
The following are the duly deliberated and enacted positions of the Board of Education of the 
New Paltz Central School District.  
 
On the Value Added Model (VAM):  
 

1. There are no studies that validate the efficacy of NYSED’s Value Added Model, and 
numerous scientific studies have invalidated the efficacy of Value Added Models.  Therefore, 
we oppose the expenditure of taxpayer funds and use of class time on tests and scoring 
systems where empirical evidence does not support their use.1  We also oppose the use of 
New York’s student population as test subjects, year after year, in the hope that doing so will 
eventually generate such evidence. Our primary obligation is the education of our children -- 
they are not test subjects for future generations. 
 

2. There is a belief within the state education administration and among elected state officials 
that the evaluation model could produce a bell curve of teacher effectiveness.2   It is our 
position that the sample group -- professionally certified educators subject to continuing 
professional development -- would not exhibit a normal distribution, negating the bell curve 
expectation. The focus on tinkering with pre-assessment metrics, sometimes called the "black 
box" (the base of expectations regarding student growth) is a deliberate manipulation of 
inputs in order to produce preordained outcomes. Even if the VAM were known to be 
efficacious its results would have to be considered in real terms, not in terms of how they 
failed to meet expectations. The fact that the use of the VAM in New York State is driven by 
expectations, rather than outcomes, demonstrates that it must not be used. Only objective, 
valid, and reliable assessment measures are acceptable.  
 

3. Two very important criteria in measurement quality are reliability and validity. Reliability 
means the quality of the measurement methods suggest that the same data would have been 
collected each time in repeated observations of the same phenomenon. Validity means the 
measurement accurately reflects the concept it is intended to measure. One does not ensure 
the other, and neither are present in the VAM methodology. Recent results reveal that state 
growth scores fluctuate wildly from year to year among the same teachers and within the 
same districts.3  This would not happen if the assessment model were working as a valid and 
reliable measure of teacher effectiveness. Results to date are too volatile and random 
considering the relatively constant demographics and short time frame. The lack of an 
explanation for the volatility indicates that the measures fail the reliability and validity criteria.  
 

4. The practice of changing the “cut scores”4,5 when the tests do not produce sufficient failures 
-- or produce an abundance of successes -- demonstrates that the tests are not objective 
measures. Rather, they are being manipulated to fulfill pre-assessment projections, not post-
assessment analysis intended to inform improvements in education.  
 

5. The pre-assessment metrics are not available for review by independent experts and 
school districts. The secretive nature of their contents and weights mean that districts cannot 
use the data to inform the improvement and delivery of education and the year-to-year 
variability precludes any longitudinal use. 
 
6. State growth scores are economically biased. In districts with 90% or more economically 
disadvantaged students, 19.1% of educators are rated on state growth scores as developing 
or ineffective. This compares to 5% of teachers in schools with less than 40% economically 



disadvantaged students. This indicates that environment is a significant, independent driver of 
state growth scores and a clear disincentive for educators to work in the districts most in need 
of great teachers.6  
 

7. Test refusals have added to the volatility of the system. A simulation of statewide student 
test scores places 13% of educators’ average student scores at the “extremes” (below 1.9 or 
above 2.4) when all students take the test. When refusals grow to 20%, as they sit at the 
moment, those extreme cases grow by 34%. When 50% of students refuse -- a reality for 122 
districts statewide -- those extreme cases grow by 103%. Parental action taken to protect the 
welfare of their children should not adversely affect our educators.7 
 

Our conclusion is that the results produced by the current assessment system are unproven, 
volatile, and lack utility. We call upon the Board of Regents and Legislature to immediately 
suspend all state assessments that use a VAM or growth theory until there is evidence of 
efficacy.  
 
On the Current APPR mandates:  
 

1. For the reasons enumerated above it is inappropriate to use results of the current state 
assessment regimen for any APPR purpose. 
 
2. Changes in the impact of test results on the tenure process -- and on teacher removal -- 
are mandated, which creates legal ramifications that are not connected to district-wide 
teacher quality improvements. An ineffective educator who has been fortunate to get 
acceptable test results due to the randomness inherent in the system cannot be removed for 
instructional ineffectiveness. Probationary educators will be prohibited from receiving tenure, 
even though the test results during their first years of employment provide no information on 
how they might improve. These changes conspire to mis-classify educators and rob school 
districts of local control.  
 
3. Since 2010, when the new systems were put in place, the number of education majors in 
New York State has fallen by 40%.8.9  States throughout America are already experiencing 
new teacher shortages. Reductions in job security and capricious nature of career-
determining assessments have contributed substantially to the decline. The future availability 
of a sufficient number of certified teachers is in doubt.  
 

4. The use of state assessment tests to evaluate teaching and learning corrupts the nature of 
instruction,10,11,12 and has never been shown to increase student achievement. Teachers are 
no longer able to meet the needs of individual students as state assessments dictate the pace 
of instruction for the entire class while ignoring economic, geographic, and cultural 
differences.  
 

Our conclusion is that the current APPR mandates are invalid measures of educator- and 
school district-effectiveness and present serious short- and long-term risks to the availability 
of instructional talent. 
 
On the Utility of State Assessment Data:  
 

1. Student tests, when appropriately designed, are valid measures of student achievement, 



but they are not efficacious measures of teacher effectiveness.  
 
2. The 3-8 state assessments and Regents Aspirational Performance Measure (APM) are 
both intended as assessments of college and career readiness. However, 29.6% of our 8th 
grade students statewide demonstrate proficiency on the state assessments13 vs. 37.5% 
grading as proficient via the Regents APM.14  The 26% increase within such a short time is 
clear evidence of a lack of longitudinal alignment and reinforces our position that the 3-8 state 
assessments do not measure what is claimed.  
 

3. The assessments do nothing to address the most pressing issue affecting academic 
performance: poverty. A non-economically disadvantaged student whose district is in the 10th 
percentile of economic disadvantage (affluent) is 310% more likely to achieve proficiency than 
an economically disadvantaged student whose district is in the 90th percentile.15  State 
assessments do nothing to address that issue other than exacerbating the problem by 
diverting time and money away from real solutions.  
 

Our conclusion is that the data produced by the state assessment system provide no value 
while simultaneously diverting resources away from initiatives that serve districts’ missions.  
 
Requested Actions:  
 

The Board of Education of the New Paltz Central School District asks the Board of Regents, 
State Education Department, New York State Legislature, and Governor Andrew Cuomo to 
declare an immediate moratorium on the current testing mandates and for that moratorium to 
continue until such time as a body of evidence for their efficacy in improving instruction has 
been fully established. We also request that no Smart Bond funds are expended to 
computerize an evaluation system based on the Value Added Model. Along with the 
aforementioned governing bodies we are copying this request to our local Regent Josephine 
Finn, Commissioner Elia, Assembly Speaker Heastie, Senate Majority Leader Flanagan, our 
State Senators John Bonacic and George Amedore, and Assemblyman Kevin Cahill with the 
expectation that they will take appropriate action in the interest of our children, the teaching 
profession, the taxpayers, and the future of public education in New York State.  
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