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ACTI ON NARRATI VE

TAPE 01-10, SIDE A
Number 001

CHAIR LYDA GREEN called the Senate Health & Social Services
Commttee neeting to order at 1:35 p.m Present were Senator
Leman, Senator W] ken, Senator Davis and CHAIR Green. Senator Ward
arrived at 1:36 p.m

MS. SHI RLEY HOLLOWAY, Conmi ssioner, Departnment of Education and
Early Devel opnent (DOEED), said M. Eddie Jeans woul d cover SB 36,
fromthe 20th Legislative Session, and then begin the first of five
wor k sessions on the benchmark assessnment exam and the H gh School
G aduation Qualifying Exam ( HSGQE) .

MR.  EDDIE JEANS, School Finance WManager, DOEED, said his
presentati on woul d be based on the executive sunmary of the report
to the state |egislature. The report was a result of reporting
requi renents under SB 36. SB 36 required DOEED to prepare three
reports on the follow ng topics: 1) district cost factors, 2)
conparison of old and new funding formula, and 3) education
adequacy report.

MR. JEANS said DOEED tried to use the nethodol ogy that CTB MG aw
HIll and the McDowell G oup used to determne district cost factors
that were adopted by SB 36. After running an analysis, it was

apparent that the MDowell G oup nethodology was no |onger
appropriate or anenable to update. DOEED then entered into a
contract with the MDowell Goup to have them look into the

analysis to see if they cane to the sane conclusion. The MDowel |
Goup did find that the methodol ogy used in 1998 to develop the
cost factors that are currently in statute could not be used. They
reconmended that DOEED seek funding for a new cost study based on
the actual cost of providing the services around the region as
opposed to what districts are spending. DCEED recommends that an
appropriation be nade for a contract to devel op a new net hodol ogy
that can be updated on an ongoi ng basis.

Number 307
SENATOR LEMAN asked if the noney the districts are spending would

not confirm the existing distribution because they are probably
spending close to what is appropriated. He asked if there should
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be sone type of commopn standard to conpare agai nst.

MR. JEANS agreed. In the |last few studies, the McDowel| G oup has
based the cost factor on what districts are currently spending, not
what it costs themto provide the service.

SENATOR LEMAN noted that districts should be conpared on a
reasonabl e st andar d.

CHAI R GREEN asked if the chart of accounts reconciliation addresses
this problem

MR. JEANS said the state board had just adopted a revised chart of
accounts that would go into effect July 1, 2001, which would
provide nore detail on what districts are spending. The revised
chart al so gives districts additional guidance on how to classify
expendi t ures. DOEED does not believe the audited financial
statenents are the appropriate tools for developing a cost
differential.

MR. JEANS said the next report conparison of the old funding

formula to the new fornula. DCEED had two findings for this
section of the report. One is for the erosion of the suppl enental
funding floor. The other is a provision under one of the old

funding fornmulas that was an oversight in the rewite of SB 36,
whi ch provided a hol d-harm ess type of funding for districts that
experience a rapid decrease in enrollnment. This provided a stair-
step approach so the reduction did not have to be absorbed all in
one year. The erosion of the funding floor takes noney away from
districts whose funding is based on cost differentials that may not
be appropriate. Until DOEED has devel oped a new net hodol ogy to
determ ne what the differentials are, it is recommendi ng the repeal
of the erosion of the supplenental funding floor. The Governor's
funding task force has also recomended the suspension of the
erosion of the supplenental floor until new cost factors are
devel oped and adopted by the |egislature.

MR. JEANS said the third section of the report is on education
adequacy. The report recommends that all of the DCEED findi ngs be
given to the Governor's education funding task force.

Number 651

MR. BRUCE JOHNSON, Deputy Conm ssioner, DOCEED, said content
standards started in the early 1990s. They were voluntary and
designed to give school districts targeted help in the devel opnent
and alignnment of their curricula. Hundreds of Al askans were
involved in the construction of the content standards in 10 areas,
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whi ch has now evolved to 12 areas, and also in public hearings.
The passage of the conpetency exam requirenment in 1997 is what
noved this effort forward.

CHAI R GREEN asked for the definition of content standards.

MR. JOHNSON said content standards identify contents that Al askans
felt were inportant in 10 areas. Performance standards are a
subset of content standards and they have to be neasurable. Al aska
noved from content standards to performance standards in reading,
witing, and mathematics, which hold young people accountable

t hrough benchmark assessnments and the HSGQE. Some content
standards do not lend thenselves well to performance standards
because of things |like appreciation - "How do you neasure

appreciation with a paper and pencil exan"

MR, JOHNSON said the process was done by Al askans and gui ded by
McGaw H Il publishing. Wen the conpetency | aw was passed, Al aska
did not have the expertise to develop its own exans. MG aw Hill
guarantees | egal defensibility such as, this test question neasures
this standard, and they also go to court to help wth this aspect.
At the sanme time, they allow Al aska to direct the process. Al aska
determ nes the standards, chooses the test questions from McG aw
Hll's itempool, and Al aska revi ses sonme of the test questions in
order to fit urban and rural life equally well. The first exam was
field tested in 1998, both the benchmark exam and the HSGQE. After
the field test, groups of Al askans cane together again to | ook at
how well the questions worked on the field test. The questions
they asked were: D d an urban student answer a question as well as
a rural student or was there sonething wong with the question; D d
t he question favor one group over another, such as girl versus boy,
or one race over another? Wen a question was found that did not
work well statewi de, that question was thrown out. About 40
percent of the field questions were elimnated.

Nunmber 1022
CHAI R GREEN asked if the test changes each year.

MR, JOHNSON replied that the test does change from year to year
Fromedition to edition, sonme of the sanme questions are used but
there are al ways new questions. There can never be a new question
unless it has been field tested first. MG aw Hi Il guarantees,
from version to version, that there is equivalency and the
difficulty level is the sane.

CHAI R CGREEN asked if a field test could be given to students in
ot her states.
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MR JOHNSON said not in a standard assessnent because Al aska's
standards are not the sane as ot her states' standards.

MR. JOHNSON said field testing led to the devel opnent of the first
three versions of Alaska's HSGQE, which were adm nistered in the
spring of 1999. The benchnmark assessnent was al so devel oped at
this tine for grades 3, 6 and 8. For four or five years, a single
test would be used for the benchmark assessnents and then the test
woul d be revi sed.

MR. JOHNSON said that after the exans were admnistered in the
spring of 1999, groups of Al askans convened to establish the
passing score for the HSGQE. The passing score was determ ned and
the HSGQE is a pass, no pass exam There are five opportunities to
take the exam during normal high school years and six additional
times follow ng the normal date of graduation

Nunber 1225

SENATOR LEMAN asked if the pass, no pass scores are different for
each of the three sections.

MR, JOHNSON answered yes. There were commttees of 18 to 20
peopl e, including parents, business people and teachers, in each of
the three disciplines, all working independently of each other
There was no connection between the passing score fromreading to
math or fromreading to witing.

SENATOR LEMAN asked what the passing scores are for each of the
sections.

MR. JOHNSON said scores ranged froma low in reading of 305 to a
high in mathematics of 383, witing fell in between at 340.

Number 1333

SENATOR LEMAN sai d sone of his constituents do not understand how
the tests were devel oped.

MR. JOHNSON said four |evels were established for the benchmark
test score |levels - advanced, proficient, below proficient, and not
proficient. Federal requirenments require information be reported
to the federal government on the scores - it cannot be pass, no
pass. One of the objectives of the benchmark test is to provide
famlies, teachers, and schools with feedback on how well the
students are doing.
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CHAI R GREEN asked if the federal governnent woul d accept results
fromany test.

MR, JOHNSON said it is up to each state to determne how it wll
assess, although nost states are noving toward standard based
testing.

MR, JOHNSON said results of the benchmark assessnents were
distributed in Cctober of 1999. DCEED then distributed the results
to school districts and the school districts are required to
distribute the results to famlies, students and teachers in a way
t hey determ ne appropriate.

MR JOHNSON sai d teachers need to know what students are being held
accountable for - DOEED does this in tw ways; first with the
establishment of practice exanms. A contract |ast spring with the
Anchorage school district developed practice exans in reading,
writing, and mathematics for the high school level. The practice
exam did not go through all the iterations of the actual test but
it gave a good indication of the types of questions. Second, DCEED
publ i shed a HSGE content guide. The guide went to all high school
teachers who had responsibilities related to teaching students in
these areas. The guide is an attenpt to break down the standards
so they were nore understandable, as well as provide gui dance on
how t he standards m ght be tested on the exam R ght now, a guide
i s being devel oped for the benchmark exam

CHAI R GREEN asked when the HSGQE gui de was rel eased.

MR. JOHNSON replied | ast year. He said the guide was an effort to
take away the nystique of a highly confidential test.

CHAI R GREEN noted that a teacher could use the guide to devel op
skills to work from She asked if there would be a tine when nore
than one practice test would be devel oped for use by teachers.

MR. JOHNSON said that would be ideal but it would cost a |ot of
noney. One way to keep the cost down is to not own the test.
Presently, tests are a joint effort between McGaw H ||l and Al aska.
McGaw H Il mnaintains the copyright on the test because sone of the
questions are being used el sewhere. Versions of a test could be
rel eased in the future but only because they are no | onger being
used anywhere else. For the first tine, a practice examis now on
line for the HSGQE.

SENATOR LEMAN asked if the other test is still on |ine.

MR, JOHNSON replied yes, but it will probably be discontinued.
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CHAIR GREEN said a teacher could take the nodel questions and
insert different nunmbers and still be able to use the test for
practice, particularly for nath.

MR JOHNSON said it is hoped that teachers will beconme nore skilled
at using simlar types of assessnent tools in their regular
cl assroom instruction.

CHAIR GREEN said as long as this falls within perfornmance and
content standards, a teacher would not be teaching to the test, a
teacher woul d be teaching information that woul d be tested.

MR. JOHNSON sai d DCEED | earned that some of the test questions and
how t hey were asked was perplexing to students.

MR JOHNSON brought the continuous renewal chart to the commttee's
attention. He said the content teamnet in Anchorage for two days
and |iked the standards used for reading, witing, and nmathemati cs.
They then looked at the test itself in regard to specific

questi ons. One question that was quickly determned to be
necessary was: Is this skill really sonething necessary for
success in later life? 1In other words, the operational definition
becane: If the student does not get the question right, should he

or she be denied a diplom? This definition is different from
anyt hing that has been used up to this point.

MR. JOHNSON passed out material that showed a circle indicating
performance standards - the targeted and taught skills and content.
M. Jeans said the conmttee is |leaning toward the notion that not
all performance standards are key for |ater success in life.

CHAI R GREEN asked if certain questions could be targeted.

MR. JOHNSON said it could be done, it would be nuch l|ike the
benchmark assessnents with four scores determ ning four |evels.

Nunmber 1953

CHAI R GREEN asked if there would be a problemwi th a | ack of base
fromwhich to build in the | ower grades. She asked if there were
things students would not have to perform perfectly in order to
pass to anot her grade

MR,  JOHNSON responded yes, sone are foundational. If a
foundati onal performance standard is mssing, then it wll be
difficult for a child to be successful at the next level - this is

where the energy should be targeted.
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SENATOR W LKEN said his cal cul ati ons show a student would have 15
chances to take the tests instead of 11.

MR. JOHNSON said tests could be taken starting in the spring of a
sophonore year, fall and spring of the junior year, and fall and
spring of the senior year. This would total five attenpts. Then, a
student could take it again during the fall and spring for three
years after the normal date of graduation

SENATOR W LKEN agreed with the first five assessnents but said a
student could be enrolled in high school until 20 years of age, for
two nore years or four nore opportunities. There is also a trip
date of 23; a student could take the test up to their 24th
bi rt hday, which gives them six nore opportunities.

MR. JOHNSON said children with disabilities could stay in K-12 up
to the age of 23.

SENATOR W LKEN noted the traditional student could take the test 10
tinmes. He asked for the confidence interval the test is designed
to be valid within

MR. JOHNSON r esponded 95.

SENATOR W LKEN expl ained the confidence interval is 95 - on any
gi ven day, out of 100 students, 5 students that should have passed
did not, or five students that should not have passed did.

SENATOR W LEN asked if 99 was the original conpetency |evel goal

MR JOHNSON said there was not a target for establishing that error
of nmeasurenent. Phasing the cut scores was considered at one tine
so there woul d be one passing score and after that there would be a
hi gher 1evel passing score. But it was found that very few
students benefited fromthe phased approach.

SENATOR W LKEN asked if the 95 percent conpetency interval was
accepted across the United States or whether it is sonething A aska
determ nes and then builds around. He also asked if other states
have tests designed for higher than 95 percent

MR. JOHNSON sai d other states do have higher percents but DOEED s
approach was to | ook at where the scores should be set and where
the standard error of neasurenent should be. DCEED wanted a
broader standard and to acconplish this, the standard had to be set
at the lower end of the range. For Alaska's first test, the 95
percent confidence interval was desirable so that a diploma would
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not be denied to a student who knew the i nformati on.
Nunber 2295

SENATOR W LKEN asked what the commttee did in August and how t hat
differs fromwhat will be done at the next neeting.

MR JOHNSON said the same thing was done but a broader question was
necessary. "I's this standard essential for later life for all
ki ds?" was determ ned to not be a narrow enough definition. To set
a new passing score, with a different enphasis, another question
had to be asked: |If a student does not know the standard will they
be denied a diploma? The standard may sound |ike a necessary
standard for a foundational education but when | ooking at the range
of difficulty wthin that standard, the standard can only be
acconpl i shed with individual test questions.

CHAI R GREEN asked for an exanpl e.

MR. JOHNSON said in a witing exanple a student nmay be asked to
explain an answer in two or three sentences. There wll be both
hi ghly conmpl ex responses as well as basic responses. The conmttee
recogni zed that both could be right, depending on what the target
is for a foundational educati on.

TAPE 01-10, SIDE B

SENATOR W LKEN asked if the same commttee would be asked a
different question or whether a different question would be asked
of a different commttee.

MR JOHNSON replied a different conmttee that contains sone of the
original nenbers to allow for representation from prior efforts
would ook to see if the test enphasis is correct. After this is
conpl eted, the item pool of questions would be | ooked at to see if
there are sufficient questions wthin the pool that have been field
tested in Alaska and which are appropriate for constructing a new
version of the test. Once the new version of the test has been
gi ven, a new passing score would be set.

SENATOR WARD asked how group representatives were found.

MR. JOHNSON said volunteers were solicited fromaround the state
and people were also nom nated. A pool was then created and a
representation was selected. MGaw H Il set a mninmm of 15
content experts to be wthin the discipline, which left six slots
open.
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SENATOR DAVI S asked how the February test would differ fromthe
| ast test.

MR. JOHNSON said there would be no difference. It wll be an
identical test but questions wll be inbedded for field test
pur poses.

SENATOR DAVI S asked what the tine line is for the new version.

MR, JOHNSON replied that it hinges upon whether there are enough
itens in the current pool to construct a new exam around the
enphasis the group wants. If another field test is needed, the
next opportunity is in the spring of 2002. A new exam woul d then
be constructed with new questions and it would be adm nistered in
the spring of 2003 and then the passing scores would be set. The
new passi ng scores would be for the graduating class of 2004. On
the other hand, if there are enough itens within the pool, the tine
could be shortened, but not before 2003.

CHAI R GREEN noted that the school designator conmttee would begin
a series of neetings in February of 2001 and reconmend school
desi gnators. She asked, under this tine Iine, how many years woul d
this require for the establishnent of a record?

MR, JOHNSON said this is a question being considered by the
commttee and it will be brought before the board in March.

MR. PHI LLI P REEVES, Assistant Attorney General, DOCEED, said there
is not nuch direct information available on the defensibility of
the Al aska exam because there is no case |law looking directly at
the exam There are two federal decisions that provide criteria
that a court would apply in reviewing the validity of an exam
These cases are from Florida and Texas and, in both cases, a
chal | enge was brought under Title VI of the Gvil R ghts Act based
on a claimof disproportionate failure rates by mnority students.
Title VI would be a likely avenue for a challenge in Al aska because
if a claimwere nade under the Cvil R ghts Act and the plaintiff
showed a significant percentage difference in the passing rates of
a mnority group versus a nmgjority, the burden would shift to the
state to defend its program

CHAI R GREEN asked for the broad definition of a mnority.

MR. REEVES said the Cvil R ghts Act refers to racial mnorities
and possibly religious mnorities.

MR. REEVES said in the Texas case, the baseline question of the
state's burden was that the state had to show it had an educati ona
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necessity for its exam nation requirenent. However, the court
explained that while this sounds like a high burden, the state
woul d be charged with show ng that the chall enged practice serves
as a legitimte educational goal to the institution. The courts
are unlikely to nodify a state's policy decision on what the
standards shoul d be. Courts would instead focus on whether the
state has reasonably inplenented that standard through an
educational program that gives opportunities to the students to
| earn what is necessary to pass the test. The two main areas a
court would focus on are content validity and instructional
validity. Content validity could be phrased in the question: Does
the test accurately neasure the test taker's know edge in the
content area being tested? Al aska has contracted with a
corporation, a testing expert, to develop test questions and assi st
DCEED in utilizing resources fromacross the state. The test is
based on the state board adopted performance standards. There was
a focus on ridding the test of questions that had a cultural bias
and there is a continuous renewal process to evaluate and inprove
t he exam

MR. REEVES said instructional validity, curricular validity or
opportunities to learn, as a legal issue, are all the sane concept.
A way to phrase this issue is: Does the curriculumand the total
educati onal program of fer each student a reasonabl e opportunity to
gain the know edge and skills that are tested? This question |ooks
at the educational programin determning if schools are teaching
to this standard. |In order to hold a student accountable, courts
want to determine whether the student has been given the
opportunity to learn. The Texas and Fl orida cases provide a useful
outline of criteria that courts apply. In each case there was a
mul ti-year test inplenentation program The court inposed the
mul ti-year programin Florida, which was first utilized in 1978,
and in 1979 the test had to be passed to gain a diploma. The court
inmposed a four year injunction and enjoined the state from
wi t hhol di ng di pl omas for four years after the requirenent was put
in. In Texas, the challenge cane eight years after the test was
made a requirenment for graduation. The court | ooked at the eight-
year track record and found that the state-nandated renedial
prograns were a success. |In each case there was a tine span, which
showed the test was having the effect of inproving the passage
rates of the group that was contesting the test.

CHAI R GREEN asked if the Texas deci sion was handed down January 7,
2000.

MR. REEVES said to his recollection the initial exam was put in

place in the late 1980s and was then changed in 1990. The 1990
exam was the contested exam
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CHAI R GREEN asked how | ong the exam had been under review.

MR. REEVES noted the challenge was held in 1999. The test becane
mandatory in 1990 and M. Reeves was not aware of when the case was
originally filed, but the court heard evidence on the defensibility
of the test in 1999. M. Reeves said that nuch of the case
argunent was over issues, such as whether the court should | ook at
i nprovenent over the years or disparity in the failing rates
between the plaintiffs and the najority group.

CHAI R GREEN asked if failure of the Texas Assessnent of Academ c
Skills (TAAS) woul d keep a student from graduating.

MR. REEVES answered yes. TAAS is the current exam and passage of
it isrequired to receive a diplona.

CHAI R GREEN asked if Texas offers other graduation certificates.

MR. REEVES said TAAS is a nandatory requirenent, but there were
ot her opportunities. The court only | ooked at the requirenent that
the test be passed in order to receive a diplona.

CHAI R GREEN sai d she has seen information indicating that the TAAS
failure rate was about 2 percent. Truancy is also very low in
Texas because the police are "rounding them up" because schools are
bei ng held accountabl e and teacher revi ews depend on student test
resul ts.

CHAI R GREEN asked for the final verdict in the Texas deci sion.

MR. REEVES said the court upheld the validity of the diploma
requi renent.

CHAI R GREEN asked about the Florida cases.

MR. REEVES said there are three cases in Florida. In the first
case, the district court issued a four-year injunction. The second
case was upheld and the court upheld the exam nation in the third
case.

CHAI R GREEN asked if the test in Florida was mandatory.

MR. REEVES sai d yes.

CHAIR GREEN said she does not think standards should ever be

| ownered but she wondered if nodest requirenents for graduation
could be put in statute. She wondered if the Texas and Florida
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cases asked the question: Could a student be tested for sonething
nore challenging than what the state or district required as
subj ect content?

Nunber 1517

MR. REEVES said it is clear under Title |I and the federal |aw on
speci al education requirenents that there needs to be a system of
assessnents - there cannot be one factor that denies a student a
di pl oma. However, the courts have upheld the idea that a nmultiple
assessnment system can be one in which a student has to pass the
exam conpl ete course work and nmeet attendance requirenents.

CHAI R GREEN asked if a student could be tested on something greater
than what he or she is required to | earn?

MR. REEVES said the state would fail under instructional validity
if it could be shown there was not an educational program to
provide training for passage of the test.

SENATOR WARD asked M. Reeves if he had | ooked at the Al aska test
to see if it was |legally defensible.

MR. REEVES sai d he has not done an analysis on the Al aska testing
program under the instructional validity program He has not
| ooked at the content validity, which is what he was referring to
when he said Alaska was relying upon the expertise of the
contractor and its process for putting the test together.

SENATOR WARD said he wants to know if the scoring criteria is
| egal |y defensible. He talked with sonme of the people on the
commttee who indicated they did not participate in the final
product. Al askan teachers who were on the commttee have al so said
this is not their test. He would like to know if the test is
testing subject matter that has not been taught to all students
and, if so, who did this and when. Senator Ward asked M. Reeves
to ook into his questions to see if there is a problemso that it
can be fixed.

Number 1209

MR. REEVES went through other conponents of instructional validity
because this is where the greatest potential exposure is in
appl yi ng these concepts to Alaska's program The main way Al aska
has addressed the instructional validity criteria is through the
i npl enentation of a conprehensive testing program including
benchmark exam nations at third, sixth, and eighth grade. The
benchmark exanms are designed to identify students who are falling
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behind the curve at a certain point. The tests allow for focused
instruction and renediation throughout a student's educational

career. The tests allowdistricts to identify and correct problens
with curriculumstarting at earlier grades and they provide data to
DCEED that help the department assist districts in curriculum
devel opnent. The assessnent prograns depend on the benchmark exam
process to identify and respond to those instructional problens on
t he individual and curriculumlevels. The tests would al so defend
a challenge to the instructional validity of the graduati on exam by
pointing to the interventions the benchmark exans provi de showi ng a
| egitimate educational program This leads to the potential

probl em based on timng. The benchmark exans were first given in
the spring of 2000, which neans the first sixth grade class that

participated in the exam graduates in 2006. The class of 2002 was
not involved in the benchmark exam process so those students can
legitimately claimthey did not have specific notice of what the
requi rements were until the examwas given. Timng is the biggest

chal l enge in defense of the program

MR. REEVES referred to a resource guide published in Decenber of
2000 by the Ofice of Gvil R ghts of the United States Departnent
of Education. The article provides an expansive discussion of high
stakes testing across the country and problens that have arisen.
There is a common problemin states that attenpt to use a single
exam for the dual purposes of driving curriculum devel opnent and

hol di ng students accountable. [If the dual purposes are pursued,
inevitably, by design, a gap is created between what the test
neasures and what the student has been taught. It is only with the

result of the first test that the curriculum can be devel oped to
ensure the right educational programis given. To acconplish both
things fromthe exam a lag is needed between the first exam and
when students are held accountable so that it can be said the state
provi ded students with an educational programthat allowed themto
pass the exam

MR. REEVES said that as far as special education is concerned,
there are two federal |laws that protect students with disabilities.
The first is the Rehabilitation Act, which requires that any state
program that accepts or expends federal funds not discrimnate on
the basis of a person's disability. The second is the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA-97), which has nore specific
protections. Sonme of the protections that directly inpact the
testing are that children with disabilities nmust, to the maxi num
extent practical, be included in general state assessnent prograns
W th appropriate accommodati ons. These cases have uniformy held
that the fact a standard is set beyond the capacity of certain
children with disabilities does, initself, violate federal |aws on
di sabilities. Essentially, |egislatures have the discretion to
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deci de whether to set an alternative standard. This does not nean
t hat special education children do not have viable grounds for a
chal | enge. Their challenge would challenge either the test
validity or instructional validity, applied only to their specific
educational program The state would be required to show that the
| ndi vi dual Education Program (1 EP) teans have the information and
are working to provide the best educational programto assist these
children in passing the test. The accommobdati on requirenent is that
as long as the accommodati on does not affect the validity of the
test, for exanple, as long as it is not being said that soneone can
use a calculator to calculate sinply to show calculation ability,
t he accomodati on should be allowed. This issue has to be dealt
with on a student-by-student basis.

CHAI R GREEN suggested the | aw that was passed was too brief and did
not allow enough direction nor did the interpreters take the
| i berty of broadening the accommodation. CHAIR Green asked if M.
Reeves coul d defend the test.

MR. REEVES said he would be ready to defend the test today. The
test is not indefensible, but the timng elenent needs to be
identified as the nost difficult defensible piece.

SENATOR W LKEN sai d regul ations were circulated having to do with
speci al education and asked if they have sonething to do with the
exit examand, if so, what is the status of the regul ati ons.

MR. REEVES was not sure which regulations Senator WIken was
referring to. There are extensive regul ations on special education
out for public comment at this time. Over the last 12 or 18 nonths
regul ati ons have been advanced regardi ng accommodati ons. The board
through reference to DOEED s participation guideline booklet has
adopted these. The biggest change in the participation guidelines
for this comng spring testing is that there are audi otapes for
students who do not read. These students can take the mathematics
and witing test using an audi ot ape.

SENATOR W LKEN asked what state has done the best with the high
st akes test.

MR. REEVES said he is not the best person to ask from the
educati onal perspective on who has the best testing system It
does appear from case |law that the court was inpressed by Texas,
particularly with the success of its renediation system and the
fact that state nmandated renedi ati on showed a gain.

There being no further questions, CHAIR GREEN adj ourned the neeting
at 3:05 p. m
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