — Standardized Tests in Public Education

NCLB was a precursor to Common Core State Standards (Common Core),
which was an effort to provide a clearer, more specific and consistent na-
tional education standard (set of guidelines) for states to adopt for each
grade level to help schools improve and as such can be viewed as a natu-
ral extension of NCLB."®* Common Core, although not mandated by fed-
eral law, was supported by the federal government via Race to the Top
grants. InJune 2009, the National Governors Association (NGA) Center
for Best Practices and the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)
launched the Common Core State Standards Initiative (Common Core
Initiative) that consisted of 48 states (including Pennsylvania), two territo-
ries, and the District of Columbia. The objective of the Common Core
Initiative was to identify and develop common core knowledge and skills
mastery with regards to English language arts (ELA) and mathematics
that every student needs to master in all grades (K-12) to enter college or
a career prepared to succeed.” Common Core standards promote equity
by ensuring all students are well prepared, while ensuring states have the
flexibility to make changes of up to 15 percent and still say they are using
Common Core. By the end of 2011, 45 states (including Pennsylvania in
2010), two territories, and the District of Columbia have adopted a varia-
tion of the National Common Core State Standards.

States generally banded into two groups/consortiums to develop Com-
mon Core assessment tests (to be used to assess both students and
teachers), although there were some smaller alternative consortia and in
some instances states participated in more than one consortia: 1) Smarter
Balanced Assessment Consortium (Smarter Balanced/SBCA); and 2) Part-
nership for Assessment for Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC).
Common Core based student testing began in the 2014-15 school year."
However, since adopting Common Core State Standards a number of
states have opted out in whole or part due to questions over testing and
associated costs. While Pennsylvania adopted the National Common
Core State Standards in 2010, and continues to maintain similarly aligned
standards, it developed, established, and implemented the PA Keystone

merely references “state standards,” ESSA would subsequently require states adopt challenging academic content
standards in reading, math and sciences. ESSA specifically prohibits the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Educa-
tion from having any authority over a state’s academic standards. By restoring state control over academic standards,
states are now responsible for choosing what academic standards to adopt or develop to ensure that they are aligned
with college entrance requirements and relevant State career and technical education standards.

16 FindLaw a part of Thomson Reuters, “No Child Left Behind vs. Common Core,” findlaw.com. Accessed on August 8,
2018, p. 1. http://www.education.findlaw.com/curriculum-standards-school-funding/no-child-left-behind-vs-com-
mon-core.html.

7 The actual implementation of Common Core (in relation to English language arts and math), including how the
standards taught and curriculum developed, is left entirely to the state and local levels. English language arts and
math were the subjects chosen for Common Core, because students build skill sets based on these two areas that
used in the other subjects.

18 Supporters of Common Core tests site one of the advantages of these tests versus standardized exams initially de-
veloped under NCLB, which some critics argue can encourage “teaching to the test,” is that Common Core tests in-
volve short answer and essay guestions to measure logic and reasoning skills.
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Exams via its own procurement process and did not utilize the Common
Core tests developed by the related consortia of PARCC and Smarter Bal-
anced.” In 2013, Pennsylvania ultimately replaced the National Common
Core Standards with the similarly aligned PA Common Core State Stand-
ards (PA Core Standards) adopted by the State Board of Education, which
reflect both a name change for the purpose of better identifying the
standards for the Commonwealth, and a few adjustments to better fit the
needs of Pennsylvania students in ELA and math along with addressing
concerns about adverse impacts for special needs and English Language
students.?® The adoption of PA Core Standards also reflected a desire to
maintain local control versus the appearance of federal control.

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. Another body of federal
law that warrants mention for the purposes of this study is the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which was originally enacted in
1970 (known at the time as the Education of the Handicapped Act).?’
IDEA was most recently reauthorized and underwent extensive revision in
2004. The general purpose of IDEA is to ensure that all children with dis-
abilities have available to them a free appropriate public education that
emphasizes special education and related services designed to meet their
unique needs and prepare them for further education, employment and
independent living. Part B of IDEA in section 1412 (a)(16)(A) specifies "All
children with disabilities are included in all general State and district-wide
assessment programs with appropriate accommodations and alternative
assessments where necessary and as indicated in their respective individ-
ualized education programs [IEP].” The United States Department of Ed-
ucation (USDE) finds no conflict between IDEA and ESEA, as amended by
ESSA, with regard to students who qualify for an IEP and meet the criteria
for taking an alternative assessment versus students who need more tai-
lored classroom instruction that would allow the IEP student to pass the
regular assessment test.

IEP students who meet the criteria for taking an alternative assessment,
ESEA, as amended by ESSA, requires states to limit the total number of
students with the most severe cognitive disabilities (with an IEP) being

91n 2009, Pennsylvania Department of Education contracted with Data Recognition Corporation to develop Keystone
Exams as the Common Core initiative was only going to produce exams in ELA and math that would not be ready for
several years, whereas the Keystone Exams were originally slated to cover a total of ten core academic subjects that
include ELA, math and science. Implementing the Common Core Standards in Pennsylvania (State Board of Education
White Paper, 2012), p. 3.

20 The State Board of Education noted in its white paper that Pennsylvania had pre-existing standards in ELA and
math adopted in 1999 that matched with over 87 percent of the National Common Core State Standards, and that the
greatest difference when compared to the Common Core was a matter of organization in that Pennsylvania’s pre-
existing standards were situated in grades 3, 5, 8, and 11, while the Common Core was situated in grades K-12 (a
staircase leading to college and career readiness).

21 |DEA - Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, P.L. 108-446, (2004), which was codified in Chapter 33 of Title 20,
20 U.S.C. §§ 1400 et seq.
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assessed by alternative assessments to no more than one percent of the
total number of all students in the State who are assessed in each subject
area.?> However, ESEA, as amended by ESSA, also precludes states from
imposing a cap on Local Education Agencies (LEA) related to the percent-
age of students who are administered the state’s alternative assessment,
although an LEA that exceeds the one percent threshold (in grades 3
through 8 and 11t grade) are required to submit justification to its state
education agency.?

Change and Growth of Standardized Tests. Written standardized tests
have come to be viewed as a potentially inexpensive and effective means
of assessing performance. Proponents of standardized tests argue such
testing fairly and objectively measures student abilities, ensures the ac-
countability of teachers and schools to taxpayers, and is supported by
students and parents. Opponents alternatively argue standardized tests
are unfair and lack objectively, encourage the practice of “teaching to the
test” resulting in a more limited curriculum, and undermine a student's
ability to be an innovator or to think critically. However, even after con-
sidering the pros and cons related to standardized testing, one must be
cognizant of the limits of standardized testing and the fact that test re-
sults differ, and may be reflective of various factors such as: socioeco-
nomic privilege (e.g., private test preparation, etc.) and the different
backgrounds of pupils and the issues attributed to such (e.g., early child-
hood malnutrition, resources available at the local school, etc.).

Standardized tests and test preparation have subsequently become big
business and that multibillion dollar business continued to grow since the
enactment of NCLB and the subsequent enactment of ESSA. According
to the Pew Center on the States, annual state spending on standardized
tests increased from $423 million before the NCLB (enacted in 2002) to
upwards of $1.1 billion in 2008 (to put this in perspective this reflects a
160 percent increase compared to a 19.22 percent increase in inflation
during the same time period). A more recent study by the Brown Center
on Education Policy at Brooking put the cost at upwards of $1.7 billion in
2011 related to state spending on standardized tests. The study further
notes that this represents only one-quarter of one percent of annual K
through 12 education spending.

22 |DEA consists of four parts: Part A [General Provisions - §§ 1400 to 1409], Part B [Assistance for Education of All Chil-
dren (ages 3 to 21) with Disabilities - §§ 1411 to 1419)], Part C [Infants and Toddlers (birth to age 2) with Disabilities -
§§ 1431 to 1444] and Part D [National Activities to Improve Education of Children with Disabilities - §§ 1450 to 1482].
2 Over 450 of Pennsylvania LEAs have more than one percent (1%) of their student population taking the Pennsylva-
nia Alternative System of Assessment (PASA).
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.
Pennsylvania Standardized Tests Origins

and History

The origins of Pennsylvania standardized testing and state assessments
can be traced back to the enactment in 1963 of the School District Reor-
ganization Act (Act 1963-299), which established and required the State
Board of Education to develop an evaluation procedure designed to ob-
jectively measure the adequacy and efficiency of the educational pro-
grams offered by Pennsylvania public schools. This legislative mandate
resulted in the State Board contracting with Educational Testing Service
of Princeton, New Jersey, to engage in a two year process to ascertain
what constituted a quality education. In 1965, the State Board adopted
The Goals of Quality Education and in 1967, the Pennsylvania Depart-
ment of Education (PDE) formed an organizational unit that began to de-
velop and field test appropriate measures during the 1967-68 and 1968-
69 school years.

Educational Quality Assessment. In the 1969-70 school year, the first
state assessment of Pennsylvania students was conducted via the Educa-
tional Quality Assessment (EQA) program (a voluntary school-based as-
sessment). Initially, the EQA program results were limited to grades 5
and 11 that included ten goal areas with the program being mandated,
and additionally adding grade 8 in 1974. Ultimately, the EQA program
would evolve into one that used a matrix sampling design to measure
school results in reading, language arts, mathematics, science, health, so-
cial studies and analytical thinking.

Test for Essential Learning and Literacy Skills. The EQA program con-
tinued to operate until 1988; meanwhile, the program lead to the initia-
tion, in the 1984-85 school year, of the state’s first mandated student
competency testing program, known as Testing for Essential Learning
and Literacy Skills (TELLS) established by Act 1984-93. TELLS required all
public school students in grades 3, 5 and 8 to be given criteria-refer-
enced tests in reading and writing. The act further required remedial in-
struction programs to be provided by school districts for students identi-
fied in need of remedial instruction by the TELLS testing program.

Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA). The TELLS testing
program continued to be administered until spring 1991 and was subse-
quently replaced by the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment
(PSSA) in 1992, this marked a return to a school assessment model with
reporting only at the school level. School district participation was every
three years with testing conducted in February/March. Reading and
math were assessed in grades 5, 8, and 11 and school districts had the
option to participate in grades 6 and 9 writing assessment testing.
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State Board revisions to the Pennsylvania regulations implementing PSSA
in 1994, resulted in the following major changes to PSSA in spring 1995:
1) reading and math testing became annual for all schools; 2) grades 6
and 9 writing assessments became mandatory (on the 3 year cycle); and
3) student level reports (assessments) were generated in addition to
school level reports.

In 1999, the foundation of Pennsylvania’s modern assessment system was
laid when the State Board adopted Chapter 4 Academic Standards and
Assessment regulations that replaced previously adopted Chapters 3 and
5 regulations. These regulations represented a major structural change
to PSSA test content as it became standards based, and the entire test
was aligned with “Pennsylvania Academic Standards” for reading, writing,
speaking and listening, and mathematics.?* The regulations also pro-
vided that the PSSA results were to be broadly disseminated to students,
parents, educators, citizens, school districts, and state policy makers (e.g.,
Pennsylvania General Assembly and State Board).

Ensuing years have resulted in further modifications to the PSSAs, includ-
ing following the enactment of NCLB and the subsequent enactment of
ESSA that required the administration of math and reading tests in
grades 3 through 8 and once in high school, and science tests in at least
three grades (grade spans 3 through 5, 6 through 8 and 10 through 12).
This resulted in Pennsylvania school districts being required to administer
PSSAs in grades 3 through 8 and grade 11 with PSSAs being replaced by
the Keystone Exams in grades 9 through 12.%

Keystone Exams. In 2006, the Governor's Commission on College and
Career Success issued its final report and found that the PSSA exam was
a valid predictor of a student’s likelihood to succeed at college or entry-
level jobs. Students scoring at proficient or above on their grade 11
PSSA were found to have a 90 percent likelihood of placing directly into
college-level courses with no need for remediation. The Governor's
Commission report went on to recommend that proficiency can be
demonstrated either by scoring proficient or better on the grade 11 PSSA
or passing a series of Graduation Competency Assessments (GCA) within
four major content areas (math thru algebra II; English/language arts
[reading and writing]; laboratory science; and American history, econom-
ics and government).2® At the time of the report there were two existing
pathways to demonstrate proficiency on Pennsylvania standards prior to
graduation: 1) performing proficient or better on grade 11 PSSAs; or 2)

24 The Pennsylvania Academic Standards detailed what a student should know (knowledge) and be able to do (skill) at

various grade levels.

2> Keystone Exams may be taken earlier if the student has taken the subject matter in an earlier grade.
26 The Graduation Competency Assessments were the precursor for what would ultimately come to be established

and known as the Keystone Exams.
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demonstrating proficient on an equivalent local assessment. The Gover-
nor's Commission recommended maintaining two pathways by keeping
the grade 11 PSSAs, while replacing the local assessment with the GCA (a
common statewide assessment) that could be taken as soon as the con-
tent area was mastered.

In 2008, the Commonwealth initiated a comprehensive GCA program and
in 2009, the Commonwealth initiated the development of test designs for
Keystone Exams under the GCA program based on Pennsylvania Key-
stone Course Standards.?’” Keystone Exams were envisioned to ultimately
assess proficiency in ten subjects (i.e., algebra |, algebra I, geometry, bi-
ology, chemistry, civics and government, English composition, literature,
U.S. history and world history), although to date only three subjects are
being tested and assessed via Keystone Exams. It was originally envi-
sioned that the Keystone Exams full slate of subject matters would be
phased in beginning with algebra |, biology and literature. The first three
Keystone Exams (i.e., algebra |, biology, and literature) were field tested in
fall 2010 and became operational in spring 2011, although they were not
administered as a replacement for the grade 11 PSSA until the 2012-13
school year. Meanwhile, the seven remaining subject matters have not
been implemented to date.

Exhibit 3 presents how far PDE proceeded in terms of implementing Key-

stone Exams before re-evaluating the implementation plans (as of Sep-
tember 2017).

Exhibit 3

Keystone Exams Wave Implementation Plan

Initial First
Field Test Operational
1 Algebra |, Biology, Literature Fall 2010 Spring 2011
2 English Composition Spring 2011 TBD
2 Algebra Il, Geometry Spring 2011 Not Scheduled
3 Civics and Government TBD Not Scheduled
4 Chemistry, U.S. History, World History TBD Not Scheduled

Source: Developed by LBFC staff from Data Recognition Corporation Table 1-1. Keystone Exams Wave Implementation Plan.

Act 2012-82 amended the Public School Code of 1949, by adding, among
other things, a new section 121 (Keystone Exams) that statutorily man-
dated all ten Keystone Exams be developed and implemented not later

27 Keystone Exams were just one piece of the GCA program and Pennsylvania’s graduation requirements as students
must also earn state-speci