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During the last two (2) decades, terms such as increased standards, teacher accountability,
education reform effort, unified curriculum, no child left behind, “highly-qualified teachers,”
research-based curriculum, increased teacher certification criteria and annual professional
performance review have been coined, used and overused in an effort to “improve student
achievement.” It is clear from the plethora of current terms around educational reform that the

focus is centered on teachers.

As an educator, I have spent my entire professional life in education starting my teaching career
in inner city Philadelphia and New York City. Subsequently, I served as an administrator and
Superintendent in upstate New York, in New York City, and on Long Island. I have spent the
last 10 years serving as a Community Superintendent in New York City and a District
Superintendent on Long Island, the last three of which I have been the Superintendent of a
moderate wealth, high-performing district. I share this with you as I think these experiences
offer a unique perspective. The primary focus of my work has been, and continues to be,
working with teachers to determine what students should know, be able to do, and be able to use
beyond the situational classroom. This work has included curriculum alignment both horizontal
and vertical. Once aligned, common proficiencies are determined; they are recorded and used to
inform the development of common assessments and scoring rubrics. Simultaneously, teachers

are engaged in professional development related to shifting classroom practices to support



increased student achievement. In addition, common benchmark assessments have been
identified and administered at regular intervals as a way of checking student growth as the

program is developed.

It appears that the implementation of the Common Core Learning Standards carries with it, at a
very broad level, a reasonable alignment philosophy. In addition, they demonstrate higher levels
of rigor that will likely result in increased student achievement in some districts, if implemented
in a thoughtful, student-centered manner. However, for me, the issues at hand are not the
Common Core Learning Standards or their value; clearly these standards were developed with a
level of thought and expertise that resulted in some very valuable components. Rather, the
primary issues and concern include the loss of local control, the over emphasis on standardized

tests, and the ill-conceived manner in which said tests are administered and the results utilized.

There is little argument that there are struggling schools; schools that need to be redesigned with
appropriate supports. However, there is also no argument that the vast majority of public schools
in New York are providing a very solid academic program with many going above and beyond
any requirement set forth by Federal and State governing bodies; schools that are supporting
student achievement at the highest levels; schools where nearly every student goes to college —
whether public or private; schools producing students that are not required to take remedial-level
courses when they get to college. I would argue that the new New York State assessment
protocols actually hinder the ability of these schools to continue to provide such an education —
in essence, the focus on standardized assessments which force a narrow, prescribed view of the

Common Core, is actually “dumbing-down” these schools.



Before I continue, I want to emphasize that I am not here to criticize or blame, and I can state
emphatically that I, my teachers and administrators, my community, and my fellow
superintendents support rigorous programming and high levels of accountability for all students
and staff. What we struggle with are altered and not yet complete, mandated structures intended
to force curricular changes that are then funneled through very narrowly constructed,

assessments.

Regarding these change efforts, whether in successful schools or schools that are struggling,
Peter Senge, renowned organizational theorist from MIT, says, “The practice of shared vision
involves the skills of unearthing shared ‘pictures of the future’ that foster genuine commitment
and enrollment rather than compliance. In mastering this discipline, leaders learn the counter-

productiveness of trying to dictate a vision, no matter how heartfelt.”

As we consider the imposition of outside mandates such as the Common Core Grades three to
eight state assessments and related changes to our program, a program we value, I offer the
following: The State Education Department, Board of Regents, and other entities (corporate and
political) invested in measuring student growth and achievement via standardized assessments
related to the Common Core reform effort, may actually produce lost opportunity; opportunity to
provide a well-rounded educational program that supports student success; success in areas that
will support our goals and the goals of individual students in high school and whatever they
choose to do after they leave high school and, in many cases on Long Island and in my home
district, Commack, that typically means going to college. I would argue, and have proven with

real data, that Commack has been more than adequately preparing students for college (see



Attachment A) and/or career opportunities for decades with significant increases in that regard
over the last several years (see Attachment B). Our record speaks for itself. It is clear; our
program, and the program of many districts statewide, prepares all students for high levels of
achievement; so why the forced change? If schools can demonstrate through real data that their
students are prepared for college and career; if they can demonstrate that they are continually
monitoring student growth and making instructional adjustments; if they can demonstrate that
their academic program goes above that provided by the State, why superimpose such a dramatic

change? These questions are not meant to be rhetorical.

Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin indicated that research shows a significant shift away from
the accepted norms and models of “preservice” or “inservice” training and more toward “the
hard work of developing concrete exemplars of the policies and practices that model “top-down
support for bottom-up reform” (Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin, 1995, p. 2). In Commack,
like many other districts across the state, our top down support of bottom up reform allows for
the following:
e Teachers and administrators continuously working to determine what we want
students to know, be able to do, and truly understand;
o Teachers and administrators regularly reviewing and aligning their curriculum;
® Teachers and administrators engaging in professional-learning opportunities as they
work with all students toward success;
® Teachers and administrators monitoring student academic growth regularly;
¢ Teachers and administrators adjusting their curriculum and teaching methods to

meet the needs of students; and



e Teachers and administrators helping produce some of the most successful students

in the country year in and year out (see Attachment B).

So, why the forced change? Why the insistence that we abandon structures and methods locally
determined for those developed by others who are unfamiliar with the strengths of our students
and staff? Why force additional assessments on students? Why force the expense related with

what the data proves are unnecessary changes?

More importantly, I would argue that by altering educational programs to meet the demands of
assessments that have been rushed, that have an altered “cut score,” that have no research-based
evidence that they better measure a child’s readiness, at least none that has been produced to
date, is a very professionally dangerous thing to do. If we, in our rush to raise test scores,
eliminate parts of our program that support the exit outcomes our students need to gain
acceptance into the college of their choice or career path they desire, we are doing them a
disservice. If we abandon the arts, social emotional, physical fitness, and other types of
programs not measurable on a standardized test, we risk creating generations of “test takers” as

opposed to thinkers and innovators.

As mentioned earlier, this last round of assessments was fraught with significant shortcomings. I
offer the following as examples:
The spring 2013 New York State mathematics and ELA assessments:
e Were developed prior to the final publication of the related curriculum;

e Were administered prior to the first full year of curricular implementation;



e Were unseen by teachers;

e Were developed and, subsequently administered, in different forms in different
schools and in some cases in different forms in the same school;

e Included field test questions that did not count toward the final score;

o Depending on the version of the assessment, the field test question(s) may
have been at the beginning of the test, in others at the end — keeping in
mind these are timed tests.

e Were very time intensive for young children; and
e They claim to measure a child’s college and career readiness — However, to date,
no evidence to support this claim is available.
Some of these issues will be addressed in the second year of administration. However, much
damage has been done to our students and potentially to our programs, should we choose to veer

from the course, a course that was locally determined, a course that works.

Other very real concerns arise when we consider that there will be changes to Regents exams.
Should those changes result in the same, or similar, decrease in passing rates as the Grades
three (3) to eight (8) assessments, students may fail these exams through no fault of their own or
the school. In a New York State Education Department News and Notes message to the field in
August 2013, it was indicated that, regarding the passing rates for 2013 Grades three (3) to
eight (8) assessments, “...the change in proficiency rates does not mean teachers are teaching
less or that students are learning less than last year.” If this same precept is adopted when

making changes to Regents exams, students who will score at significant levels on Scholastic



Aptitude Tests (SAT) and American College Testing (ACT) exams, may actually “fail” Regents

exams.

Over the last year or so, several of my colleagues and I have met with the representatives from
the State Education Department, the Lieutenant Governor, Senators Marecellino and Flanagan,
have attended meetings with the Commissioner, and I am testifying before you today regarding
the rushed implementation of the Common Core and particularly the related assessment
protocols to share our concerns with this "reform" effort. At this time, I don't want to
editorialize more than I already have. However, I would argue that these efforts to standardize
instruction and instructional programs, no matter the strengths and challenges of a system, are ill
conceived. Darling Hammond and others have indicated, “New course mandates, curriculum
guidelines, tests, or texts cannot produce greater student learning and understanding without
investments in opportunities that give teachers access to knowledge about the nature of learning,
development, and performance in different domains” (Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin 1995,

p. 2) both the child’s and their own.

Before I finalized my comments for today, I took significant time to reflect and asked myself,
“What if I'm wrong? What if my assertions are incorrect? Right now I feel right — clearly my
statements about standardized assessments indicate that I think I am RIGHT. Given the stakes,
the learning opportunities of our students, the APPR scores of our teachers and principals, the
use of very limited resources and more, I felt a duty to assure I was at least on the right track. In
that regard, I continue to live in a state of inquiry; before making changes, it is imperative that I

gather additional information through theoretical and empirical research as well as active



conversations with people in the field, people actually engaged in educating students,
practitioners who are bright, thoughtful and honest. There was, and is, no doubt that inquiry is
called for when suggesting changes to our programs, changes that will have an impact on the
lives of our students. Ibelieve it is our professional obligation that prior to making changes that
affect student learning opportunities, we do the necessary homework to assure, at least to the best
of our ability, success.

e We should not force change on schools that are successful, actively reflective,
learning organizations — we should identify schools that need change and act
accordingly;

® We should not force schools to adopt assessment protocols that have not been fully
vetted and shared with the field and most certainly not before the associated
curriculum is fully developed, released, and implemented; and

e We should not force young children to sit for the abundance of assessments set
forth in New York year in and year out in the name of measuring the progress
toward college and career readiness — to do so demonstrates a lack of understanding
about the developmental abilities of students and the learning process.

o Student learning is best understood when employing strategies that have
been developed whereby teachers are provided categories in specific
content areas and descriptions of variations in students’ thinking about the
subject matter. In this manner teachers are able to have discussions not
only about the subject matter, but also the “‘theoretical’ knowledge of the
characteristics and development of children’s thinking and ‘particular’

knowledge of problems” (Berne & Wilson, 1998, p. 181).



I believe, and research supports, the use of the right assessments for the right
reasons;

e “Schools must achieve a better balance between activities that incorporate
ideas of distributed cognition and those that stress only individual
competence” (Borko & Putnam, 2000, p. 5).

I believe, and research supports, the active use of formative, diverse assessments to
understand student abilities throughout their career;

I believe, and research supports, giving teachers continuous feedback in a
non-punitive, non-prescriptive manner where everyone understands that
improvement is ongoing, is the most effective way to assess teaching and learning.

e Cognitive psychologists agree that “the essence of knowledge is structure.”
Knowledge is not a ‘basket of facts’” (R. Anderson, 1984, p. 5 from Borko
and Putnam in New Paradigms, p. 36). Shulman et al, indicate that
teachers draw on seven domains of knowledge when planning and carrying
out instructional programs: general pedagogical knowledge, knowledge of
students, knowledge of subject matter, pedagogical content knowledge,
knowledge of other content, knowledge of the curriculum, and knowledge of
educational aims (Borko and Putnam, 1995, p. 36). Virtually all cognitive
psychologists share a fundamental assumption that an individual’s
knowledge structures and mental representations of the world play a
central role in perceiving, thinking and acting (Putnam, Lampert &
Peterson, 1990). Teachers’ thinking is directly influenced by their

knowledge. Their thinking, in turn, determines their actions in the



classroom.  Thus, to understand teaching, we must study teachers’
knowledge systems; their thoughts, judgments, and decisions; the
relationships between teachers’ knowledge system and their cognitions; and
how these cognitions are translated into action. Similarly, to help teachers
change their practice, we must help them to expand and elaborate their

knowledge systems (Borko and Putnam, 1995).

In closing, I believe we stand at the precipice of doing significant damage to our schools if we
allow the continued, unfettered implementation of narrowly developed and focused standardized
assessments that do not support our mission to provide a well-rounded education so that every
child can develop the skills and acquire the knowledge necessary to be successful in whatever

they choose to do after high school. Thank you for your time and attention.

10



REFERENCES

Abdal-Haqq, I. (1995). Making time for teacher professional development.
Digest 95-4. Retrieved January 26, 2002, from ERIC Clearinghouse on
Teaching and Teacher Education database, from http://www.eric.org.
Educational Researcher, 13(10), 5-10

Anderson, R.C. (984). Some reflecions on the acquisition of knowledge.
Educational Researcher, 13(10), 5-10

Argote, L. & McGrath, J. E. (1993). Group processes in organizations:
continuity and change. In C. L. Cooper and I. T. Robertson (Ed.),
International Review of Organizational Psychology.. New York,
Wiley.

Argyris, C. & Schon, D. A. (1978). Organizational learning: A theory of
action perspective. San Franciso: Jossey-Bass.

Argyris, C. & Schon, D.A. (.1 996). Organizational learning II: Theory,
method and practice. San Franciso: Jossey-Bass.

Bandura, A. (986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social
cognitive theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall

Borko, H. & Putnam, R. (1995). Expanding teacher's knowldedge base: A
cognitive psychological perspective on professional development. In
T. Guskey & M. Huberman (Ed.) Professional development in
education: New paradigms and practices. New York Teachers College
Press.

Cobb, P., & Bowers, J.S. (1999). Cognitive and situated learning perspectives
in theory and practice. Educational Researcher, 28(2), 4-15

Cooke, S. D. N. & Yanow, D. (1993). Culture and organizational learning.
Journal of Management Inquiry 2: 273-90.

Cooper, M. (1988). Whose culture is it anyway. In A. Leiberman (Ed.),
Building Professional Culture in Schools. New York, Teachers
College Press: 45-54.



Corcoran, T., S. Fuhrman, & Belcher, C. (2001) Phi Delta Kappan 83 (1)
September 2001

Cuban, L. (1983). Effective schools: A friendly but cautionary note. Phi Delta
Kappan 64(10): 695-696.

Darling-Hammond, L. (1996). What Matters Most: A competent teacher for
every child. Phi Delta Kappan 78(3): 193-200.

Darling-Hammond, L. & McLaughlin, M. (1995). Policies that support
professional development in an era of reform. 2002, from Other
Middle Grade Resources, from
http://www.middleweb.com/PDPolicy.html.

Dutton, J. E. & Penner, W.J. (1993). The importance of organizational identity
for strategic agenda building. In J. Hendry and G. Johnson (Ed,),
Strategic Thinking: Leadership and the Management Change: 89-113.

Fessler, R. (1995). Dynamics of teacher career stages; In T. Guskey & M.
Huberman (Ed.) Professional development in education: New
paradigms and practices. New York, Teachers College Press.

Fullan, M., G. (1990). Staff development, innovation, and institutional
development. Changing School Culture Through Staff Development.
B. Joyce. Alexandria, ASCD: 3-25.

Fullan, M., G. & Stiegelbauer, S. (1991). The new meaning of educational
change. New York, Teachers College Press.

Garvin, D. A. (1993). Building a learning organization. Harvard Business
Review: 78-91.

Goodlad, J.1. (1984), A4 place called school: prospects for the future. New
York: McGraw -Hill

Greeno, J.G. (1997). On claims that answer the wrong questions.
Educational Researcher, 26(1), 5-17

Grossman, P.L., Wilson, S.M., & Shulman, L.S. (1989). Teachers of
substance: Subject matter knowledge for teaching. In M.C. Reynolds
(Ed.), Knowledge base for the beginning teacher (pp.23-36). New
York: Pergamon.

Guskey, T. & Huberman, R. (1995). Professional development in education:
In search of the optimal mix. In T. R. Guskey and M. Huberman (Ed),



Professional development in education: New paradigms and practices.
New York, Teachers College Press.

Hargraves, A. (1995). Development and desire: A postmodern perspective; In
T. Guskey & M. Huberman (Ed.) Professional development in
education: New paradigms and practices. New York, Teachers
College Press.

Hedberg, B.L.T. & Nystrom, P.C. (1976). Camping on seasaws: prescriptions
for self designing organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly 21:
41-65

Jarvis, P. (1987). Adult learning in social context. London: Croom Helm.

Krupp, J.A. (1989). Staff development and the individual. In S.D. Caldwell
(Ed.), Staff development: A handbook of effective practices (pp. 44-
57). Oxford, OH: National Staff Development Council.

Lave, J. (1988). Cognition in practice: Mind, mathematics and culture in
everyday life. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

Leithwood, K., Leonard, L. & Sharratt, L. (1998). Conditions fostering
organizational learning in schools. Educational Administration
Quarterly 34(2): 243-276.

Lieberman, A. (1995). Practices that support teacher development. Phi Delta
Kappan: 591-596.

Lortie, D. (1975). School teacher: A sociological study. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

March, J. (1991). Exploration in organizational learning. Organizational
Science 1: 1-13

Morgan, G. (1997). Images of organizations 2™ edition. Beverly Hills, Sage.

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. 107" Congress, Education, Inter-
governmental relations; 20 USC6301; Public Law 107-110.

Putnam, R. & Borko, H. (2000). What do new views of knowledge and
thinking have to say about research on teacher learning. Educational
Researcher 29 (No. 1): 4-15.



Putnam, R., Lampert, M., & Peterson, P. (1990). When the problem is not the
question and the solution is not the answer: Mathematical knowing and
teaching. American Educational Research Journal 27: 29-63.

Rees, R., Warren, W., Coles, B., & Pearl, M. (1989). A4 study of recruitment
of Ontario teachers. Toronto: Ontario Public School Teachers’
Federation and Ontario Secondary School Teachers’ Federation.

Ring, P.S. & Van de Ven, A.H. (1994). Developmental processes of
cooperative interorganizational relationships’, Academy of
Management Review, 19: 90-118.

Rosenholz, S. (1989). Teacher's workplace: The social organization of
schools. New York: Longman.

"

Schein, E.H. (1969). The mechanisms of change. In W.G. Bennis, K.D.
Benne, & R. Chin (Eds.), The planning of change (2™ ed., pp. 98-107).
New York: Holt, Rinchart & Winston.

Schon, D. (1983). Organizational learning. Beyond method. G. Morgan.
Beverly Hills, CA, SAGE: 114-28.

Scribner, J.P. (1999). Professional development: Untangling the influence of
work context on teacher learning. Educational Administration
Quarterly 35(2): 238-266.

Scribner, J.P., Cockrell, K.S., Cockrell, D.H., & Valentine, J.S. (1999).
Creating professional communities in schools through organizational
learning: An evaluation of a school improvement process. Educational
Administration Quarterly 35(1): 130-160.

Senge, P. (1990). The fifth discipline. New York, Doubleday/Currency.

Smylie, M.A. (1995). Teacher learning in the workplace: Implications for
school reform; In T. Guskey & M. Huberman (Ed.) Professional
development in education: New paradigms and practices. New York,
Teachers College Press.

Smyth, J. (1995). Teachers’ work and the labor process of teaching: Central
problematics in professional development; In T. Guskey & M.
Huberman (Ed.) Professional development in education: New
paradigms and practices. New York, Teachers College Press.

Shulman, L.S., & Grossman, P. (1988). Knowledge growth in teaching: A
final report to the Spencer Foundation (Technical Report of



Knowledge Growth in a Professional Research Project). Stanford,
CA: School of Education, Stanford University.

Sparks, D., (1994). A paradigm shift in staff development, Journal of Staff
Development v 15; 26-29.

Joyce, B. & Showers, B. (1988). Student achievement through staff
development. London, Longman Group.

Spillane, J.P., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J.B. (2001). Distributed leadership:
Toward a theory of school leadership practice. Educational
Researcher, 30(3), 23-28.

Torbert, W. R. (1987). Managing the corporate dream. Homewood, IL, Dow-
Jones-Irwin.

Van Maanaen, J., & Schein, E.H. (1979). Toward a theory of organizational
socialization. In B.M. Staw (Ed.), Research in organizational
behavior (Vol. 1; pp. 209-264). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Weick, K. & Roberts, K. (1996). Collective mind in organizations: Heedful
interrelating on flight decks. Organizational learning. D. Cohen and L.
Sproull. Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage: 330-358.

Weick, K. & Westley, F. (1996). Organizational learning: Affirming an
oxymoron. Handbook of Organizational Studies. S. Clegg, C. Hardy
and W. Nord. Thousand Oaks, SAGE Publications: 440-458.

Wilson, S. M. & Berne, J. (1998). Teacher learning and the acquisition of
professional knowledge: An examination of research on contemporary
professional development. Review in Research in Education (24) 170-
209.

Youngs, P. & King, B. (2002). Principal leadership for professional
development to build school capacity. Educational Administration
Quarterly; Vol. 38, No. 5 (December 2002) pp. 643-670.



ATTENDANCE DATA FOR COMMACK HIGH SCHOOL

CLASS OF 2013

Public, Private, In - or

Percent of Commack

Out-of-State Students
4 Yr College Overall 82.13%
4 Yr College Public In-State 29.95%
4 Yr College Private In-State 20.45%
4 Yr College Public Out-of-State 16.26%
4 Yr College Private Out-of-State 15.46%

2 Yr College Overall 17.55%

2 Yr College Public In-State 17.23%
2 Yr College Private In-State 0.16%
2 Yr College Public Out-of-State 0.16%
2 Yr College Private Out-of-State 0.00%

ATTACHMENT A



ATTACHMENT B

Academic Data for Commack High School Class of 2013

Academic Data:
Advanced Regents Diplomas 2009 - 73% 2013 - 82.3%
SAT Scores (average) 2009 - 1603 2013 - 1665

Class of 2013: 99% will attend college or military academies

Class 0of 2013: 2,742 acceptances to the most competitive and highly-competitive colleges in the country

Other Information for 2012-2013;

e 368 student were enrollment in college level courses in our high school;

e 961 of the 1,244 juniors and seniors took at least one IB course;

e 329 juniors and seniors were enrolled in a full IB Diploma program;
¢ Senior class IB Diploma Candidates total 135;

o Number of registrations for IB/AP Exams: IB=1,470 & AP=232

Commissioner of Education King in his testimony at the 2012-2013 Joint Budget Hearing, stated, “I was
fortunate enough to visit Commack High School with Senator Flanagan and see both an incredibly impressive
International Baccalaureate program where students were doing very rigorous academic work, but also a
school-wide community commitment to public service and a real urgency around community service for these
students, it was very impressive and heartening to see.”

Know that we strive to provide the best possible educational program for every student; a program that allows
them to accomplish whatever they desire upon graduating from our high school.



