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Govcmmg Board and Test Publishers Agree on Major
Changes in Voluntary National Test Development Contract

i The Nationsl Assessment Governing Board has reached agreement with a group of test
publishers on major modifications in the contract for developing voluntary national tests in 4th
grade reading and 8th grade mathematics.

", Meeting the first deadhne set by Congress for preparing the proposed exams, the contract
modifications carry out fully decisions made by the Indcpeadent, bipartisan Gavcrmng Board at
4 speudl meeting last month

Under legislation passed by Cangress and signed by the Preszdem in November. the
Board has been pranted "exclusive authority” over the five-year test development contract that
wis awarded by the U.S. Department of Educalion on August 15. By law, the Board was

* required to decide by February 11 whcthcr tuapprovc. modify, or termirate the contract.

Under the revised $45 mlllmu coniract, signed [ate yesterday by NAGB and the American
Institutes for Research (AIR), the proposed tests would be based on the same content and
pcrmrman:.e standards as the National Assessment of Lducational Progress (NAEP). “They
would be designed 1o provide stadent-leve! results according 1o the Governing Board's standards
fm; basiy, proficient, or adveanced performance, '

+  The law prohibits uny pilot testing of questions or field tests before October 1, 1998, a
provision that is specifically incorporated in the revised contract. Other key contract revisions
include: : ‘

¢ Changmg the contract performaice periods to end on Semember 30 rather than August
15. This brings the calendar for future contracting decisions in line with the Congressionzl
calendar for legislation and appropriations for future fiseal years, which start October 1.

* Sening the schedule sn that test questions are written during 1998; pilot testing would
belconducted in March 1999 (if Congress does not prohibit continued test development); field
testing would be held in March 2000; and the [isst testing of fourth and eighth grade students
wuuld be offered in March 2001. :

_-MORE- -
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e Removing activities beyond the scope of test development, such as supplementary
- performance-item booklets, marketing, publicity, and recruiting for the proposed tests.
' e Ensuring that all policy decisions are made by the Governing BOaf:;, In the original - '
contract, decisions were made by the Education Department or the test developinent conrractor.

= Ensuring extensive deliberation and public comment before the Board decides on
accommodations, such as braill or bilingual booklets, for disabled or limired-English students.

s Providing information for the Board to make four determinations required undef the
law. Thesc are related to avoiding test bias; maximizing test accuracy; meeting the needs of
disadvaniaged, disabled, and Iimited English proﬁcwm students; and informing parents and
students about test content, purpose and uscs,

"All of the changes are designed 10 bring this contract in line wnth the luw, as passed by
Congress and signed by the President,” said Mark Musick, chairman of the 26-member
Governing Board. "Sincc Congress put the Board m charge of a ﬁvc—year contract, we are
planning, of course, for year two aad beyond. But we are not presuming--one way or the other--
whether test devalopmcnt will continue after September 30 We are carrying out the job
Congress assigned 10 us. ~ .

Congress is planning to take up reauthorization of the National Assessment and the
Governing Board laler this year, and the future of voluntary naiionat tests will probably be part
of those deliberations. : ‘

"Our plans gre based on the expectation that we will receive timely guidance through the
congressional authorization and budgeting process,” said Roy Truby, Executive Dircctor of the
Cicﬁfeming Board. "We are taking steps in the conmract 1o ensure th.at we are pnsmoned to act

1o accordance with that guidance.”

The Governing Board, composed of state and local officials, educators. and busincss and
public representatives, was csiablished by Congress in 1988 to sct policy for NAEP, the only
testing program that regularly measures achievement of a cross-section of students in U.S.
elemenrary and secondary schools. Qver the past 27 years NAFED results in a range of academic
subjcets have been reported for the nation, regions, and states, but pot for individual students.

- As authorized at a Board meeling on Japuary 22, final approval of the revised rest
devalopnmnt contract was given by the Board’s Exccutive Committee and special contract review
comimittee. The review committee was headed by William 1. Randall, former NAGB chairman
WhQ was state Commissioner of Educmuun in Colorado for man) ycars.

-MORE-
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. Other members of the review committee are NAGB vice-chairman Mary Blanton, of
Safishury, NC, a lawyer and gencral public member of NAGB; James Eilingson, of Moorhead,
MN, a [ourth grade teacher; Thomas Fisher, director of student assessment for the Florida
Department of Education; Edward Haertel, a professor i Stanford University who is an expert
in educatjonal testing; Diane Raviich, former Assistant Secretary of Education under President
Bush, now senlor research scholar at New York University and scnior fellow at the Brookings
Institution; and Deborah Voltz, assisiant professor of special education at the Universily of
Loulwllle ‘

Under the contract, the ‘American Institutes for Research will oversee the test
development effort. AIR is a national, norprofit organizalion with broad experience in
education-related research, including larpge-scale assessments and program evaluation. - The
praject director is Archic E. Lapointe, former head of the NAEP program at hducauonal Testing
Semu: (CTS), the NAEP contractor zincc 1983, .

The major test publishers and others who will conrinue as subcontractors include
California Tesi Bureau/MceGraw Hill, Educational Testing Service, Harcourt Brace Educational
Measurement, National Computer Systems, Riverside Publishing, and Westat, Inc.

HHE


http:direct.Of
http:n.clud.hl
http:Educatioll;Edw.mi

CSENTBY: 2-12-98 :10:04AM & NAGB—*  94565581:# 2/ 4

THE NATION'S

REPORT
" cano TP

Natzonal Assessment Govemmg Board

'National Assessment of Educatnonal Progress

TOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Lawrence Feinberg
February 12, 1998 | o . - (202) 3576942

Gow.rmng Board and Test Publishers Agree on Major
Changes in Voluntdrv Natwnal Test Development Contract

The National Assessment Governing Board has reached agreement with a group of test
publ 1shcrs on major modifications in thc contract for dcvcloplng voluntary national tests in 4th

grade reading and 8th grade mathematics.

‘Meeting the first deadline set by Congress for préparing the proposed éxams, the contract
‘modifications carry out fully decisions madc by the indcpendent, bipartisan Govcrmng Board at
a special meeting last month.

Under legislation passed by Congress and signed by thé President in November, the -
Board has been granted "exclusive authority” over the five-year test development contract that
was awarded by the U.S. Department of Education on August 15. By law, the Board was
required to decide hy February 11 whether to approve, maodify, or terminate the contract.

Under the revised $45 million contract, signed late yesterday by NAGB and the American
Institutes for Research (AIR), the proposed tests would be based on the same content and
petformance standards as the National Assessment of Lducational Progress (NAEP). They .
would be designed to provide student-level results according to the Governing Board's standards
“for basic, proficient, or advanced performance.

The law prohibits any pilot testing of questions or field tests before October 1, 1998, a
provision that is qpecmcally mcorpnrated in the revised contract Other key contract rcvisions
include: v

e Changing the contract performance periods to end on September 30 :iath‘cr than August
15. This brings the calendar for future contracting decisions in line with the Congressional
- calendar for legislation and appropriations for future fiscal years, which start October 1.

e Setting the schedule so that test questions are written during 1998; pilot testing would
be conducted in March 1999 (if Congress does not prohibit continued test development); field
testing would be held in March 2000; and the [irst testing of lounh and eighth grade studcms
would be offered in March 2001

-MORE-
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e Removing activilies beyond the scope of test development, siich as supplementary
performuance-item booklets, marketing, ‘publicity, and recruiting for the proposed tests. .
\' .

e Ensuring that all policy decmons are made by the Govcrmng Board. In the ongmal o
contract, demsmm were made by the Educatlon Department or the test dcvelopment contmctor :

~® Ensuring éxtensive delibe"ra’tic‘m and public c0n1ment before the: Board decides on
accommodations, such as braille or bilingual booklets, for disabled or limited-English students.

e Providing information for the Board to make four determinations required under the
law. Thesc are related to avoiding test bias; maximizing test accuracy; meeting the needs of
disadvantaged, disabled, and limited English profn:lent students; and informing parents and

~ students about test content, purpose, and uscs.

"All of the changcs are designed to bring this contract in line with the law, as passed by
Congress and signed by the President.” said Mark Musick, chairman of the 26-member
Governing Board. "Since Congress put the Board in charge of a five-year contract, we are
planning, of course, for year two and beyond. But we are not presuming--one way or the other-- . -
whether test developmcnt will continue after September 30 We are’ carrying out the job
C ongress assigned to us. S -

- Congress is planning to takc up reauthorization of the National Assessment and the
Govemmg Board later this year, and the future of voluntary nationat tests will probab]y be parl
of thosc deliberations. - ~

""Our plans are based on the expectation that we will receive timely guidance through the
congressional authorization and budgeting process,” said Roy Truby, Executive Dircctor of the
Governing Board. "We are takmg steps in the contract to ensure that we are positioned to act

in dcc,ordance with that gundance :

- The Govu’nmg Board, composed of state and local officials, educators, and busincss and
public representatives, was cstablished by Congress in 1988 to sct policy for NAEP, the only.
tésting program that regularly measures achievement of a cross-section of students in U.S.
¢lementary and secondary schools. Over the past 27 years NAED results in a range of academic
subjccts have been reported for the nation, regions, and states, but not for individual students. .

- As authorized at a Board meeting on January 22, final approval of the revised test

- development contract was given by the Board’s Executive Committee and special contract review:

committee. The review committee was headed by William T. Randall, former NAGB chairman
who was state Commissioner of Educauon In Colorado for many ycars.

_-MORE-


http:a1.1thori7.ed
http:Governi.ng

 SENT.BY: . 2-12-98 :10:06AM : - . NAGB- - . 94565581:% 4/ 4

;3

o Other mcmbers of lhe review commlttee are NAGB v1ce-chalrman Mary Blanton ol' e

-~ Salisbury, NC, a lawyer and gcncral public member of NAGB: Jarnes Ellingson, of Moorhead, .

MN,; a fourth grade teachcr; Thomas Fisher, director ol student assessment for the Florida
Depamnent of Education; Edward Haertel, a pro[essor at Stanford. University who is an expert
in educational testing; Diane Ravilch, forimer Assistant Secretary of Education under President
Bush, now senior research scholar at New York University and scnior fellow at the Brookmgs o
Institution; .and Deborah Volt:v assmtant protessor of Specml eduz,anon at thc Umversxty of -
Louisville. - : L L S

, "Under the wntrdc.t the Amcncan Institites for Research w1ll ovcrsee thc teqt

~ devclopment effort. AIR is a national, nonprofit organization with broad cxpcncnce n
education-related research, including large-scale assessments and program evaliation. 1hc‘ ’

- project director is Archie E. Lapointe, former head of the NAEP pro;,ram at Educational Testing~ -~
Service (ETS) the NAEP contractor since 1983 V ) o

The mAJor te@t pubhshera -and othem who Wlll contiriue as qubcontrauora 1n<.ludc‘ B
California Test Bureau/McGraw Hill, Educational Testing Service, Harcourt Brace Educauonal
 Measurement, National Computcr Systems, Rlversxde Pubhshmg, and Westat Ine.

“#,##4'



o SENTBY: © 3-11-98 : 5:01PM ; NAGR- 94565581:# 9/ 9

THE NATION'S

wonreet National Assessment Governing Board

CARD

b 4

\ National Assessment of Educational Progress

3

NOTE TO MIKE COHEN o 3/11/98

FROM LARRY FEINBERG

To keep fou informed, Roy Truby suggested tﬁat I fax you the
press statement NAGB issued today about the Governing Board
action approving specifications for the Voluntary Natlional Tests
in reading and math. | |

Also attached is the letter which Mark Musick is sending to
membersa of Congress and otheré who are interested in teést
devélopment decisions.

If you would like copies of thé specifications themgalves,
please phone me at 357-6942, and I’'ll send ﬁhem right over to

your office.

ULd e begr,
Lo, >
3

800 Nomtk Capiml Streer. N.W.
Suite 825, Muilstop 7583
Warhington, D.C, 20002-4233
" Phome: (202)357-6938

Fax: {202) 357-6945
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March 11, 1998 o (202) 357-6942

Governing Board Adopts Specifications for Proposed
Voluntary National Tests Based on NAEP Assessments

The National Assessment Governing Board has approved specifications for the proposed
Voluntary National Tests in rcading and mathematics, based closely on previously adopted
frameworks for (he National Asscssment of Fducational Progress (NAEP).

If approved by Congress and the President, the proposed cxamns would be in fourth grade
reading and eighth gradc mathematics. “Under a schedule sct by the Board, the tests would first
be offered in March 2001 and would be designed to show whether mdmdual ﬂtudenls can mieet
NAEP standards for basic, proficient, or advanced performance.

’l'he National Assessment is designed to measurc academic achievement only for large
groups of students tested on a representative-sample basis. Over the past 28 years, NAEP.
results have been reported for the nation, rcgions, and states. : ,

"We arc carrying out the job Congress asked us to do--develop. a test based on NALP
that givcs individual results,” said Mark Musick, chairman of the independent, bipartisan
Governing Board. The decisions on test content and design were made by upanimous Board
votes on Saturday, March 7, at a meeting in Scattle, WA. They followed three months of
deliberation, including public hearings and technical reviews,

"These tests will have the same high standards as NAEP,"” said James Ellingson. a

* teacher from Moorhead, MN, who headed the Board committee on the mathenatics specifica-
tions. "Stadents who reach the proficicnt level will meet NAEP's definition of solid academic
performance, and that really shows competency over challenging subject matter for their grade.
At basic, students haven't reached the target yet, but they've made reasonably good progress”

Specifications for the reading test were developed by a Board -committee hcaded by
Marilyn Whirry, a teacher from Manhattan Beach, CA. "This is a straight-forward test ot how
well children understand what they read,” Whirry said. "All their answers must be based on
the text, not their personal lives or opinions.” Dianc Ravitch, a comumittee member and former
Assistant Sccretary of Fducation, said the strong standards on the tcst "are good for a democratic
society, nol just an intelleclual elite. This is a test of rcading for mcaning that all students as
citizens need to be able to do."

800 Nomh Cupitol Streee, N.W.
Suite 828, Mailstop 7583
Wa:kmg:oa, D.C. 20002-4233
Phone: (202) 357-6938
Fax: (202) 357-6945
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Under legislation enacted by Congress in November 1997, the 26-member Board was
given "exclusive authority" over development of the. proposed exams. According to a2 House-
Senate report, the new tests are to "be based on the same content and pcrformance standards
as...NAEP [and] linked to NAEP to the maximum cxtent possrblc "

Under the spcmfuauons'

e HBoth tests would be 90 -minutes long, dmdcd into two 4’5 -minute segments to be
administered the same day. Results will be returned to students in six weeks.

s Both would be based on current NAEP content frameworks, which were developed
through a national consensus process for assessments that span grades 4, 8, and 12.

° NAFP acmevement levels would be the pmnary means of reportmg results. The tests
will be designed with a sufficient number and range of items to produce reliable and valid results
in terms of thesé performance standards.

‘o Neither test would be tied Lo a preferred teaching method or approach.
e Credit would only be given for correct answers.

"I'here will be nothing fuzzy about thesc exams,” said Roy Truby, Executive Director
of the Governing Board. "NAEP wants students to rcason and explain how they reach their
conclusions or results. In math they will have to compute. They also have to solve prohlems.
But you can’t get credit just for trying." ,

In the reading test:

* Passages and questions would be similar in style and difficulty-level (o the grade 4 -
NAEP. The average length of each passage will be shorter than NAEP so that the exam
includes a sufficient number of passages to p‘rovidc reliable individual results.

s Like NAEP, both literary and informational passages would be presentcd About 80
percent of the test would be multiple-choice items, which comprise about half of testing time.
Two open-ended questions will require an extended wrilten response of about a paragraph in
length, taking an average of about five minutés to complete. The remaining short-answer
questions will require a short phrase or scatence or two.

® Overall, there would be about 45 questions based on aboul seven reading passages.

~* All answers would require reference to the text preaentcd No questions will ask
studcnts about personal experiences, attitudes, or feelings.
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In the mathematics test:

e The content includes computation, measurement, geometry, data analysis, and algebra, |
covered in the same proportions as the eighth grade NAEP. Computatxon would be assessed by -
itself and in solving problems. >

e ltems on which students may use calculators would comprise abourt one-third of the
exam, the same as on NAEP. Students wonld be allowed to have a calculator available only
during the second half of the tcst, but sume questions in this section will deal with topics, such
as measurement and geometry, for which a calculator cannot be of assistance. The Board will
define which types of calculators may be used, based on contractor recommendations.

- e Qverall, there would be about 60 questions--80 percent of them machine-scorable. In
addition to multiple-choice items, there may be some short-answer questions requiring students
to fill in ovals on a machine-scorable grid. The gridded-response items would be similar to
somc short constructed-response questions on NAEP and would be med only if they link to
NAEP strongly. '

o There would be two extended constructed-response items, taking about five minutes .
each to completc. These will require students to solve complex multi-step problems or provide -
detailed explanations of thcir work. Partial credit may be awarded for a correct answer to the
irst step in a multi-step problem. Scoring will be based on math, not on'the quality of writing.

The Governing Board, compused 01 state and local officials, educators and business and -
public rcpresentatives, was established by Congress in 1988 10 set policy for NAEP, the only
program that regu]arly tests a cross-section of students nationwide and in participating states.

As parl of its new responsibilities for dcvelopmg Voluntary Nauonal Tests, the Board has
made major changcs in the five-year test development contract, previously signed by the U.S.
Departiment of Education with a group of major test publishers. The Board’s specifications
supersede the recommendations of expert panels convened last summer by the “Education
Department. The panels werc set up under a contract with the' Council of Chief State School
Officers and MPR Associates. In Septcmber, Education Secretary Richard Riley-announced that
hc would not approve those recommendations, but wait for NAGB to assume responsibility,

The newly-adopted specifications will be used for writing test iterns and assembling them

~ . ‘into booklets: Under the law, however, pilot testing of questions and ficld tests are prohibited

~ before October 1, 1998. The law also provides for studies and evaluations by the ‘National
Academy of Sciences.
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. Besides Whirry, the chairhan, members of the Board committec that developed the
reading specifications include Catherine Davidson, sccondary education director, Central Kitsap
School District, Silverdale, WA ; William Moloney, Colorado State Commissionet of Education;
Annctte Morgan, former Democratic member, Missouri House of Representatives; Ravitch,
senior research scholar, New York University, and senior fellow, Brookings Institution; and

" Dennie Palmcr Walf, senior research associate, Harvard Graduate School of Education.

Mcmbers of ‘the mathematics committee, hesides Ellingson, the chairman, are Patsy
Cavazos, elementary school principal, Houston, TX; Edward Donley, former chairman, Air
Products & Chemicals, Inc., Allentown, PA; Jo Ann Pottorff, Republican member, Kansas -
House of Representatives; and Fannic Simmons, mathematics coordinator, District 5 of
Lexington and Richland Counties, Irmo, SC. Project officer for specifications in both subjécts
is Mary Crovo, assistant du'ec.tor for test development of the Govermng Board.

#HA
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National Asscss:nent of Eduuhunal Progress

March 11, 1998 o

“The llonorable o
U.S. House of Represcntatives ' T
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr.

This i3 to provide a report ou recent action by the Narlonal Assessmeat Governing Board
regarding the voluntary national tests. :

The Govemmg Board has approved test specifications for the proposed voluntary national tests in

. gtadc reading aud 8* grade mathematics. The decisions on the test’ specifications were made by

. unanimous Board votcs on Satacday, Mauitch 7, al a weeting in Sedtde, WA, They followed three momns
of deliberation, including public hearings and tcchmcal ICvicws. '

' The Governing Board's specifications supersede the reccin’mendaﬁons of expert panels convened
last summer by the Education Department. The panels were set up under a contract with the Council of
Chief Statc School Officers and MPR Associales. . In Sepiember, Education Secretary Richard Riley

announced that he would not approve zhosc rccommcndauons, but wait l‘ur dic Guvering Board 0
assumc responsibility.

Under P.L. 105-78, enacted by Congress in Novembér 1997, the 26-member Board was given
"exclusive authority” over development of the proposed exams. Under the Jaw, however, pilot testing of
.questions and field tests arc prohibited before October 1, 1998. As we reported to you in our previous
letter, we have modified the test development contract in several ways to ensurc that the Governing Board

- is appropriately positioned to follow guidance from the Congress on activities that may occur beginning on
Ociober 1. The law also provides for studies and rvalnations by the National Academy of Sciences, the

results of which the Governing Board plans to consider in developing poticy for any voluntary national
tests, ~ ’ C .

According to the accompanying. conference report, the tests arc to "be based on the same content
and performance standards s, ..[the National Assessment of Educational Progress and] linked to NAEP to
the maximum exlent possible.” This admonition was followed as the central consideration in the
formulation of the test specifications by the Governing Board. -

The tesr @eciﬁcations, the blueprint for the tests, provide guidance for the writing of lest
questions and .the structure of the tests; they are an essential element of test developmenit. The newly-
adopted specifications will be used for writing test items and assemhling them into booklets. The test

specifications are based closely ou previously ddoplcd l’ramcworka for the Natlonal Assessment in reading
and in mathematics.

&0 North Capitol Strest, N.W.
Suite 835, Mailscop 7593
Washingion, D.C. 200634233
Phona: (202) 357.5938

Fax: (202) 3376945


http:readi.ng

_ SEWT BY: B . 3-11-98 : 5:06PM : _ NAGB-* 94565581:% 8/ 9

Page 2

_Thus, we believe we arc carrying out the job Congress asked us to do-dévelop a test based on the
National Assessment that gives individual results. These tests will have the same high standards as NAEP:
basic, proficient, and advanced. Students who reach the proficient Jevel will meet NAEP's definition of
solid academic performance and competenicy over challenging subject matter for their grade. At the basic
level, students haven't reached the proficient target yet, but do demonstrate partial mastery of knowledge
and skills fundamental for proficient work. The advanced level denotes supenor performance beyond
proficient. ,

The Governing Board’s test 5peClﬁcau0nS are desxgned to result in straight- forward tests of how
well 4% grade smdents understand what they read and 8" grade students perform challenging mathcmatics.
In reading, all the answers must be based on the text, not student’s personsl lives or opinions. In
mathematics, students will have to compite, solve problems, and explain how they reach their
conclusions. Credit will be given only for correct responses. Students will not get credit just for trying.

Under the specifications:

o Both tests would be 90-minutes long, divided into two 45-minute segments 1o be administered
the same day. Results will be returned to students in six weeks.

"o Both would be based on current NAEP content frameworks, which were developed through a
national consensus process for assessments that span grades 4, 8, and 12.

o NAEP achievement levels would be the pnmary ‘mieans of reporting results. The tests will be
 designed with a sufficient number and range of itemns to produce reliable and valid results in
terms of these performance standards. :

» Neither test would be tied to a preferred teaching method or approach.

¢ Credit would only be given for correct answers.

In the reading test specifically:

& Passages and quéstions would be similar in style and difficulty-lcvel to the grade 4 NAEP.
The average length of each passage will be shorter than NAEP so that the exam includes a
sufficient nurnber of passages to provide reliable individual results.

» Like NAEP, both literary and informational passages would be presented. About 80 percent
of the test would be multiple-choice iterns, which comprise about half of testing time. Two
open-ended questions will require an extended written response of about a paragraph in
length, taking an average of about five minutes to complete, The remaining short-answer
questions will require a short phrase or sentence or two.

o - Overall, there would be approxunatcly 45 questions based on about seven reading passages.

o  All answers would réquire reference to the text presented. No quesnons will ask students
about personal experiences, attitudes, or feelings.
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NAGB-4/16/98 =
' RESPONSE TO .CONGRESSIONAL QUERY

Under P.L. 105-78 (enacted Nov. 13, 1997), thc Natiocnal
Assessment Governing Board, an independent, bipartisan agency, was
given ‘“exclusive authority” over develdpment of Voluntary National
Tests in 4" grade reading and 8" grade mathematics. The Governing
Board haes followed . the letter and spirit of the law, which provides
for test development -during FY..1998, but prohibits pilot testing or
field testing before October 1, 1998. The law’ dlso provides for
studies and evaluations by the National Academy of Sciences.

An update on NAGB's progress follows:

¢ Meeting the '90-day deadline set by legislation, the Board made
major changes in the test development contract with American
Institutes for Research (AIR) and a group of test publishers.
The end of :the first contract performance period was changed
to September 30, 1998 (instead of August 15) so that NAGB
would be positioned to follow Congressional guidance (e.g., FY
1999 appropriations, reauthorization).

¢ At its March meeting, the Board approved tcst specifications,
based closely on previously adopted content and performance
standards for the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) . . Under the specifications, the tests will contain no
“fuzzy” math or reading, students get credit for correct
responses only, and calculater use is limited to about one-
third of the math exam. '

We foresee no problems, and réquest that NAGB be allowed to
- proceed as per the FY 1939 budget justification language.
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Appraved unsnimously Scptember 25, 1998
Resolution
Background ,
In November 1997, Congress assigned the Governing Board exclusive authority for
developing the voluntary national tests, pursuant to contract RJ97153001 with
' American Institutes for Research (AIR). The Governing Board made many
changes, including changing the contract to end on September 30 rather than
August 15. This change was to permit the Governing Board to follow relevant
- appropriations or authorizing legislation enacted into law, in deciding whether to
continue the coutract. :

At the August 1998 meeting, the Governing Board nutherized the Exccutive.
Committee to take action on the continuation of the contract. However, the Board
required that any substantive matters be brought to the Board for consideration.

Following the August meeting, Governing Board staff prepared and the Executive
Committee approved a letter notifying AIR of the Board’s intent to continuc the
contract for an additional year. AIR has responded. The Governing Board staff
recommended, and the Executive Committee has found, that the response from
ATR, overall, is sufficiently satisfactory to warrant continuation.

ITowever, on September 17, a Continuing Resolution (CR) on the FY 1999
appropriation was passed. The CR provides for funding only from October 1
through October 9, 1998 and continucs the current prohibitions against pilot testing,
field testing, and implementing the voluntary national tests. Governing Board staff
have consulted with House and Senate appropriations committee staff, both
Republican and Democrat, and with Department of Education legal counsel to
determine the options that are available with respect to the test development
contract with AIR during this period of uncertainty.

On September 24, the Executive Committee met by teleconference to consider the
. course of action to recommend to the Governing Board

Recommendation V

The Executive Committee recommends that the National Assessment Governing
Board authorize the Executive Director, in consultation with the Chairman and the
Vice-Chairman, :

1. to extend scrvices for up to 30 days (i.e., through October 30, 1998) under
the voluntary national test development contract with American
Institutes for Rescarch (RJ‘97153001); and

2. to take additional action with respect to the test development contract,
consistent with enacted law, by the cnd of the 30-day extension period.
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FOR RELEASEContact: David Thomas
ki/shared/nddrafts/nagh3.dt(202) 401-1579

RILEY APPOINTS THREE NEW MEMBERS TO
NATIONAL ASSESSMENT GOVERNING BOARD
U.S. Secretary of Educatxon Richard W Riley announced today the appointment of three
new members of the National Assessment Govermng Board (NAGB) .

New members appemted to three-yea: terms ending September 30, 2001 are:

o Wilmer S. Cody, commissioner of education, Kentucky Department of Education
) Nancy Kopp, state delegate, Maryland House of Delegates
o John H. Stevens, executive director, Texas Business and Educanon Coallnon

\ “The National Assessment Governing Board ist an invaluable group of Americans who
provide direction and advice on establishing challenging assessments of our elementary and
secondary students,” Riley said. “These three new members have the skills, vision and
commitment to ensure the successful design and impiementation of academic achievement tests

| that are essential to keep track of the pfogress of our students over time.”

Cody is president of the Council of Chief State School Officers, and nauonally renowned
as an effective educational practitioner and administrator. Prevxouslv he has been executive
director of the National Education Goals Panel, and supermtendent of schools at the ]ocal and
state levels. R o -

Stevens currently is responsible for developing and’implementing. public school reform
initiatives that influence the direction of state education policy by strengthening
busiﬁess-education partnerships, and by_supperfing the activities of community-based initiatives.

And asa Maryland delegate, Kopp has been 1nstrmnental in suppomng legislation that has
helped raise academic standards statewide and in estabhshmg a umversny campus in
Montgomery County, Md. She also has helped win record school construction funds and
programs to take violent, disruptive students out of regula; clasgrooms.

’ -MORE-

<2~ .
‘The 25-member ngenﬁnQ board deifeleps policy 'guidthe for the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, the only nationally representative and continuing assessment of what
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students should know and can do in various subjects. - o

Spemﬁcally, the board

-

-

. selects the subjects to be tested; -

identifies learning objectives for each gradc tested;

" develops standards and procedures for the design, a.nalys1s and reportmg of test

results; ‘

ensures that all items selected for use in the assessment are free from racial,
cultural, gender, or regional bias; and,

identifies appropriate achievement goals. ]

The secretary appoints members from nominee categories prescribed by law. The board

must include governors or former governors, state legislators, educators, test,ing experts and

curriculum specialists, as well as business and 1ndustry representatives, parents and persons

representing the general pubhc

HH
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FOR RELEASEContact: David Thomas
k:/shared/nddrafts/nagb3.dt(202) 401-1579

RILEY APPOINTS THREE NEW MEMBERS TO
NATIONAL ASSESSMENT GOVERNING BOARD
U.S. Secretary of Education Richard W. Riley announced today the appointment of three
new members of the National Assessment Governing Board NAGB).

New members appointed to three-year terms ending September 30, 2001 are:

o Wilmer S. Cody, commissioner of education, Kentucky Department of Educancn
o Nancy I\0pp, state delegate, Maryland House of Delegates
o John H. Stevens, executive director, Texas Business and Education Coalition

“The National Assessment ‘Goveming Board is an invaluable group of Americans who
provide direction and advice-on establishing challenging assessments of our elementary and
secondary students,” Riley said. “These three new members héve the skills, vision and
commitment to ensure the successful design and implementation of academic achievement tests
that are essential to keep track of the progress of our students over time.” _

Cody is president of the CounciL of Chief State School Officers, and nationally rénmmed
as an effective educational practitioner and adminisn;ator.. Previously, Vhe has been executive
director of the Natipnal Education Goals Panel, ar;d superintendent of schools at the local and |
state levels. ‘ A

Stevens currently is responsible for developing and implementing public school reform
initiatives that influence the direction of state education policy by strengthening
business-education partnerships, and by supporting the activities of community-based initiatives.

And as a Maryland delegate, Kopp has been instrumental in supporting legislation that has
helped raise academic standards statewide and in establishing a university campus in |
Montgomery County, Md. She also has helped win record séhool construction funds and
programs to take violent, disruptive students out of regular classrooms.

-MORE-
. -2' |
The 25-member governing board develops policy guidance for the National Assessment of -

Educational Progress, the only nationally representative and continuing assessment of what -
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students should knc}nw and can do in various subjects.

Specifically, the board:

. we

selects the subjects to bc tested;
identifies learning objectives for each grade tested

develops standards and procedures for the design, analysis, and reporting of test

results;
ensures that all items selected for use in the assessment are free frorn racial,

cultural, gender, or regional bias; and, .

identifies appropriate achievement goals.

The secretary appoints members from nominee categories prescribed by law. The board

" must include governors or former governors, state legislators, educators, testing experts and

curriculum specialists, as well as business and industry representatives, parents and persons

representing the general public.

#H4
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o . Governing Board has followed the letter and the spirit of PL. 105 78
(FY ’98 appropnatmus act)

-Met the 90-day deadhnc I‘or au.eptmg, revising, or tcrmmahng the AIR test development
contract :

-Changed the contract performance period to end on September 30 (ins'tead of August 15)
so that NAGB would be positioned to follow congressional guidance (c.g., FY’99
appropriations; NAEP/NAGB reauthorization) in dec1dmg whether to approve a second
confract ycar ,

-Added a provision specifying that F'Y"98 funds shall not be uhcd to pilot test, field test,
implement, or administer voluntary national tests

o Governing Board 'ch,anged the contract in many ways:

-Changed the schedule so that:
1. test items are dcveloped during 1998, :
2. pilot tests would occwy in March of 1999 (if Congress does not prohibir test
development beyond Sepmmher 30),
'3, field tests would occur in March 2000, and
4, the first tests would be administered in March of 2001

-Governing Board in charge of all policy and dircction for the test development:

1. Governing Board establishes all pOHCiCS‘ previous policy advisory structure has been
eliminated from contract ,

2. Governing Board approves all test items

3. Contractor may not conduct pilot or field test without prior written approval of
NAGB

° Governing Board approved test specifications for 4“‘ grade reading/g"
grade math at March Board meetmg ‘

-Based on NAEP content and performance standards

-90 minutes long (two 45 minute sessions adrmmstcrcd the same day)

-Question format will be beth multiple-choice and writien responses

-Math test will include computation; about 1/3 of test will permit calculator use -
-What students know and can do, not how they are taught, is the focus

-No "{uzzy” reading or math; students get credit only for correct responses

o Governing Board has requested 34 million for FY 99 for its costs in B
setting policy both for NAEP and for Voluntary National Test

»  Governing Board is making preparations for setting policy related to
accommodations for students with disabilities and with limited
‘ Enghsh proﬁctenay
© LAs directed by the conference committee, NAGB will conduct public hearings in early .
fall, based on recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences study on “faimess”
~Board will obtain independent advice from its contractor and from legal authorities on

legislative requirements, statc policies and practices, research, ete,, related to inclusion
and test accommodations :

. -Board recommendations will be subject to public review and comment

3
P &
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January 2, 1999
Michael Cohen
Domestic Policy Council

Room 218 °
Old Executive Office Building 5

17" & Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20502

Dear Mr. Cohen,

I have received a letter Rep. Goodling, requesting information on activities of the
National Assessment Governing Board with regard to the proposed voluntary national
tests.

It is our intent to provide the Congress with accurate and timely information about
the Board’s plans and progress and to be responsive to requests for information. In order
to provide such information, I am sending you a copy of our reply to Rep. Goodling’s
request.

In addition, our staff will be contacting your office soon to arrange briefings for
- you and other members of Congress.

Sincerely,

Yk

Mark Musick
Chairman

Enclosures

800 North Capitol Street, N.W.
Suite 825, Mailstop 7583
Washington, D.C. 20002-4233
Phone: (202) 357-6938
Fax: (202) 357-6945
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MAJGRITY MEMBERS:

" WILLIAM F. GOODLING, PENNSYLVANIA,

CHAIRMAN

THOMAS E. PETRI, WISCONSIN,
VIcE-CHARMAN )

MARGE AOUKEMA, NEW JERSEY

HARRIS W, FAWELL, ILLINOIS

CASS BALLENGER, NORTH CAROLINA

BILL E. BARREYY, NEBRASKA

PETER HOEKSTRA, MICHIGAN

HOWARD P, *BUCK" McKEON, CAuFoRNu'

MIKE N. CASTLE, DELAWARE

SAM JOHNSON, TEXAS

JIM TALENT, MISSOURL .
JAMES C. GREENWOOD, PENNSYLVANIA
JOSEPH K. KNOLLENBERG, MICHIGAN
FRANK O. RIGGS, CALIFORNIA

LINDSEY Q. GRAHAM, SOUTH CAROLINA
MARK SQUOER, INDIANA

DAVID MCINTOSH, INDIANA

CHARLIE NORWOOD, GEORGIA .
RON PAUL, TEXAS .

808 SCHAFFER, COLORADO

JOHN E. PETERSON, PENNSYLVANIA
FRED UPTON, MICHIGAN

NATHAN DEAL, GEORGIA

VAN HILLEARY, TENNESSEE

JOE SCARBORGUGH, FLORIDA

COMM!TTEE ON EDUCATION |

AND THE WORKFORCE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
2181 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

WASHINGTON, DC 20515-6100

December 12, 1997 .

Mr. Mark Musick, Chairman
National Assessment Governing Board
800 North Capitol Street, NW
Washington, DC 20002-4233

Dear Mr. Musick:

MINORITY MEMBERS:

WILLIAM L CLAY MISSOURI.

120 MEM
GEORGE MILLER CALIFORNIA
DALE E. KILDEE, MICHIGAN
MATTHEW G. MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA
MAJOR R, OWENS, NEW YORK
DONALD M, PAYNE, NEW JERSEY
PATSY T, MINK, HAWAI
ROBERT €. ANDREWS, NEW JERSEY
TIM ROEMER, INDIANA |
ROBERT C. “BOBBY” SCOTT, VIRGINIA
LYNN €. WOOLSEY, CAUFORNIA
CARLOS A ROMERO-BARCELG, PUERTO RICO
CHAKA FATTAH, PENNSYLVANIA
RUBEN HINQJOSA, TEXAS
CAROLYN MCCARTHY, NEW YORK
JOMN F. TIEANEY, MASSACHUSETTS
RON KIND, WISCONSIN
LORETTA SANCHEZ, CALIFORNIA
HARQLD E. FORD, JR., TENNESSEE
DENNIS J. KUCINICH, OHIO

MAJORITY —(202} 225-4527
(TTY)-~{202) 226-3372
MINORITY {202} 225-3725
(TTY}-{202) 226-3116

As you know, legislative language was included in the FY1998 Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education appropriations bill that prohibits any Federal funds
from being used to field test, pilot test, implement, administer or distribute in any way

any national tests.

In addition, the authority over all policies, direction and guidelines

pursuant to contract RI97153001 were vested with the National Assessment Governing
Board (NAGB). It is my understanding that NAGB has already begun moving
expeditiously to carry out its responsibilities under the legislation. As you go about
carrying out your duties, I would ask that you keep in mind five major concerns:

A (1) Congress did not, in the appropriations legislation, endorse or otherwise
ratify the Administration’s proposed national tests in 4th grade reading and 8th grade

mathematics. Nor can it be said that Congress gave a mandate to NAGB to develop new
national tests in 4" grade reading and 8" grade mathematics. Rather, recognizing that a
test development contract had been executed by the Department of Education in August
1997 (and without any Congressional involvement or input), Congress sought to make '
the best of an already unfortunate situation. Congress simply removed the test
development contract from the Department of Education and placed it under the
National Assessment Governing Board. ’ A

If anything, the legislative language and report language (enclosed) reflected a
disapproval of new national tests through the explicit prohibition of field testing, pilot
testing, implementation, administration or distribution of national tests in FY1998. In
‘the final analysis, whether this country shall have any new 4th and 8th grade national
tests, shall be determined in the future, and will be subject to the reports and

_recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, the will of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce in the House and the Committee on Labor and Human
. Resources in the Senate, and the will of Congress. In other words, the future of
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national testing remains uncertain, but in any event, w111 be subject to the actions of
Congress.

Accordingly, I expect NAGB, in exercising its responsibilities under the
conference agreement, to confirm in writing its understanding that it is not to be an
advocate for new national tests, and will assure its activities will be carried out with
neutrality and objectivity. This would include public statements either for or against a
national test by NAGB members and staff.. This would be consistent with NAGB s not

- having adopted any policy resolutlons for or against national testrng

(2) The purpose of the progosed 4n grade reading tests and 8" grade
mathematics tests has never been definitive or clearly articulated. From the time the

national tests were first announced until the present, there has never been a definitive or
clearly articulated purpose of the proposed tests. As you know, the purposé of a test is

fundamental to virtually all aspects of test development and implementation. As part of

your responsibility over “policies” and “direction” of testing under the contract or any
contract modification, I would request that you carefully examine this fundamental issue
and report back to me and Congress with your views.

(3) The “voluntariness” of the proposed tests needs to be explored and clarified
by NAGB. On numerous occasions the Administration has emphasized that the tests
are “voluntary” without clarifying the extent of the voluntariness. Are the proposed
tests voluntary as to the state? school district? school? student? What will NAGB’s
position be on this matter? ' :

(4) _The plain language and spirit of the pilot/field testing prohibitien in FY
1998 includes not only a prohibition upon the actual handing out of pilot/field tests. but ,
: lso any contractual or non-contractual activities in preparatlon for handing out tests

; communication or correspondence with states, school districts, schools or
others about pilot/field tests; any arrangements for administration of pilot/field tests;

.and any other preparatory activities short of handing out the tests to students, and any

similar activities in whole or in part, etc.) Accordingly, it is my expectatlon that any
FY1998 NAGB-modified contract will reflect such intent.

(5) The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) feasibility study mentioned in
section 306 could potentially obviate the need for any new national tests. .As you
know, the NAS study is to determine if an equivalency scale can be developed that
would allow test scores from commercially available standardized tests and state
assessments to be compared with each other and with the National Assessment of
Educational Progress

In addition to these concerns, I have attached several questions for which I
would appreciate receiving written answers no later than December 31, 1997. Finally,
I would appreciate receiving periodic updates on NAGB’s activities as set forth under
the appropriations bill.



~ Thank you for the opportunity to present these concerns and questions
forward to working with you in the months ahead. '

Sincerely, -

é:‘;OODLING
Chairman ‘

WEFG:kdt
Enclosures
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. Questions for the National AsSessmént Governing Board

1. What assurances do you intend to provide that NAGB will carry out its duties
independent of the Departr_nent of Education and tpe White House?

2. (a) What is the status of the NAEP frameworks for 4th grade reading and 8th
grade mathematics?

(b) When were they developed?

(¢) It is my understanding that the Dépa'rtment of Education had originally intended
to use the 1990 NAEP frameworks for the proposed 4" grade reading and 8" grade
mathematics tests. Is that a correct understanding?

(d) Does NAGB intend to use the 1990 NAEP frameworks for any new 4" grade
reading or 8" grade mathematics tests that might be developed under any potential
new or modified test development contract?

(e) What is the schedule, if any, for the NAEP frameworks rev1ew and what process
will be used for such review?

3. Please describe‘ the research used to set NAEP content and performance standards
for reading and discuss whether it is consistent with the National Inst1tutes for Child
Health and Human Development research on reading?

4. There are some who have criticized the item and test specifications as currently
developed for the 8" grade mathematics test as promoting the so-called “new-new” or
“fuzzy” math. What is your response to this criticism? ‘

5. What manner or means does NAGB intend to use to consult with the National ,
Academy of Sciences? the White House? the Congress?

6. How does NAGB intend to define the terms “voluntary” and “involuntary” tests? v
7. What is the mission, funding proCess, and"cur're’nt budget and stafﬁng of NAGB?

8. (a) What is the relationship, in general, between the Department of Education and
NAGB?

(b) Do you have any employees on loan to you from the Department of Education?
If so, what are their names and what are their job descriptions? Are they expected
to report to NAGB and the Department of Education at the same time? How long

* are they expected to be detailed from the Department of Education to you?

(c) What has been the content of discussions NAGB and/or its staff have had with

S



~y -

the Department of Education or its contractees on the proposed national testing in
4* grade reading and 8® grade mathematics?

9. - What specific responses has NAGB had to the GAO report “Educational
Achievement Standards: NAGB’s Approach Yields Misleading Results” (June 1993)
and National Academy of Education’s report “Setting Performance Standards for
Student Achievement: A Report of the National Academy of Education Panel on the
Evaluation of the NAEP Trial State Assessment: An Evaluation of the 1992
Achievement Levels” (1993)? :

10. How does NAGB define its roles and responsibilities with regard to national testing
in FY 1998 and please provide me with any and all written materials relating to same.

"11. (a) What role, if any, do you anticipate the American Institutes for Research (AiR)

will have now that NAGB has jurisdiction of the test development contract?

(b) What role and specific tasks does AIR fulfill that could not be handled by
dealing directly with the various subcontractors working on various aspects of the
test development contract?

(c) How do AIR’s duties drffer from NAGB’ s‘?

12. Various estimates provided earlier in the year by the Department of Education
indicated that the new national tests would cost in the vicinity of $100 million during
the first year of implementation (March 1999--proposed), provided that all eligible 4*
and 8" graders took the respective tests in such year. What are NAGB’s views on t}.us
estimate? Do you have an independent estrmate‘?

13. Please provide a listing of how you intend' to allocate monetary resources to carry
out NAGB’s duties under the FY 1998 appropriations legislation (sections 305-311).
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December 30, 1997

Hon. William F. Goodling, Chairman
Committee on Education and the Workforce
U.S. House of Representatives -

2181 Rayburn House Office Bu1ldmg
Washington, D.C. 20515 '

Dear Chairman Goodling:
Thank you for your letter of December 12.

Enclosed are responses to the questions'you asked and the materials you requested. We
have included all Governing Board statements on the Board's plans for developmg the proposed
voluntary national tests.

Individual members of the Board may hold different views about the desirability of
having such tests and as citizen members may express them. However, the Governing Board
staff will reflect the Board's position on the voluntary national tests as well as the Board's
policies as they are adopted. The position of the Board is given in its press statement of
December 2:

"The Governing Board has not endorsed a voluntary national test and we have not -
opposed a voluntary national test. The Board is doing what Congress has asked us to do.

"The position of the Board has been that if there is to be a test that essentially is an
adaptation of NAEP, then it should come under the NAEP umbrella. If the country finds that
‘useful and Congress funds it and moves forward, we hope to develop a test that is worthy. of

: con51derat10n

It is in this spirit that the Board is carrying out the responsibilities that were assigned to it
in the FY 1998 Appropriations Act. The gist of our approach is that we intend to consult widely
and act deliberately in carrying out the assignment to develop reliable examinations that are fully
consistent with NAEP's content and performance standards.

As the conference report makes clear, the proposed examinations would be an individual
version of the National Assessment of Educational Progress and would show whether students
can meet NAEP's standards for basic, proficient, or advanced performance. How parents,
teachers, and schools might use the results is an issue that the Board will consider carefully with
input from all of those concerned. ‘

800 North Capitol Street, N.W.
Suite' 825, Muailstop 7583
Washington, D.C. 20002-4233
Phone: (202) 357-6938
Fax: (202) 357-6945



As you note in point 3 of your letter, the Board is also to address the issue of voluntary
participation in the proposed tests. At our meeting last month, one of our committees began
preliminary discussion of this matter. We expect to spend considerable time on it, to listen
attentively to the different points of view, and to clarify what “voluntary” means.

The issue you raise in point 4 is an important one which the Board will consider as part of
the contract review which it must act on by February 11. We also intend to cooperate fully with
the studies being conducted by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) and have already begun
discussions with NAS representatives. :

As our staff has indicated previously, we would very much appreciate it if you could
come to one of our meetings and discuss your views with the whole Board. Our next meeting
will be in Washington on January 22, and, if it is convenient for you, we invite you to speak and
-also have some interchange with Board members from around the country. We would also like
to arrange for a briefing/discussion at your office with Board members who are leading various
aspects of the work on the voluntary national tests

The Governing Board, as you know, 1s b1partisan and is required by statute to operate
"independent[ly] of the Secretary and other offices and officers of the [Education] Department."
The Board was established by Congress in 1988 upon the recommendation of a blue-ribbon
study group appointed under the Reagan administration. The study panel called for an
independent policy-making board for NAEP to make sure the assessment would be "buffered
from manipulation by any mdmdual level of government, or special interest within the field of
education.”

The Governing Board has served that role for NAEP for almost a decade.. It has made
- sure that the content and performance standards of the assessment are based on a national
consensus process--not on partisan decision-making, and that NAEP would not become the arm
. of any administration. As a result of its mdependence and integrity, people on many sides of
~ many issues in many states have looked to' NAEP as a fair measure of academic achievement.

We are aware, of course, of the controversies surroundmg the proposed national tests.
- For that very reason we hope to fulfill the same role for them--to serve as the vehicle for
conducting the test development process free from partisanship and for providing the kind of
deliberate, considered decision making that an independent, broadly-representative Board can
give. -



Thank you for your offer to work with the Governing Board in the months ahead. We
appreciate it and will keep you fully informed. ‘

Sincerely,
~QD S

Mark D. Musick -
Chairman

Enclosures

cc: Rep. William L. Clay
Rep. John Porter
Rep. David Obey
Sen. Jim Jeffords
Sen. Ted Kennedy
Sen. Arlen Spector
Sen. Tom Harkin
Secretary Richard W. Riley
Michael Cohen



List of Enclosures

1. Responses to Questions

2. Letter to Hon. John Conyérs,

3. Joint Cdnference on Standard-Setting: Executive Summary

4. Statement by Mark Musick, September 14, 1993

5. Comments on NAE Eyaluation of NAGB Achievement Levels, by Gregory Cizek
6. Reaction to Natiqnal Academy of Education Report, by Michael Kane. N

7‘. : D;cember 2, 19‘}7 Press Release

8. Ndvember 21, 1997 Statement by Mark Musick

9. June2, 1997 Letter to Secretary Riley |

- 10. Board-adopted Process for Reviewing the Test Development Contract for the
Voluntary National Tests

" 11. Board-adopted Process for Developing Final Test Specifications for the Voluntary -
National Tests S
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Responses to Quéstions from Chairman Goodling

1. What assurances do vou intend to provide that NAGB will carrv out its duties
independent of the Department of Education and the White House? '

Response: The authorizing legislation for the National Assessment Governing Board -
(National Education Statistics Act, section 412, P.L. 103-382) requires it to.

“[exercise] its independent judgment, free from inappropriate influences and
special interests.” '

In addition, the law states that

“In the exercise of its respbnsibilities, the Board shall be independent of the
Secretary and the other offices and officers of the Department.”

Further, the law requireys the composition of the Governing Board to be bi-partisan,
broadly representative of state, local, and private policy makers, administrators, and

© teachers, and include individuals representing the general public, parents, business, and

test and curriculum experts. Governors, state legislators, chief state school officers, state
and local board members, teachers, principals, parents, business people, and experts
comprise the Board. They are appointed by the Secretary of Education, but generally
from nominations that come from the Board itself, as a form of check and balance. The
nominations submitted by the Board are based on recommendations from various
organizations and associations from across the country that represent the types of -
individuals to be appointed. '

Thus, by legislative requirement and by inclination, that inclination fostered by its very
composition, the Governing Board carries out its duties independently and has done so

consistently since its inception in 1988. In addition, the Board’s independence is made .
operational through a memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the Board and the .
Department and through a set of related delegations of authority from the Secretary to the

Board. The MOU and delegations-of authority were first instituted under then-Secretary

Lamar Alexander and have been carried forward by Secretary Riley.

The independence of the Governing Board is essential in carrying out its duties under
NAEP and the voluntary national tests. We have identified additional checks and
balances that would be useful in ensuring and strengthenirig the continued independence
of the Board. We would be happy to discuss these with you at your request.-

2(a). What is the status of the NAEP frameworks for 4" grade reading and 8"
grade mathematics? and (b) When were they developed?

Responsé: The Governing Board’s framework for 4™ grade reading (Réading
Framework for the National Assessment of Educational Progress: 1992 — 1998) was -
used as the basis for the 1998 NAEP reading assessment. The reading framework was



developed by the Governing Board during 1989-1990 as a result of a national consensus
process. This process, required under P.L. 103-382, included “the active participation of
teachers, curriculum specialists, local school administrators, parents, and concerned
members of the public.” :

For mathematics, the Board’s framework (Mathematics Framework for the 1996
National Assessment of Educational Progress) was used to develop the 1996 NAEP math
assessment. - This framework was first developed by the Department of Education in 1988
and 1989, using a national consensus approach. However, in 1992 and 1993 the Board
revised the framework and developed test specifications for math to accommodate the
achievement levels that Congress mandated that the Board develop.

2(c) Itis my understanding‘that the Department of Education had originally

intended to use the 1990 NAEP frameworks for the proposed 4" erade reading and
8" srade mathematics tests. Is that a correct understanding?

Response: The Department of Education used the /992-1998 NAEP Reading Framework
as a starting point for the 4™ grade reading voluntary national test specifications, and the
1996 NAEP Mathematics Framework for the voluntary national test 8th grade
mathematics specifications.

2(d) Does NAGB intend to use the 1990 NAEP frameworks for any new 4™ orade
-reading or 8" grade mathematics tests that might be developed under any potential

new or modified test development contract?

Response: At its November 1997 meeting, the Govcmmg Board approved a plan to
develop voluntary national test specifications for 4" grade reading and 8" grade A
mathematics based on the current NAEP frameworks (see 2(a) and (b)). This is
consistent with the conference report for P.L. 105-78, requiring that voluntary national
. tests “be based on the same content.and performance standards as are used for NAEP

. and...linked to NAEP to the maximum extent possible.”

o _(e) What is the schedule. lf any, for the NAEP frameworks review and what

process will be used for such review?

Response: In March 1997, the Governing Board approved a NAEP schedule of

- assessments. This schedule called for a possible new reading assessment to be developed
for the year 2006 and a possible new mathematics assessment for 2004. In addition, as
part of its NAEP Redesign Policy, the Board stipulated that “test frameworks and test
specifications developed for the National Assessment generally shall remain stable for at
least ten years.” This will enable NAEP to measure trends in student achievement over
time, and to keep down the costs of the National Assessment. The Board currently is
working on a policy for the review and revision of NAEP assessment frameworks.



3. Please describe the research used to set NAEP content and perfcrmance
standards for reading and discuss whether it is consistent with the National

Institutes for Child Health and Human Development research on reading.

The NICHHD research focuses on a particular method of teaching reading, while NAEP
" measures student achievement in reading. Given its prominence as a national and state-
level indicator of student achievement, NAEP does not espouse a single instructional
method that may disadvantage some states or school districts, while favoring others.
The major research used in establishing the NAEP reading framework is listed on page
21 of the framework document. This research spanned a broad spectrum of
methodologies about the teaching of reading. However, the framework is based on the
premise that the NAEP reading assessment should focus on measuring how well students
read, not on a specific instructional or theoretical approach to teaching reading.

As required by law, the national consensus approach involved broad engagement of
teachers, curriculum specialists, policy makers, and members of the general public.
Members of the reading framework committees represented a broad spectrum of views
regarding reading and reading instruction. A wide range of perspectives was used to
inform the framework development, including research, examination of state reading
frameworks, public hearings, and other sources of information.

Similarly, the NAEP performance standards in reading were developed using the NAEP
framework, test specifications, and item pool. The national consensus panels that
advised the Board on the standards included, as required by law, persons from various
pedagogical backgrounds, having broad experience in different approaches to the
teaching and leaming of reading. However, no one particular research approach was
favored or required in the selection of panelists. '

4. There are some who have criticized the item and test specifications as currently

developed for the gt grade mathematics test as promoting the so-called “new-
new” or “fuzzv” math. What is vour response to this criticism?

Response: The 1996 NAEP mathematics framework calls for an assessment that

measures a wide range of important basic math skills, such as computation, as well as the
application of those basic skills to problems in measurement, geometry, algebra, and

other math areas. In developing the math framework for the 1996 assessment, the Board .
consulted widely to ensure a balanced set of test objectives and specifications. For
example, students are required to “read, write, rename, order, and compare numbers;”
“compute with numbers (i.e., add, subtract, multiply, divide);” and “apply given -
measurement formulas for perimeter, area, volume, and surface area in problem settings.”
Furthermore, only about one-third of the NAEP math assessment permits the use of

" calculators. After each NAEP assessment, test questions are released so that American
parents and teachers.can see for themselves the range of content on each test.

The Board is currently engaged in a process to dévélop ka set of grade 8 mathematics
specifications for the voluntary national test.  This process includes a detailed analysis of
 the proposed 8" grade mathematics specifications developed by the Council of Chief



State School Officers: The guiding principle, consistent with the conference report for
P.L. 105-78, is to ensure that voluntary national tests are: “based on the same content
and performance standards as are used for NAEP and linked to NAEP to the maximum
extent possible.”

5(a). What manner or means does NAGB intend to use to consult with the National .
Academy of Sciences?

Response: Under P.L. 105-78, the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) is required to
consult with the Governing Board, the National Governors Association, the National
Conference of State Legislatures, the White House, and the Congress on the feasibility

* study to determine if an equivalency scale can be developed that would allow test scores
from commercially available standardized tests and State assessments to be compared
with each other and the National Assessment of Educational Progress. In addition, P.L.
105-78 requires NAS to conduct two other studies, one related to the quality of test items
developed for the voluntary national tests and one related to fairness in testing generally.

The Governing Board has an interest in all three of these studies, but from different
perspectives. For the first, the law requires the Governing Board to serve in a
consultative capacity to the NAS, along with other organizations. For the second, the
NAS will be evaluating test items that are developed for the voluntary national tests, a
matter that is under the Governing Board’s jurisdiction. For the third, the NAS will make
recommendations on means for avoiding discriminatory use of tests and for ensuring that
tests are in the form most likely to yield accurate information on student achievement, a
matter that could inform Governing Board policy.

The Govemmg Board and its staff already have a firm working relationship with the
NAS, as a result of the NAS contract to evaluate the National Assessment of Educational
Progress. Governing Board members and staff have made presentations at NAS
meetings. Likewise, NAS members and staff have made presentations to the Governing
Board. Governing Board staff meet on a monthly basis with NAS staff to review the
progress of the evaluatlon to help identify issues that need to be addressed, and to
coordmate activities.

With respect to the NAS studies related to the voluntary national tests, the NAS
Executive Director, Michael Feuer, made a presentation at the November 1997
Governing Board on the three NAS studies. Governing Board and NAS staff have met to
begin discussions on the process for consultation and coordination. Although the details
have not yet been worked out, we expect that, as with NAEP, the working relationship
~with the NAS will continue to be carried out in a professional and efficient manner.

5(b). What manner or means does NAGB intend to use to consult with the
Congress? '

Response: The Governing Board is grateful for your invitation to provide periodic
updates on our activities as set forth under P.L. 105-78 and will do so either in person or



in writing as meets your needs. We regret the fact that'you were unable to address the

Board at its November meeting. However, immediately following the November

Governing Board meeting, we sent your staff copies of the Board-adopted procedures and

timelines for reviewing the test development contract and for preparing test A

- specifications. We are working with your staff to see whether it is possible to arrange a
briefing for you and other members of the House of Representatives around our January
22 Board meeting, or some other mutually convenient time. We are working with Senate
staff to set up similar arrangements.

Our intent is to provide the Congress accurate and timely information about the Board’s
plans and progress and to be responsive to requests for information. At a minimum,
before each Board meeting we will provide House and Senate staff with a copy of the
agenda so that they may attend if their schedule permits. Following each Board meeting,
we will forward to you and other interested Members a copy of the meeting report, to
include any decisions or actions taken. Over time, this approach may be changed to
make the process more efficient.

* In this spirit of providing timely information, we intend to send copies of our reply to
your letter to the leadership on both sides of the aisle of the Committee on Education and
the Workforce of the House, the Labor and Human Resources Committee in the Senate,
and the appropriate Appropriations subcommittees.

5(c). What manner or means does NAGB intend to use to consult w1th the White
House?

Response: As with the Congress, our intent is to provide the White House accurate,
timely information about our plans and progress and to be responsive to requests for
information. At a minimum, before each Board meeting we will provide White House
staff with a copy of the agenda so that they may attend if they choose. Following each
Board meeting, we will forward to White House staff a copy of the meeting report, which
- will include any decisions or actions taken. Over time, this approach may be changed to
make the process more efficient.

6. How does NAGB intend to define the terms “voluntary” and “involuntary” tests?

Response: At present, the Governing Board does not have a specific plan for defining
the term “voluntary” with respect to voluntary national tests. To the extent that defining
this term falls under the Goveming Board’s responsibilities under P.L.105-78, it will
most likely be taken up in connection w1th the development of policies on test use and
reporting. : '

The Board recognizes that this is a complex matter with potent{élly far-reaching
consequences. The Board, composed of Governors, state legislators, chief state school
officers, educators, members of the public and others is well constituted to make this



decision. Certainly, in the development of this definition, the Board would seek advice
from representatives of state and local education agencies, school administrators and
teachers, education associations and other education groups, policymakers, and the
general public. Also, before adopting any such definition, the Board would make it
available for public comment, both through public hearings and the submission of written
comments: ' '

7. What is fhe mission, funding process, and current budget and staffing of NAGB?

Response: The mission of the Governing Board is set out at section 412 of the National
Education Statistics Act (NESA) (P.L. 103-382) and sections 305-311 of the FY 1998
Appropriations Act for the Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and
Education (P.L. 105-78). The provisions in NESA concern the National Assessment of
- Educational Progress. The provisions in the FY 1998 Appropriations Act concern the
voluntary national tests. With respect to NAEP, under P.L.103-382 the general mission
of the Governing Board is to formulate policy guidelines for the National Assessment
(including determining the content of each assessment, the design of the methodology,
and achievement levels for reporting results). With respect to voluntary national tests,
under P.L. 105-78 the general mission of the Governing Board is to exercise exclusive
authority over all policies, direction and guidelines for developing voluntary national
tests pursuant to contract RI97153001 or any subsequent contract related thereto.

The funding process involves the development by the Governing Board of a funding
request for the upcoming fiscal year, presentation in the President’s request to Congress,
and appropriations by the Congress as a line under the Research and Statistics account of
the Department of Education appropriation.

The FY 1998 budget for the Governing Board is $3,471,000. The Governing Board
employs eight full-time professional and technical staff and two full-time support staff.

.. 8(a). What is the relationship, iri general, between the Depé.rtment of Education and
NAGB? o

Response: In general, we would characterize the relationship between the Department
and the Board as professional and business-like. The relationship between the
Department of Education and the Governing Board has developed over the years since
the Board’s inception in 1988. Its basis is the shared concern for the effectiveness and
quality of the NAEP program. The Board and its staff regularly consult with staff of the
National Center for Education Statistics as one important source of information in policy
development for NAEP. For more specifics, please refer to response number 1, above.



8(b). Do vou have any employees on loan to vou from the Department of -

Education? If so, what are their names and what are their job descriptions?

Are they expected to report to NAGB and the Department of Education at the
.-same time? How long are they expected to be detailed from the Department to

you? : '

Response: There are no employees on loan to the Governing Board from the Department
of Education. " ' '

8(c). What has been the content of discussions NAGB and/or its staff have had with
the Department of Education or its contractors on the proposed national
_testing in 4" grade reading and 8" grade mathematics?

Response: The content of discussions between NAGB and the Department of Education
and its contractors has been focused on the transfer of contract files to NAGB, effecting a
smooth transition from Department to NAGB control of the contract, and determining the
status of each task and subtask under the original award.

9. What Specific responses has NAGB had to the GAO report “Educational
 Achievement Standards: NAGB’s Approach Yields Misleading Results” (June
1993) and the National Academy of Education’s report “Setting Performance
Standards for Student Achievement: A Report of the National Academy of
Education Panel on the Evaluation of the NAEP Trial State Assessment: An

Evaluation of the 1992 Achievement Levels” (1993)?

Response: The Governing Board’s official response to the GAO report, as required by
law, is found in the enclosed letter to the Honorable John Conyers, dated September 24,
1993. The letter indicates that NAGB seriously considered the recommendations in that
report. A major effort was mounted between the Governing Board and the National
Center for Education Statistics to develop a joint plan to review the achievement level-

. setting approach. The results are documented in proceedings of a Joint Conference
(enclosed) held in October 1994 at which the reliability and validity of the process for
setting the levels and the interpretability of NAEP scores were thoroughly investigated.
In addition, the Governing Board revised its standard setting policies and reviewed all
operative policy guidelines having technical ramifications. Also, the Board continued
working collaboratively with NCES in the development of policies requiring technical
expertise. . ' ’

The Governing Board’s public comments on the NAE report are contained in a .
September 14, 1993 statement (enclosed) by Mark Musick, then Chairman. In that
response, Mr. Musick stated that “the NAE panel note[d] in its report [that] setting
standards is fundamentally a matter of policy judgment, not a scientific search for ‘truth.’
That judgment should be informed and deliberate — and the process the Governing Board
used certainly was.” Mr. Musick’s statement also notes that the process is similar to



ones used to set standards for licensing in various professions (e.g., surgeons, auto
mechanics, and food inspectors) and is supported by years of research including some of
the NAE’s own studies. He also states that the Board’s standards are not set too highin
the light of the Adult Literacy Study, and that, over time, the process of settmg the '
standards can be improved. :

In addltxon, the Board requested ACT, its achievement levels contractor, to provide a
technical report on the standard setting process, which examined the reliability and
validity of the standards set in reading and mathematics. Also, the Board commissioned
two independent reviews of the NAE report (enclosed): one by Gregory Cizek,
University of Toledo, a well-known expert in standard setting, and one by Michael Kane,

- University of Wisconsin, a nationally recognized expert in validity. Kane concluded that
“the evidence provided in the NAE report and in the [background] studies commissioned
by the NAE Panel do not provide adequate support for the strong [negative] conclusions
in the report.” Cizek stated in the summary of his review that “the conclusions of the
NAE report: 1) rely on the input of researchers who do not possess relevant expertise in
the area of standard setting; 2) do not derive from the application of accepted evaluation
guidelines, criteria, or procedures; 3) are presented in a systematically unbalanced
manner; 4) are based upon research studies that were not particularly well-suited to
answering questions of interest; and 5) lead to recommendations that would substantially
harm the credibility and validity of the NAEP.” Also, Ronald K. Hambleton, a widely
respected psychometrician, recently noted that the achievement levels set for NAEP uses
the most sophisticated, thoroughly evaluated standard-setting process in the world.

H

10. How does NAGB define its roles and responsibilities with regard to national
testing in FY 1998 and please provide me with anv.and all written materials

relating to same.

Response: The Goveming Board defines its roles and responsibilities with regard to
_national testing in FY 1998 according to the requirements in sections 305-311 of
P.L.105-78, the guidance provided by Congress in the accompanying conference report,
and the relationship of these to the National Assessment. The Governing Board has
neither endorsed nor opposed the development of a voluntary national test. It does
believe, should there be a voluntary national test based on NAEP, that the Govermng
Board should have a role in settmg policy (see enclosed staternents) '

11(a). What role, if any, do vou. anticipate the American Institutes fof Research

(AIR) will have now that NAGB has jurisdiction of the test development

contract?

‘ Responsei»--The Governing Board has established a Special Committee to review the AIR
contract. The role of the test development contractor is a consideration in that review..
- The committee has begun its work and will make a report to the Governing Board on



' January 22, 1998. The committee will recommend whether to accept the contract as is,
modify the contract, or terminate the contract and negotiate a new one. '

11(b). What role and specific tasks does AIR fulfill that could not be hﬁndled by

dealing directly with the various subcontractors working on various aspects
of the test development contract?

Response: As noted in the previous response, the Governing Board has established a
Special Committee to review the AIR contract. The committee has begun its work and
will make a report to the Governing Board on January 22, 1998. The committee will
recommend whether to accept the contract as is, modify the contract, or terminate the
contract and negotiate a new one. '

- 11(c). How do AIR’s duties differ from NAGB’s?

Response: The FY.1998 Appropriations Act for Labor, Health and Human Services, and
Education (P.L. 105-78) vests in the Governing Board exclusive authority over all
- policies, direction and guidelines fo_r' developing voluntary national tests pursuant to
contract RJ97153001. This makes the Board the responsible contracting authority and
the contract monitor. AIR is accountable to the Board under the current contract and,
should it be modified, any future modified contract. . Most important, P.L.105-78 makes
clear that NAGB, not AIR, is responSIble for all policies, direction and guidelines. related
to the voluntary national tests.

AIR proposed to use a wide variety of subcontractors to do the various technical work
related to test development as well as the statistical linking to NAEP and TIMSS. AIR is
solely responsible for coordinating the work of the subcontractors and ensuring the
quality of materials submitted to the Governing Board for review and approval.

* 12. Various estimates provided earlier in the vear by the Department of Education
indicated that the new national tests would cost in the vicinity of $100 million

during the first vear of implementation (March 1999—proposed). provided that

all eligible 4" and 8™ graders took the respective tests in such vear. What are .
NAGRB’s views on this estimate? Do vou have an independent estimate?

Response: It is our understanding from reviewing the public record that the $100 million
estimate is based on assumptions that the cost of testing per child would be S10-12 and
that the total number of students in the two grades is about 8 million. Whether the $10-
12 cost per child is a reasonable estimate cannot be determined until there are final
approved test specifications. . The final specifications will address matters such as the
number of items that have to be scored by hand and the complexity and cost of items to
be scored by machine. The Governing Board does not have an independent cost estimate



at this time. The Goveming Board will be able to develop cost estimates in the future,
when and if the tests are developed and the scope of testing is better defined.

Question 13. Please provide a listing of how you intend to allocate monetary
~ resources to carry out NAGB’s duties under the FY 1998

pproprlatlons legislation.

Response: The 1998 appropriation for NAGB was $3,471,000. This is an increase of
$606,000 over the FY 1997 appropriation level of $2,865,000. This $606,000 has been
allocated to the voluntary national tests as follows: ,

Salaries and Expenses . $296,000
Office Space, Postage, Telephone ' 113,000
One Time Costs: Furniture, Equxpment Space Alterations 35,000
Travel : 24,000
Meetings and Public Hearings , - 114,000
Contracts = . » o 20,000
Grand Total : . $606,000

These are current estimates. As further needs develop or current plans change, there may
be a reallocation of resources. :

10
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National Assessment Governing Board

\ National Assessment of Educational Progress
September 24, 1993

The Honorable John Conyers

Chairman, Government Operations Committee
U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Conyers:

‘ As required by 31 U.S.C. 720,  am responding to recommendations made in report GAO/PEMD-
93-12, prepared by the Gencral Accounting Office (GAO). The report is entitled Educational
Achievement Standards: NAGB's Approach Yields Misleading Interpretations.

There are numerous issues surrounding the use of educational achievement standards about
which knowledgeable people of goodwill disagree. ‘While it is of no small consequence that U.S. Secretary
of Education Richard Riley has endorsed our position that the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) should move from a norm-referenced to a standards-based test, this is a complex
undertaking, requiring close collaboration among the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB),
the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), and our respective contractors. The GAO report

- is itself one indicator of the complexity and difficulty of this task; but I also hope that the report’s
ultimate effect will be to move the states and the nation forward in setting education standards.
Responses to the specific GAO recommendations follow. '

1. We recommend that NAGB withdraw its direction to NCES that the 1992 [NAEP] results bepublzahed
primarily in terms of [achievement] levels. The conventional approach to score mterpretatwn should be
retameduntzlanaltemaavehcsbeenskowntobesound@age%)

Response: For the reasons stated below, we have not followed this recoé;xtiuendation.‘

In 1992, only mathematics, reading and writing were assessed by NAEP. A report that describes
the process by which achievement levels were set in 1992, as well as information on the reliability and
validity of the 1992 achievement levels has been prepared by American College Testing (ACT). ACT is
the contractor that conducted the achievement level-setting process in 1992 for NAGB. A copy of the .
report is enclosed. The report notes that reliability and validity are not subject to "all or nothing”
characterizations, but are matters of degree. The report concludes that the 1992 mathematics and
reading achievement levels are sufﬁc:ently reliable and vahd for practical use [for their intended
purposes].”

NCES, consistent with policies set by NAGB, works to ensure that all reports and releases of
NAEP data meet accepted standards of technical soundness and that the data are released in a timely
manner. A final step NCES undertakes to ensure that NAEP data meet technical standards is called
"prepublication review.” We note, as has GAO in footnote 18 in its report, that prepublication review by
NCES for the 1992 mathematics assessment has occurred and the data have been mleased Footnote
18 descnb% steps that have been taken already by NAGB and NCES:

The 1992 NAEP results for mathematlcs were published in April 1993. The achievement levels
- did undergo NCES prepublication review. NCES accepted NAGB’s levels-setting process and
_the resulting scores as given and focused on the question of valid inference--on whether NAGB'’s
statements of what students at these scores should do are useful for interpreting what students
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actually can do. Early results from technical evaluatxons suggested a need for further
examination of the inferences that can be drawn from NAEP scores. Both the achievement level
approach and the conventional anchor point approach are now under review [i.e. by NAGB and
NCES]. The 1992 NAEP [mathematics] report presents data both ways, alerts readers to the
questions that have been raised, and urges readers to assess for themselves how well the various
forms of reporting meet their needs (page 37).

GAOQ’s central concern about using achievement levels is that they could lead to misleading
interpretations, We believe that the approach NAGB and NCES have taken is prudent and does not
advance misleading interpretations. NAGB and NCES are working together to'resolve the issue of how
the scores should be interpreted. For reporting the 1992 NAEP reading results, NAGB and NCES
jointly developed an approach that permits valid interpretations of what students can do who score at
the various achievement levels set by NAGB. NCES prepublication review has been completed; for the
reading report, released on September 15, 1993, the issue of appropriate score interpretations has been

- resolved.

NAGB has taken a different poéition with respect to reporting the 1992 NAEP writing results.
In this case, NAGB has decided not to use achievement levels for reporting the 1992 writing assessment
results. This decision does not indicate concerns about the process by which the achievement levels were
developed. After the wntmg test was administered, data analysis showed inconsistencies in student
performance across the three different kinds of writing tested by NAEP--informative, narrative and
persuasive. For example, a student may have performed well on a persuasive writing item and poorly
on a narrative item. The instability of performance appears to be due to the small item pool, the fact.
that the writing assessment involves only performance test items, and the small number of test items
(i.e. one or two) to which each student responds. NAGB believes that this observed instability raises
questions about standard setting on performance assessments; these questions are applicable not just
to NAEP, but to other assessments as well. NAGB has recommended that a secondary report be -
prepared and published by NCES that would describe issues related to performance-type assessments
in general and to the 1992 writing assessment in partlcular This report will be useful in informing the
public and practitioners about these issues.

We also note that the GAO recommendation. to retain "the conventional approach to score
interpretation” is problematic. The combination of scale scores and anchoring to which the [GAO] report -
refers as "conventional” has only been in place since the mid-1980’s. While this approach may have
strengths, it also has weaknesses, including the absence of any standard against which to compare
student achievement. This "conventional approach” for reporting NAEP results could itself yield .
misleading interpretations.

2. Second, we recommend that the Chairman of NAGB and the Commissioner of Education Statistics
develop a joint plan and schedule for review of NAGB’s achievement levels approach...The plan should
begin with a review of existing critiques of the approach and should include, at an early stage, a
determination by the commissioner [of NCES] whether (1) NAGB'’s approach will necessarily produce
invalid interpretations of NAEP scores and should not be pursued or (2) the approach is sufficiently
promising that a specific plan for NCES prepublication review should be designed and implemented.
If option 1 is selected, the case is closed. If the decision is to proceed, NAGB should develop evidence
that the levels results are valid and reliable and that the interpretations suggested for them are valid.
NCES should make clear what evidence will be required (page 39).
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Response: A process for reviewing the achievement levels approach is underway. The review is taking
existing critiques into account as well as lessonis learned from NAGB'’s experience in setting achievement
levels. We are giving serious consideration to the studies and some of the recommendations of the
National Academy of Education, released on September 15, 1993. As indicated above in the response
to GAO recommendation 1, NAGB and NCES are working together to assure that NAEP results are
reported in ways that are accurate and supportable. NAGB is reviewing all aspects of its achievement.
levels policy, and NCES participation in this process is direct and on-going. Another component of the
review of achievement level-setting involves conferences we are planning jointly, to be conducted in FY .
-1994. The conferences will examine the implications for NAEP of national and state-adopted content
and performance standards now being developed; the design and execution of these conferénces may
involve a "neutral" third party. The conferences will address both policy and technical issues. In
addition, NAGB is weighing the idea of conducting a national design competition to elicit alternative
ways to set achievement levels for possible use with assessments to be conducted in 1996.

- 3. In view of the conceptual and technical flaws in NAGB's achievement levels approach (see chapter 2)

~ and of the many questions that need to be resolved before an alternative standard-setting method can
be selected, we recommend that NAGB withdraw its policy of applying the 1990 achievement levels

. approach to future NAEP tests and join with NCES in exploring alternatives for setting both conient-
based and overall performance standards with respect to NAEP. This inquiry should examine issues
of purpose, technical feasibility, cost, fairness, credibility, and usefulness (Page 51).

Response: NAGB does not have a policy that requires the use of the approach taken in 1990. .The
approach used in 1992 was significantly modified from that used in 1990. As noted above, NAGB isin
- the process of reviewing and revising its achievement levels policy and also is considering the idea of
conducting a national design competition to elicit alternative ways to set achievement levels. NAGB
and NCES are working together on approaches that will improve the use of standards in reporting
NAEP results. NAGB will continue to encourage bidders on future achievement levels contracts to
suggest alternative approaches. Technical feasibility, cost, fairness, credibility, and usefulness will be
among the considerations used in deciding upon the selection of any approach. As a result of these
efforts, we expect that advances will continue to be made in the approaches used to set achievement
levels for NAEP. ‘

4. To ensure that it does not formulate and adopt technicalfy unsound policies or approve technically
ﬂawed results, we recommend that NAGB:

‘a. obtain NCES review of the technical strengths and weaknesses of proposed policies that
implement NAGB’s statutory responsibilities, prior to final decision on such policies; -

b, analyze the probable effect of proposed policies on NAEP's ability to present achievement
fairly and aa:itmtely and to support trend reporting that is both valid and reliable;

e o pilot test and thoroughly evaluate any new design or analysis procedure befom tt is ﬁdly
implemented and results are mporte:i, and
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- d. adopt standards of technical quality (to be applied internally) for publications issued
under its own authority and also secure competent external technical review of such
publications prior to authnrizing their release (pages 64-65).

Response:

a. In May 1993, NAGB staff instituted a formal procedure to obtain NCES review of proposed
_policies. A member of the NAGB staff works with a member of the NCES staff to plan and coordinate
NCES review of proposed policies. Also, NAGB and NCES staff schedule monthly joint meetings. The
purpose of these meetings is to discuss matters of mutual interest, including but not limited to discussion
of the technical strengths and weaknesses of proposed policies. These formal mechanisms complement
the day-to-day collaboration between the two staffs on policy and operational matters. In addition, the
commissioner and NCES staff attend every meeting of NAGB and are invited to participate fully in the
deliberations.

b. NAGB views the maintenance of trends as a central goal of NAEP. The NAGB policy on
methodology states in pertinent part that:

The foremost priority of the National Assessment will remain the assessment of progress over

time; and this policy is intended to rule out changes that jeopardize the accurate estimation of
trends.

~ 'The NAGB policy statement on reporting and dissemination of National Assessment results states that:

All [NAEP] results shall be reported accurately...free from unsubstantiated observations, '
opinions, or points of view...[and] shall contain clear information on test methodology, sampling,
scoring and scaling procedures.

These policies will continue to be controllmg considerations. NAGB will continue to momtor the
implementation of these policies by NCES and its contractors. -

c. The procedures for setting the 1992 achievement levels were pilot-tested rigorously. The
results of the pilot test indicated the general efficacy of the contractor’s plan and resulted in only minor
adjustments in that plan. Evaluation and pilot testing are routinely performed on all aspects of NAEP;
this will continue. :

d. NAGB has no plans to issue publications that would require adoption of internal technical
review standards. However, in the event that NAGB should issue such publications, appropriate
technical standards will be applied and competent external review will be secured prior to authorizing
their release.

. 5. We recommend that the Chairman of NAGB review actions NAGB has taken with respect to its
statutory responsibilities in the past 2 years, identify those whose technical consequences have not been
sufficiently examined, and secure technical review as necessary to ensure that these actions will not.
generate unanticipated technical difficulties in the future (page 65).
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Response: In May 1993, NAGB began a review of all operative policy guidelines adopted since NAGB's
inception in 1988. The objective of the review is to evaluate the effects and current relevance of each
policy and to identify modifications, if any, that are needed.

6. We also recommend that the Clzaim of NAGB review each proposed policy to ensure that NAGB
prescribes policy ends, not technical details of implementation (page 65).

Response: The NAGB "Policy on Policies” states that:
Policies shall be specific enough to provide clear guidance to those eﬁcpect;ed to implement the
policy, but not so specific as to dictate exactly how the policy will be implemented. Each policy
shall clearly state the desired end, but leave to the 1mplementors the responsibility for selecting
the most appropriate means to that end.

NAGB shall continue to follow this approach.

7. With respect to NAGB membership, we recommend that NAGB nominate for the two testing and
measurement positions only persons with relevant professional qualifications who are trained and
experienced in the design and analysis of large-scale educational tests. To further add technical expertise
within its currently mandated membership structure, NAGB should also ensure that two or more of its
elected officials, educators, and representatives of tiw general public have sxgmﬁcant technical knowledge
and experience (page 65).

Response: NAGB will continue to solicit recommendations from appropriate individuals and groups and
will nominate well-qualified persons for Board vacancies as they occur. Professors Jason Millman and
Michael Nettles, appointed in October 1992, are eminently qualified to serve in the positions for testing
and measurement experts. They were chosen by the Secretary of Education from a hst of qualified
‘individuals nonunated by NAGB.

GAO Recommendations to Congress

" The GAO report includes two recommendations to Congress. These two GAO recommendations
are referenced below. Following each recommendation are comments that we respectfully’ submxt for
consideration by Congress. :

1. We recommend that the Congress specify what it intends in directing NAGB to identify appropriate
achievement goals: whether it envisions the establishment of overall performance standards, the
‘establishment of content-based performance standards, or simply better alignment of test coverage with
content mastery standards.. Given that legislation to establish a mechanism for adopting national
content standards is currently under consideration, the Congress may also wish to express specific
gutdance with respect to activities to align NAEP to content standards before such a mechanism is in
pLace , .
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Comments: Education reform legislation now before the Congress puts education standard-setting on
two tracks: (1) national voluntary content and performance standards and (2) state-developed content
and performance standards. Neither the Senate nor the House version requires state-developed
standards to be identical to national standards. Although national standards will inform those developed
by states, it is likely that there will be significant variation among the standards developed by individual

states, with respect to both their content and their implementation. ‘ '

In order to rep;ort state and national results fairly, NAEP will need to take this diversity into
account. NAGB and NCES recognize that many issues will be raised for NAEP as the national
standards projects and the respective states complete their work on both content and performance
standards. For example, NAEP should not ignore national standards as’ they emerge and are
implemented, but neither should NAEP accord the standards weight that would unduly influence state
decisions about curriculum matters. In order to address these and associated issues, NAGB and NCES
are jointly planning conferences, to be conducted during FY 1994 with the currently funded national
standards projects and state-based representatives.. The conferences will explore the policy and technical
implications of these national and state standards for NAEP (see also discussion above in response to
GAO Recommendation 2 to NAGB)

2. We recommend that the Congress clarify the division of responsibilities between NAGB and NCES,
with a view toward concentrating NAGB’s efforts on the functions for which its broad representation is
an asset and toward distinguishing functions NAGB iiself is to implement from matters on which it i3
to give policy direction or advice to the commissioner. While NAGB as it is currently constituted can
appropriately advise the commissioner from a constituency perspective regarding functions that are
technical (such as the method and design of the assessment), it does not have the technical resources to
carry out these functions and should be relicved of this apparent responsibility. When the Congress has
more clearly determined what NAGB’s functions should be, it should review NAGB’s membership and
determine the number of technically trained members needed (page 65). '

Comments: The current NAEP legislation does distinguish the responsibilities of NAGB and NCES.
NAGB is responsible for "formulat[ing] the policy guidelines for the National Assessment.” NCES is
responsible for "carry[ing] out, by grants, contracts or cooperative agreements...a National Assessment
of Educational Progress [which] shall be placed in [NCES] and shall report directly to the
Commissioner.” In addition to its policy/programmatic responsibilities, current law also authorizes
NAGB to perform administrative functions. These admlmstratwe functions include, but are not limited
to, appointing personnel and authorizing contracts.

The law' concentrates NAG_B’S programmatic functions on those "for which its broad
representation is an asset” and generally distinguishes "functions NAGB itself is to implement from
matters on which it is to give policy direction or advice to the Comtmsswner ‘For example, the
legislation makes NAGB r%ponsnble for: :

0 selecting subject areas to be assessed

o identifying appropriate achievement goals (i.e. achievement levels)
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o devising goal statements for each learning area assessment through a national consensus
approach (n.b. this is the process NAGB uses to develop the test framework for each
assessment, which includes developing assessment objectives and test specifications,
which also are NAGB functions authorized under current law) -

o  approving the appropriateness of cognitive items and ensuring that all items selected for
use in the National Assessment are free from racial, cultural, gender, or regional bias

These are functions which NAGB itself implements; they appear to be consistent with functions to be
performed by a broadly representative policy body.

In addition, NAGB is responsible for:

o developmg guidelines and standards for analysis plans and for reporting and
disseminating results

o develbping standards and érocedum for interstate, regional and national comparisons
These are functions for which NAGB provides policy direction for implementation by NCES.
' The NAEP legislation gives NAGB two ﬁnai specific responsibilities. These are:
) - designing thé methodology of the.ass&ssmenﬁ | |

o taking appropriate actions to improve the form and use of the National Assessment

NAGB understands these two provisions to refer to areas about which it is to formulate policy guidelinw
for implementation by NCES. For example, consider the NAGB policy on data collection and use, which
bears on the design of the methodology of the ass&sment The provision of the policy dealing with
samphng states that:

State and national samples will be representative of their respective populations. Every effort
will be made to control for sampling bias.

These are policy ends, not means, Just as GAO sugcosts We agree with GAO that it is appmpnate for
NAGB to prescribe pohcy ends with respect tc "designing the methodology of the assessment" rather
than actually to do the designing itself. Similarly, NAGB understands that "taking appropriate actions
to improve the form and use of the National Assessment" generally refers to steps to be taken by NAGB
toward the development of policy guidance that would be implemented by NCES, not by NAGB.

The division of responsibilities is further clarified through the memorandum of understanding
(MOU) between NAGB and the Department of Education and the associated delegations of authority
from the Secretary to NAGB. The MOU and delegations have been in effect since March 1992 and are
working to the satisfaction of the Department and NAGB.-
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It is fortunate that we have the National Assessment Governing Board’s extensive work and
experience in setting achxevement levels as the basis for responding to the GAO report recommendations.

Please contact me if you have any questions or if the National Assessment Govermng Board can be of
ass:stance in any other way.

Smcerely,
- Mark Musick
Chairman
Enclosure
Similar letter sent to:
The Honorable John Glenn
Chairman, Governmental Affaxrs Comzmttee

U.S. Senate
Washmgton D.C. 20510

The Honorable William H. Natcher
Chairman, Appropriations Committee
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Robert Byrd _
Chairman, Appropriations Committee
U.S. Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

Mrs. Eleanor Chelimsky
Assistant Comptroller General
General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548
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