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N ‘ \,/ cT FOREWORD .

LA

X .« ' .
- ~3~
This case study represents a portion-of a larger effort, supported
by the Research and Educational Practice Unit of the National Insti- ) ’
. . tute of Education, t6 develop a more c6mprehen51ve understanding of
' how various types of educational organ1zat1ons relate to one another N .
.in a€complishing 'school improvement projects. In a previous study*
we identified, described, and anatyzed the. charaeteristics of 103
1nterorgan1zat1ona1 arrangements (I0As) involving educational agencies - =~ -
that were fourid in the 13 counties of the Greater San Francisco Bay
Area. Several unexpected f1nd1ngs emerged from this study. First
was the large number of arrangements identified. Second was the fre-
quency with which educationatl organizations participated in arrange-.
ments: the range of frequency was between one-and 18 arrangements;
67 percent .of the 409" educational agencies identified participated in §
. two or more arrangements. Third, :all of the 231 Bay Area school dis-
. tricts were engaged in at least one arrangément, and 90 percent were
. in two or more. These findings inditate much more frequent formal . -
. connect1on among educatiorfal orgahizations than has been previously
) assumed or identified.

-

1) ) s

A two- d1mens1ona1, nine-ce]l c]ass1f1cat1on system was developed to ’
c]ass1fy the arrangements. ~ One dimension considered the legal status -
of” the arrangement itself (mandated, enabled, or freestand1ng) and
the second dimension considered the legal status of the 1mprovement
effort that the arrangement supported (mandated, ehabled, or free- -
standing). When the 103 amrangements were c]agsified-by-this two-
dimensional *system, no arrangements were found for two of the nine
, subclasses: a)-mandated arrangement suppor&ing a freestanding school
improvement effort and bj- enabled arrangement supporting a freestand-
ing improvément effort., Only 14 .percent of the arrangements were ’ ,
freestanding arrnagements supporting freestanding improvement efforts. <\‘ ) -
The remaining 86 percent of the arrangements were focused on support-
) 1ngamandated or enabled improvement efforts, and over three- fourths
of the 103 arrangements belonged to one of the four classes in which
there, was joint externa1-1nf1uence mandated or enabled, on bdth the
arrangement itself and*the school improvement effort the arrangement
suppgrted. . . . . N
G D $
— : '« . o . ; I
* C.S. Cates, P. D Hood, and S. McK1qp1n, An Exp]oratwon of Inter-
" organizational’ Arr@ggements that Support School Improvement. San
o Francisco, *CA: Far. West Laboratory for Educational Research and -
Development , 1981.. . -

~ ‘.

"
~— . ) .’ " ’ Nd ® "
. ) . . )
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However, 10 of .the 103 arrangements had the interesting character1st1c

. of being freestanding arrangements (in which member organizations con-

tributed all of the resources of the arrangement and for which there
was no sigmificant externat requ1rement provided) that were voluntaril
formed by educational agencies to,support school improvement efforts
that were themselves mandated (four 10As) or enabled (six- I0As). AIT
four of the freestanding arrangements supporting mandated 1mprovement
efforts were Proficiency Testing Consort1a. ] .
This case study describes one of these Prof1c1a;§) Testing Consortia.
,We have made’a special effort to/describe this particular arrahgement
"not only to provide more ‘detailed information about this type of IOA,
but also-because this type of arrangement provides a h1gp1y promising
model for successful collaboration among school districts that -are

. confronted with requirements that may severely tax their individual .
resourc®ss The case study alsp demonstrates the 1mportance of effec-

tive 0rgan1zat1ona1 leadership (in this case provided by a county

school's office) and significant participation and "ownership" on the
_part of member organizations. ° .

This case study documents the major events that occurred. within this
interorganizational arrangement, where the members went for-services
and information, &nd how this knowledge was used. The costs and bene-
fits, responsibilties and rewards of consortium act1v1ty emerge; as - ",
the case unfolds over a four-year time frame. i /.

o

Y

P

V4 4 .
Paul D. Hood !
Educational D1ssem1nat1on Studies’ Program ) _ v
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. THE CASE STUDY

-~

Introduction

-

*

Interorganizational arrangements (I0As); like the organ1zat1oﬁ?

that'compr1se them, change dramat1ca]]y over t1me.a After they are

estab]1shed they eXper1ment grow, and stab1]1ze. Then they dec]1ne

-

and disappear or-are altered in some form. Intenaet1ons among member -

~

organ1zat16hs changg'ps do their contributionsf Information resources
and knowledge inputg vary to réflect the redefined needs and purposes

of the JOA.  There can be starts and stops, detours dead ends, con-

t

flicts, d1sappo1nthents and dropodts. These in turn can be offset

S~ ~ e~ -

by reduced costs, 1ntr1ns1c and.extr1n53c rewards for the reoreje

tat1ves, we]]~deve10ped products or services, and strong, “h®althy

re]at1onsh1ps among member organ1zat1ons. ‘ 2

This case study of the AB 65 Elementary Consortium estab]1shed in
7
Santa Clara County, California will trace the history, products and-+
r N
processes of the consortium from the' time 1t was no. more than an idea

-
~

in a 1977 memorandum. Since then, it-has sponsored the development -
of comEEtencies, performance indicators, and item banks inzreadjng,

writing,.-and mathematics for grades’4, 6,- and 8. Its products also
. ‘ ) \ .
inc]ude guidelines-for scoring writing samples and an administrator's

notébook for‘meeting the requirements of AB 65. Thé consortium has

(¢ . .

‘sought help from staff at the Office.of the Santa Clara County " Super-

13

‘intendent of Schools and qther county offices, the California State ..

Department of Educatfon'(CSDE) pr1vate “educational testing and con- N

r

sulting firms, member districts, and other sources. The ippressive

$\]ist of valuable products is proof positive;that collabgration can be

A U

Ve ‘ . o - =

L]

~a1



cost-effective and-og\\nted toward results. The espr1t de corps and

active involvement of the consortium membkrs underscore the other

. ~
- L~

- ) less tangible benefits of working together.
. Y e / . .

" Santa Clara County - Z‘ ’

IS

-’

n. ‘
Santa C]ara County beg1ns at the southern end of the San Francisco *

» o

///Bay pen1nsu]a and extends 1n]and through metropo]1tan -and rural areas. -

Varied soc1oeconom1c and/cu]tura] conditions exist), exemplified by the

“Silicon Va]]ey“ e]ectron1cs and computer man cturers dott1ng the

.o

. " ' northern part of the county and the-{agms/grow1ng produce in tHe rich

. so1] to the south. Smalls suburban commun1t1es have deve]oped around
.San Jjose, the largest city in the county, San Jose has a substantia]

R hispanic poputatidn and other less dominant minorities, .The‘Of?ice

. X
of -the Santa Clara County;?uperjntendent,of Schools serves 22 elemen-
. s . s - 1/] / . s N ‘ - ’~\
Lary distpicts, five high “school districts, and six unified districts.

~ 1%
~~ b

.* The Legfslative Mandate -

1

éa]itornia State Assembly Bill 65 IAB,GS) mandated that each

s T~ elementary school district should- assess the Current.basic ski]]s

achievement of it$ students to determine if_they havé reacgég the
. . <

level of competency expected” by the d1str1ct. Elementary bogrds of .

© 7 N education were requ1red by ]aw to adopt a set of competenc1es in
reading comprehens1on writing, and computat1on for grades 4-6 and

7-8 by June 1 .1979.  The Tocal board*was a]so required ‘to establish

-4

. profic{Ency standards with the invo]vement of parents,‘administrators,

teachers, and_ counse]ors. .The ]eg{s]ation emphasized the assessment

T of eaéh'pup1] s mastery’ Of the ‘basic skills.rather than the pup1] S

performance re]at1ve to his or her classmates.

.
3
“
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‘A companion bill, AB 3408, required that afpgr June 1980, high .

<

‘sthoo] studentstunab]e to meet locally prescribed standard;'ih the

three basic skills be refused a dip]omg. ‘The law established an

"early warning system" that requirés comggtenéy testing béginning 7

oncé iﬁ grades 7-9 and copducted’twice n gfadeg 10 and 11, A con-

ference between the sch;o] principal or a designee, the student, a

péfent or guarqian, and~a’tea§her must be held if the student fai]g db—-~- - -

meetythe prescribed standards. After‘the conference, inétruction'in
'Basic skills must bé provided unt}] the student has been given -
‘repedted opbortunity to achieve tHe standards. ) | )
Both Ca]1forn1a ]aws allow 1nd1{1du£l districts to estab]1sh thegg i\
own proficiency assessment standards. Districts may also decide which |
specifﬁc competenc{es will be tested and how. this_wiT1 be done. Some .' o .

.

districts have decided to uSe standardized tests; others-have chosen -

ts

to develop their own measurement instruments. Some have met the require-

~ment on their own; others have joined a cooperative effort aimed at meet-

ing the legal requirements as completely and efficientTy as possible.
e . N B

'Twenty-two people frém Santa C]ara Caunty school districts and

the county office attended a meeting on Oct e§‘19 1977 "to deter-

mine [the] value, need, {and] fea51b1]1ty of form1ng a consort1um of . “

-

d1str1cts to 1mp]ement ghe instructiona

1mp]1cat1ons of AB 65."

- 7

Elementary- school d1str1cts and theiy/boards of education were required

N

to adopt a set of competenc1es for radgs 4-6 and 7-8 by Jdune 1, 1979/ ‘.
The impetus for fhe meet1ng came i ially from the Ass1stant Superin- .
\ *

tendents of Instruction o’ the eleneentary school districts, who meet (//




regﬁ]a}]y‘at~the county office. )A]ready a conSortium of‘cBunty
districts serving:the secéndary level had been.éstab]isheh to form-
ulate the materials énd procedUres;hecessggy ta place basic skiﬁ]s_
pfofjciency a§se§smgnts;iiimember districts by thé June 1980 aeaq]iné.

Maybe something‘gimi]ar would be beneficial for elementary districts

| ’ —~

as well, . I ' . ]

.

At the meeting; warnings were .aired by those skeptical about the

ability of a consortiume to meet.individual district needs. Discussion
\ \ . ‘ .-

emphasized the fact that minimum standards would vary from district
, ’ z

.to district; it might also be 'more difficult to articulate el ementary
standards with those at the high school level if a copsortium were

involved. But by the end of the meeting, there was general agreem€g$

’

. . 1
that a cooperative effort would be desirable. The county office wa9

« L ~

QSked to c]akify in writing what it was propo¥ing to the d?str{cts.
" A tasé fg:ce of five volunteers was formed to develop recommendations
. for working together as a consorttum.
The fo]]owing week , the task force mei with three staff members
from the cﬁunty office to discuss i§§ues related to fhe‘estab]ishment

of a consortium. Some of their concerns were based on” the fact that ~

v

a few districts had already establ'ished basic skills compe;encj gontinua
. and had écticu]ated'fﬁejr programs with the high schools. They did

not want to be put'in a .position of revising or renegotiatingbwhat
hY
was already in‘place. * o ’ . o

-

- One task force member presented-a plan supporting the fdéé_of'a

proficiency assessment consortium. He argued tHat the joint contri-g

~

butions of membf:tdistricts would result in a ﬁool,of objectives and

" items as‘we]T as omputer services that none of the districts alone

%

(

P



"

"deve]oped by a consortium.

2. Information and resources frdh outs1de the consort1um would be

COu]d ‘afford. He'a]so suggested that -the mehberszwou]d be more able

'to 1ntroduce a]ternat1ve instructional approaches using the products

. '
% , - -

. By the end of the meeting, tfe county office had agreed to con-

.duct an;or1entat1on to the AB 65 ]eg1s]at1on for e]ementary dnstr1cts

: in the county. The county of fice would. a]so.caﬂculate a cost estimate

'for the development of Qasic skills objectives and item poo]s. The

task forcé had ass1gned itself seven act1v1t1es related to the devel-

0pment of competenc1es, obJect1ves, scor1ng processes, report1ng pro-
]
cedures, and instruetional models. Based on the york of the task force,

needed workshops and consultant help would be 1dent1f1ed.
8 -
Here we-:see, then, that by’ October 1977 there was enqugh .inter-

est on the part of some local “nd county education agency staff to

clarify the services that a consortium could support and what it would

* ‘

cost.ﬁ School d{stricts were facing a given--a legislatively mandated

~,»bas1c skills prof1c1ency assessment for grades 4-6 and_ 7-8. Comp]i-.

ance with the d1rect1ve was not 0pt10na}, a]though how.districts went .

- about d01ng o) was, =Iwo assumptions informed some of the.early think-

-

ing “about the consort1um

F e -

~

J- The funct1ons, purposes, and gosts of the co]]aborat1ve.effort .

should be specified, and-’ ) .

v ?

. necessary to complete the tasks.
Ly D

January 1g78 marked the next round of organlzatnapa1 meetings ~

Estab]ishment-of the Consortium

of the “E]ementary 'ABa 65 County Group. AT] e]ementary districts

-

were invited to.send representatives to a meeting to discuss the




- 'budget ‘draft Brepared by the'County Director of Guidanoesgc

Education, ho ‘was soearheading_the effort. The possibilit
so]idating the e]ementary and hiéh-schoo] consortia was also discussed.
Support1ng the conso]1dat1on, some argued that 1t wou]d entance infor- ST T
mation shar1ng, cut Spsts, 1ncrease staff deve]opment activity, and-
serve the.' poJ1t1ca]“ funct1on of answer1ngvcr1t1cs more effect1ve]y.
On the negative side, others ‘suggested that.the size wéu]d prove too "‘
cumbersome,for,effective communfcatiow, thatfthere would be less moti-
vation to coooerate, that money would not be saved, and that articulation ;
was already occurring ]oca]]y anyway.+ Eventually a dectsion was made.to
;set up bothlconsortia and ‘get together periodically."
. Three county office staff members (the Assistant\Superintendent of
Instguctional Services, the birector of General Education Services, and
\the Director of Guidance-and Vocational Education) met during February
and March 1978 to d1scuss the ro]e of the1r agency in the consortium /
effort. Four thousand dollars wou]d be prov1ded by the county office
to oay a consu]tant to work-on basic skills comptetency statements
and performance indicators.. Staffing ass1stance would a]so be available
from the county .office. D1str1ct representat1ves would be trained t&
use the'"A]ameda process" at the ]oca] level. (Dev1sed,by the "Alameda
[Ca]1forn1a] County 0ff1ce of Educat1on¢ this group process wou]d
enab]e individual d1str1cts to generate competency statements and
performance standards appropriate to the1r educat1ona] programs. ) \

The thinking at the tfme ran so: ,After all th}s had been. accom- N
plished, teachers would write the necessary.test items and deve]op the
test 1nstruments. The county off1ce would Sponsor a series of work-.

shops to train teachers from member districts in test~preparat1on.




o

A

- ] LR

It was'a]so proposed that the consortium could work with the California
State Department of Educat1on to f1e]d test the teacher-developed

items dur1ng fall-1978. : y

14

On April 10, 1978” a meet1ng of elementary district representa- )

t

. .t1ve§ was held at wh1ch the county office formally proposed the estab; :

—

lishment of an E]ementary AB §5 Consortium. The consortium act1v1t1es. -
previouéTy discussed by county office staff were propoted td the grodp,
along with the est1mate that assessment packages could be deve]oped
by July 1, 1978-at a cost of $45,000. Th1s would demand d1str1ct
fiscal contrj?ﬂtions. T -
Speaking at a later meeting of district Assistant Superintendents
for Instruction, the County Assistgnt Superintendent stated that "the

. - » ) ' .
finished product. will addr.ess"rnandates of state legislation in a way

il

that assures local [and] countyﬁo;nership, va]jdity and re]iabj]-

ity..:and [also assures.that school districts] can adapt their instrhd-
. . - - | .
tional programs' diagnosfic procedures to the competencies in ways -

- they best see fit." During April, the consortium was‘forﬁaf]y estab-
1ished, and by June, s1xteen school d1str1cts and twq un1vers1t1es o

vere part1c1pat1ng with the county office in .the consort1um. . o,

’

Initiating the Work =

If April, the county offiée hired a‘consu]tant to the consortium

-~

to provide spec1f1c resources and serv1ces as rap1d]y as possible.

~

Reading, wr1t1ng, and math meet1ngs were schedu]ed in May for discussion

of the poss1b]e constraints and benef1ts of m1n1mum competency assess-

ment in each area. Competency statements for the three basic skills . : ¢
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were also written :at the.meetings.. A Jume memorandum from the con-
* - k : . '

. . -suTtant'to'consortium’members suggested a riew timelihe for the devel-,
» ’ ) opment of an assessment paekage by September 1979
- M U\
e Not much was accpmp]zshed dur1ng the summer of 1978. In fact, a -
) o

——
1)

memorandum to consort1um members announc1ng the upcom1ng September

-
L]

meetlng beégan, "Th1s is a follow-up af our 1etter of June 7, 1978 to ‘

rem1nd you that the AB 65 Elamentary Consort1um is still in existence."
®
e The same memorandum pro\osed two methods of accomp11sh1ng the necessary

LY

consort1um tasks dur1ng the upcoming schoo] year. The first was to -
obta1n money from d1str1cts and the county oFf1$e “to hire a consul-
Ut ‘ tant group to deve]op performance indicators and sefect items." The ,

second a]ternat1ve was "to have egch of - the‘%1str1cts and the county
e
4
‘office 1dent1fy at’ 1east,one person who could devote 10 full working

days" to the-tasks at hand. . o o ' -

3
2
- g . [
@ 4 -~

Forma]izing Consortium MemBership and Laying Grdundwork ' - a

Twenty peop]e attended the September meet1ng. The first agenda
%

item was-dlscuss1on about whether or not the consortiun shou]d con-
tinue. Up to‘th1s po1nt,ﬂ§he districts had notucontr1buted any finan-

cial’ resources to the sugport of the consortium. The county office
“.had done what it cou1d gy;1iring a consultant to work from April to '
‘June on some consortiumftasks.' But the entite process was moving )

. much Too sTowly. It Was evident that a considerable amount of human

7 . or 'financial resourges. Would be needed 1f the group was going to meet

the legislative mandate by the dead]ane. _ y
A~ - - P ¢

Did the members agree to cont1nue the consortium? They did,

A
despite “confus1on about the purpose of the consortium and how it

a . )
" . Ca
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. process that would be fo]]owed, the\m1n1mum number of districts

»

“establishing each district's contribution to the consortium at $500.
. . - A

-t

P .
.

wou]d\1nsure d1str1ct/commun1ty 1nvo]vement.

"only by consort1um act]v1ty cou]d the law's dead11nes be met "

Those present requested that a ]etter be sent” frrom the county office

The group felt thit

to memb%r d1str1cts exp]a1n1ng the products to be deve]oped "the

¢

necessary, the tifieline, and the reason for the decision to work at

the sixth -grade ]eve] f1rst.

.

The tetter was sent on*October 2,

trict adm1n1strators.

4

ofder to help meet the goal of 20 members, the Sroup agreed to

A

A
1978 to all elementarg dis-

By flovember, 11 work agreements had been signed and returned.

In

Attached was a Qpnsortium Work Agreement Form,

a]]ow'distrieas outsidgz§anta Clara County to joiin the consortium.

They stated, "The hope is that we will hawe. 20 members] so ‘that
o € 13 (33

{11 ‘total $10,00QLto equal the

The understanding that it would be necessary to hire a group

- of outside consultants to develop and field test the sixth-grade

assessment‘package was implicit in the discussions at the November

who had been ooordinating most of the consortium effort from the |,

~ -
outset, developed a Request for. Proposal and mailed it to potential

&
district contrihutions,($500 each)
: contribution from the~county offige."
e
meeting.
.,:_;h\
¥
.‘contractors.

A ==,
and interview the candidates.

By the December meeting, on]y one bidder had responded to the -

I

¥

®

“

e

.

-

Two committees were formed to screen the proposals

RFP, and there: were some quest1ons about the - -adequacy of’ the bid.

\\‘_ The County Vocdtﬁona] Educat1on—D1rector agreed to negotiate with

the b1dder‘to.as§una that the necéssary work wou]d be accomp]1shed.

v

.o.(‘

The County Director, of Vocational Education and Guidance,

-~

=

,s
Id
SO
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Retrospective on the First Year _ ‘.'. .

L J

-

A review of the. deve]Opmenta] effort that began 1n_0ctober i

‘ ?

1977 ard continued through December 1978 is in order ‘at §h1s.po1nt.:

[y
[

Tentative»beginnings punctuated the initiation of the consoitium.
Digtricts did not yet seem to feel any urgency to work toward @eeting
the AB 65 mandate. 'If it were not for the unflagging interéet and
staunch belief of the County Office in the benefits of cansortium
‘ activity, it is dpubtfu].that a co]]aboratiye effort weuld have-
been organized b& the districts themfe]ves. Although at this stage
K the elementary districts did ngk seem‘opposed.to_the consortium,
they were not paréicular]y énthusiastic about it, either; Their' )

<

attitude seemed to be, “If the county office thinks it's such a good

~

idea, we may as well go along with it. The invesgnent of resources

1s‘g§n1ma] compared to the potential Benefits of meeting the ]eg1s]a-

Al 4

tive mandate as- exped1ent1y as possible."
- It is evident here, then, that the county office's leadership ¢
.\, Jole was becoming<ingreasing]y important to the creation of the con-

_sortium. Staff at the county office had coordinated cogsortium

. - % . L
activity from the beginning, calling meetings, mailing writtén &om-
O X

#

munications to eiementary districts, and documenting what was occurring. R

The/;gency had paid for a consu]tant to serve the consortium during
- 1978, The districts in the consortium were' ]ook1ng to county offick
staff for the guidance-and impetus~needed to keep the group together.
,whap{infpﬁma;iQnegafher{ng and knowledge use ac}ivities occurred .
during these ear1y months of\the consortium's existence? The county
' office\received information about the legislation: from the StaEe

Depanfment of Educdtion, as did the school districts. They all séemed

O ‘ ) T ™ . ) 18 ” N‘

3
ps



S ETSTSTSSS > G
S - B - .

. . ‘ -~

to be aware_that although expertise within a district or consortium |

essment in p]ace,.it i
N :
_servicés such as
’ N

L1

a
N

and pilot test sixth-grade assessment items.
/Other;sources of_informat%onsand assistance were the Alameda

o might be "sufficient to puf a local proficiency ass
‘ would probably be'necessarykto §0’6htside for sbme
) - scoring. _ S, . . _
) The consortium,enab1ed outside consultants to be Lsed more readiiy.
than they would have been used by individual districts. Fi;§?, the
T " financial resources.contributeq by the Eonsortium\members and the ’
'county office were greater'than‘mgst distriéts would have had axai]ab1é. g
. And second, a mére thorough process ofideve]Oping canpeten;ies, pér—
T ﬁbr@ance indicators and items and of writing, field testing, and ’
éﬁa]yzing assessmént instruments would be possible. It §eemed.to be
a simple matter of deciding/whaﬁ needed to be done and hiring ohtside ‘
consultants to d§'the work. 'Aérthe end of_l&]&.appéoached, the _
' ‘ 'b'que]op 3

consortium was ready to contract with a consulting firm t

rocess," and the secondary consortium in

.y

Couh@y Office of Eduéabion, which provided th;“fraining materials and

activities for the "Alameda p
. do extensive research in basic skills content areas or testing and

Santa Clara County. Little attempt was made'by consortium hembers to-
J .
It had

A Period of Faltering
a budget of 6ver $15,000 and a coqsu]ting firm to prepare the sixth-
ent itself.,

»

gradé assessment instrument and bifot test it within a tight timeline.

measurement.

" January 1979 began the serious work of the consortium.
- 4

The target dates proved to be too tight, if fact. The only serious-

}

[y
[

il

problem in the history of the consortium was about tp pres
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A 0r1g1na1]y, the consu]t1ng firm hired to deve]op and pilot test’
s 'the sﬁxth-grade 1tems had schedu]ed field test1ng for the fourth week

in february. Each dwstr1ct was to have some degree of involvement in
the pilot. testing. A Test Administration'Training Sessioh for dis-
trict representat1ves was schedu]ed for February 21, after which thase

1nd1v1dua1s had.less than a week to train the teachers who would be

)
’

. giving the tests in the1r classe§. In January it was not yet appar-

’

ent‘what problems were about to unfold. \;
. .In fact, the'Eebruar& 1979 consortium meeting was only periph-

-

erally concerned %ith the upcoming pilot testing. The group was'busy .
N A a .
collecting samples of board policies and reciprocity.agreements

responding to the AB 65 legislation. "They discussed assessment pro-

1

Ve ‘e
cedures other than written tests and began thinking about alternative

* . - . ’ . . ! : -
instructional approaches keyed to basyc skills competencies. , The Bay

Area Writing Committee would be approache o see if it cpdid pre-

» vide vo]unteers ‘to train teachems *to score« he writing samp]es \
obtaJned in the pilot test. Each district was asked to name someone
to serve on thegwr1t1ng scorfng chhmittee. ) ? .

-, E The pilet testing was completed. Rumblings about the gua1aty

. of the work done by the.consu1tant7group had not yet begunz ‘The

March meetiné‘was devoted to coneerns about refininb competencies

and performance indicatorsgand d;??@mieating 5ﬁmp1e hoard po]ic& ,

statements to member districts. The consu]tént*respohsibye»for the

pi]ot tésting distributed printouts of the math data and reviewed *

it with the consgrtium. )There is no ¥ndication in the. records of‘

" the March meeting that- problems with the bi]ot testing were mentioned

or discussed.

Y | 20
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’ o
‘ The April meeting, however, was another matter.‘vA Jiew ‘county
off1ce Coordinator for Guidance and: Te§f1ng ass1gned to work w1th the
conSort1um,c00rd1nator had co]]ated commengs made ?;.%he “eachers who
had scored the writing competency test. ‘They‘wereadedas;ating:
"One of the worst ‘standardized' tests.I've-Fun into."

) ‘h

"The scoring is ‘invalid because it is obvious that the L

tests were administered under widely varying conditions."

-y

“Directions for students on 1nd1v4dua1 .items were not
i complete enough and grammat1ca1\y incorrect!!"

"Part Il was a waste of time. Part LIl was a total loss."

Comments from teachers. were extensive and highly critical. There

-

seemed to be very little posifive tha} could be said for the writing
test. . .

Mingtes-from the April meeting provide a candid record of the .

discussion. :
.The group fe]t that the test had been thF0wn togetﬁzﬂo R
in a‘hurry...,There was some doubt about fhe test specifi-
_, cation criteria and test performance critéria that were used
" in selecting the 1tems. The feeling was that it would be
hard to give the reasons why certain items appeared in the .
test: Varlousimembers of the consortium said thdt they got
angry calls from teachers about the level of ‘the items and ‘i;
‘the expectat1ons. The callers did not feel the tests were. :
appropr1ate as functional competency tests. Part_of the .
_problems in getting materials on time and part of the foul-
‘ups in testing had .to be assigned to an almost 1mposs1b1e :
timeline to get the wprk done.

i The problem was both. cr1t1ca] and embarrass1ng.‘ The consor-‘

t1um s first v1s1b]e product had been hUrr1ed1y'developed by outs1de

consyltants qhose act1v1t1es and mater1a]s had not been.mon1tored or

reviewed by any member of the consortium. In their haste to see some

_resul¥s, f£he necessary checks and balances had not been built into the

»
!

; .. . .
s b .

o
[ )
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/\brocess. Everyone appé}ent]y assumed that becduse "experts" had
been hired to Ho the job, there was nothing more for the consortium.

_to do but wait for the printouts of field test results.

[
-

. ‘ Analysis of Possible éauses of the Rroblem »

A

' o This is an excellent example of the perspective that pervaded

-

, the cbpsortium in its early stages of development. The group had ‘not

. _yet generated the sense of oﬁhership it needéd in order to function
as the_fina] arbiter o% the work it sponsorea. Further, it did not.
have sufficient cohesiveness for its members fo be wiiling.to work
hard together on task forces rather than reLy1ng on external experts

who were 1so]ated from the consort1um 1tse]f Everyone seemed to .

2.
24

) <7,
R . feel that obtaining results was s1mp]y a funct1on of paying someoné§ T

to do the work. Cooperataon from the d1str1cts did not go beyond

' 4

. »what was necessary for the actual pilot test1ng.

-~

Certainly not all of the reSponsibﬁ]ityefor the pilot testing

-

difficulties can be placed @ the shoulders of the outside consu]tants'.

There were some internal organizational issues that the consortium
) 2

J ,
needed to face and some assumptions tqgt-shou]d have been challenged.
The April meeting provided an opportunity for evaluating where the

consort1um was anq for p]ann1ng next steps. The minutes note, “There
Was an expression on the part of ;fme of the‘districts that they

might not want to continue with a consortiu@ next year$ but no district
indicated that [it] had made a decision to drop out at thisfpoiet."

- R .

It was clear that if the group did not become more organized and

A

~ effective by the beginning o% the 1979-80 school year, some districts

wou]d no longer be members.

-




" Retrenchment and Reorganization

. Another significant change was initiated at the April me'etiﬂgL
"Recently hired, the new, Coordinator for Guiddnce:ahd Testing at -the i
© ~

county office was beginning to become more involved .in consortium .

activities. He had assembled the‘teécher comments on the writing
. i . , i

. pilot test_and’wés assigned to work with a consortium committee to

"obtain feedback from districts about .test items. In addition," he and

14

a consprtium representétjve had attended a two-week workshop on item

»
1

development sponsored Ey the State Department of Education. Both
were avai]éb]e'to‘he]p‘districts develop agsess nt matertals ;e]ated ’
to AB 65. This new coordinator was: to playi a {?:nificant role in the -
'success of, the pohsortium, as the case description will point out
1a£er. » . | 2
. Some retrenching was going onlat the Eouniy office as well.
Thank-yeu letters were mailed to those who participated in the pilot

testing, providing an opportunity to apologize for the "unrealistic-

. ally tight timeline." The letters were straightforward, thoughtful,

.

and gracious. Qne'of‘them ended, "We hope the results will prove to
be woéth Fhe effort, time, and criticism you received because of dur
1ogistjcs problems." In addition,‘six "Sfb'and Crunch" Tlunch meet-
ings for county office staff were schedﬁ]ed>dur1ng‘March, April, and"
‘May 1979.,~ These "brown baggers"‘were suggested because "a concern has
been éxpressed that the right hand doesn't know what the left is J
rédrggdoing [regarding]‘AB 65 1mp]eﬁ?ntation within and witﬁout the .

Instructional Division."  The county office was activ&ly trying to

5 R4 .

.enhance 1nformatio§ sharing among its staff and to smooth, ruffled .

feathers outside t

s

e agency.

.




o : . . . ) ’ ”‘
. During May qnd Jghe; consortium task forces wo}kipg on perfbrmance‘
- indicators reported their progress anﬁ had their recommeﬁded,bhanges

v ) . . .
approved by the group. The Coordinator far Testing and Guidance had

written a draft of an AB 65 board pglicy statement, which was amended
’ ) by the cgnsor@ium;qnd disfributed to jts members. Locat board adop-

tions of compe{gncies and performance indicators were proceeding well.

-~

. Because it was agreeed that a seecond pidot test would have to be

~

i‘ conducted in the fall, the county office offéred to contribute $4,750 °
' in Title IV-B money to pay consultants to work on the proficiency '

assessment package. Some of the consultants selected were actiyg
- Tt . -

" representatives on the consortium and had 31ready invested a'great‘

deal in the work of the group. s

. Before the summer recess, the consortium voted tQ continue oper-

LY

ations during the 1979-80\sph§5] year. It suggested’?hat $500 be

again contributed by each member district.

- Perhaps the most significant turning_point in the development of

~

the consortium occurred inm the summer of '79. During these summer:
hd
months, the future course of the consortiuim was charted and made more

secure. A number of factors contributed to this evolution:
o The Coordinator for Guidance and Testing hoved into the position
of consortium coordinator. He.initiated a concerted effort to
‘- _accomplish some %gsks so that progress would be evident by -the-
- new school year.

.

/ e The consultants hired with Title IV-B monies were prolific. All
of these individuals were affiliated with school districts in
. the county, and some 'served as consortium representatives. They
worked hard, developing a large binder of products that were dig-
tr1buted at the August meeting. ) :

. \
: " Turning a Negative -into a Positive 1

’ ce ~

i
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¢ More accurate budget figures were deve%oped by the new«sonsort1um
coordinator. He was able to determine that the proposed $500
per-district contribution for the upcoming year would fall $4,000
" short of the cost of the second round of pilot testing. Rather
than move ahead with. a

" contribut¥on had been based on a thorough planning ‘and budgeting
- process.
aﬁﬁ* ) ] .
We see, then, that the county office put an individua] into a strong
J -
1eadersh1p role and prov1ded the .money for products to be deve]oped
by insiders--not outs1de experts. The strategy was successful.
The August 1979 meeting was quite different frbmlthe ones that

preceded it that spring. An array of products were distriahted

~

along withoreaction sheets for comments from the member dtatricts._
The price of $1,250 was set. for any ned'distrtct wanting to join the
consortium duting the 197§ 80 school year. And fo# those wishing on]y
to purchase the ' consort1um package," the price was scaled from $1 000
to $2,500, depeqding on the size of the déstrict. To protect its’
models and materials, the consortium agreed to copyright its proaucts.
The, August meeting marked the end of tae inittatjon or "muddling
through" phase of the coﬁgortium and the beginning of' a more stable
peri.od.~ The group finally had materia]s.that were useful to member
districts and valuable to those outside the consortium. The interovr-
ganizational arrangement had something‘to justify its existence and
nurture its-growth. '
Publicity .and expansign of materials and services became‘new
concerns. for the cbnsort}um. The transformation from a fa]tering,'
téntative, loosely linked group to a cohesive, product~ortented

collection of districts occurred during the six months between April

and October 1979. After October, the con;prtium's activities adopted

_//a different perspective:

)

< E
! g
W

A_insufficient budget, he asked the d1str1cts‘
+ for an additional $200’3ach. This was the first time the district

.

i,

I



¢ A.publicity package was mailed to northern and central Ca11forn1a
districts tog market the sixth-grade items and the Proficienc
Assessment Specifications Samples (PASS).Manual developed to go,
with them. Although the consortium could not officially sell its -
. * products for a- profrt, it could use the money to suppbrt further
deve]opmenta] efforts. ™ -, .

.¢ The-PASS Manual was sent to the state's ASsistant Ch1ef of the
Office of Program Evaluation and Research-at his request. It . )
was accompanied .by the stipulation that the state agency reSpect : T
the copyright and not disseminate the publication. Further, any
sharing of the mdterials with legislative or political f1gures
wa$ to. be done jointly by”the assistant chief and a representat1ve

-of the county office.- |
v e The consortium decided to spend $500 to sponsor the development -
of a Title IV-C grant proposal to be created jointly with-the
. secondary consortium to support and expand their materials develop-
ment projects. The proposal was written and submitted but was
not funded because it was judged to be not "innovative" enough.

. ° Add1t1ona1 %PrkshOps.were provided at the request of the consor-
tium. One' inservice.session on how to score writing samples
was-enthusiastically received by the group. Others on topics
such as proficiency assessment of special education students - 3
and setting standards for passing scores were also conducted. e N

) o Companies providing scoring services gave a presentation at a cen-
<:~) sortium meeting. gQistricts began to cooperate®extensively on the
preparation, printing, and scoring of their sixth-grade field
- tests. In addition, the districts involved in full-scale profi- .-
ciency tests shaned their item analysis data with the consortium. _

e A consultant was hfred to do an item review for the sixth-grade' ‘
pitot test. The Hurpose of the review was "to ifentify those =« .

items which [were] absolutely unacceptable and eliminate them
from the bank."

" -
A11 of this activity was costing money, however, and the ,consor- T .
tium faced a deficit of $L,200 by the end of. January 1980. Ferther ’
developmental werk on sixtf:grade items was still necessary, ata .- )
. projected cost ofx$6 000. To comp]ete the sixth-grade package by 2 = {(
) June, the consortium voted to assess all members an add1t1ona1 $Jgp o

and to 1ssue another work agreement to the districts.

. ,
v . e
.
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Additional Redefinition and Reorganjzation \': C ' _ S

Here the gr#up reached a 3uncture marked by a number of rea11-
"é‘ . .
y zat1ons. A year after the consort1um had p]anned oa'comp1et1ng the

s1xth-grade prof1c1ency test, \it wag still unftn}shedi Thg\goa]s of = -

the consort1um requ1red a cons1derab1y greatem 1nyestment of time, .
] . " effort and money than anyone had rea11zed. Getting therork done

. was not s1mp1y a matter of cdllecting a sma]] ‘amaunt’ of money from

T -

each méipbgr and paying an outsider to do the Jﬂb.A Each schoo] dis-
trict was much more 1nvo1ved in the process requ1r1ng inservice’ L 3"‘
workshops on subjects such as standard-sett1ng, sc§r1ng wn1t1ng sam- ..

e ples, and test administration. Their consjderable accomp]fs’ments_came -

5 N

slowly and after a significant investment. o 3
The consortium members had a number of options. They could -~
rsduce their WQPK|&:§d, request additional money from districts and,

other funding sources, begin contributing more“of their own time,

Lt

to necessary activities, expand the=membership, or enter’ into.a coop-

erative drrangement .with another consortium or ‘agency for muttally- .

‘ benéftcié] ends. One key factor‘was in the consortium's favor._ The:

’

county office's Coordinator for. Gu1dance and Testing had assumed the

ilffe’,,1eadersh1p of the consort1um and was managtng it in a way Hat Was

”' [t od

. gett1ng results and mot1vat1ng the:nemBEFs} As decision points

arose, the consortium Yeorgan1zed.

= o It began relying. .more on task forc%gfcomposed of its own members AR
-to "do much of the work. Eventual]y the consortium estab]1shed‘%
s requirement that every member Serve on at least one task force
. : . throughout the year. The group, then, began lTooking more within )

~ itself for inforination and 4ervices, rather than re]y1ng on outside. ¢ -
experts. .

-~




. Item deve]opment and pilot testing at the sixth-grade level had
quu1red a disproportionate amount of time and effort. Tpis orig-
inal developmer effort had taken over a year to accomplish. Other
tasks, such as formulating competencies and performance “indicators

, for reading, writing, arid mathematics, could be accomplished éffi-
ciently by the consortium itself; but an alternative to original
. test item development had to be found before work omthe upcoming

fourth=rand—eighth=grade prof icier® tests could begin.
e Hiring educators from within the county to serve as consultants
had alredy proven to be an effective way of developing products
i " and mater1als. Perhaps using 1ns1ders in the same way they were
v ggployed dur1ng the summer of '79 would enhance progress gven v
re. ) .

3
A

" Nurturing and Maintaining the Consortium

&

1980 brought -the advent of a new approach to ass1gn1ng responsi=

ot

bility for completing consortium pr1or1t1es. Task forces contr1buted

.

vs1gn1f1cant]y to the output of,the group.- Cooperative printing and
- scoring of assessment instruments was selected as an alternative by some

of the d1str1cts. Insiders paid‘by the consortiumg%ere exceptiona11y
- pro11f1c. And a private testing firm with an extensive, 1tem bank

helped streanline the item development and field test1ng,process tha;

previously had been so time-consuming. Each of these alternatives

- will be‘described briefly as they manifested themselves after January

1980. , : IR
. Task-Forces. A variety+«of task forces composed of district rep-

"+ resentatives to the consortium produced a considerable fmount of work

beginning in 1980. Lisfed Here are some of the functions performed

S by these committees: ) - .
. Developed model tests for the sixth grade 1n read1ng, writing, and”’
mathemat ics. ) .
¢ Recommended whether or not the consortium should'purchase item banks .
’ from Northwest Evaluation Association; recommended policy assurances
to protect copyrighted materials and s1xth-grade items d1ready
produced 'by the consortium.

. .

Co
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o Collected and disseminated 1tem data from districts that' had cbn-

a5 ,
Reported to the consortium on how current priorities could be accom-
plished. . . -

e Planned the assessment for grades 4 and 8.

ducted the s1x|h-gfade assessment. -
e Developed and finalized test des1gns for grades 4 and 8.
o Negotiated new requests for membership and set membership costs.

() Reviewed the poss1b111ty of racial or ethnic test bias and deve]oped
procedures for report1ngssuj5gct Jitems to the consortium.

e “Decided on the conditions~Tnder which a un1vers1ty cou]d ‘jqin the

©~  consortium.: ’ i

all of this investment of ‘time came not without its share of prodding.'

S
This 1ist provides ample evidence that task forces p]ayed‘}~sig-

- *

nificant role in moving the consortium ahead in its actiwities. But

At the June 1980 meetfng, only eight_ouf/of 30 consortium members were
J L

»

present. The minutes state, "Attendance,ltommitmentf and participa-
tion of districts at consortium and'task force meetings hasibecmne a
problem."” The group felt that every representative should partigi-'
pate in at least one task fg;ce.- One person suggested that a ftne be
charged for-inactivity on'theipart of a district'representative. The,

consortium decided at the August 1980 meetifig to Trequire every member

to serve on one task force throughout the year.

’

" But by October, the problem still was not resolved. Two members

, "voiced strong feelings of concern about those who were on the task

o

forces but were not part1c1pat1ng. The result was that the Burden

of work- fell on the few who were participating-when it should be
* . . . r _‘ ‘
more evenly spread.” Discussion resulted in an.effective so]ution.

! . - - ‘
I
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Task “forces began meeting for an hour and a half before each regu-

0y
€ el g

larly scheduled consértiug meeting. Attendance improved,, and no more

LA +

el

s r . .
complaints were forthgoming. . '
. ‘o

Conéu]tants. TWo consultangs were hired by the consort1um dur1ngr

v

. 1980- 81.' One 1nd1v1dua1 fwho Jad worked at a county school district

for a number of yeors, was hired repeatedly to provide comprehensive

service on'various‘taéks for the' consortium. He deyeloped and field

E]

tested add1t1ona1 sixth -grade items in all three basic skills areas.

Afterward, he put t?e s1xth~grade 1tem banks on 5x8 cards and d1str1buted

them to consort1um members, providing them with a training session on
%

how test 1nstruments cou]d be deve]oped from the cards.
Another 1nd1y1dua]a who had serued as a dnstr1ct representativé-
*1in the consort i u Sng héd'worked as a consultant to the group in the
summer 1979, was asked in” August 1980 to do some addjtiona]~work. %Q?

. )

The task force establisheg, to develop competencies for the fourth and

. 2ighth grades had not met thdt summer, failing to comple;e its aésignedv

tbsk."The consul tafit deve1oped a matrix of competenciés and perform-
ance indicators for grades 4 and 8 based on the ex1st1ng s1xth-grade

and secondary standards. S -

.

The first consultant mgntioned became involved in the competency
and perfonnance indicator work during fall 1980, and continued working

on it throughout the schqpl year. Hé distributed a draft of articulated
-~ N 9
competenc1es and performance Tnd1cators 1n grades 4 and 8 for districts

w? e

to review and cr1t1que. Later he agreed to” develop a product entitled

Art1cu]at1on o{ Bas1c Competenc1es Grades 4 - Secondary. F1na1]y, he

he]ped develdp the Adm1nlstrator s Information Manual (AIM), a note- -
-~ %‘ 1
book for adm1n1stfators 1nvo1ved in implementation of the prof1c1ency o
. e

r



assessment mandaté.‘ Aséfsted by task forces, he was able to provide ~

. . - “ - "
the comprehensive inyvestment of time necessary to accomplish the - .

’ ass1gned.\3$§§._ . _ ’ .
. Purchasihg Item Banks. The considerable drain of time and‘money

that the s1n!h,grade item bank req\\red has already been discussed. S

} : Along the.way{ the consort1um learned ‘that item development and )
o validation waa not as easy as it might have seemed earlier. So when‘ ‘ .
Northwest Evaluation szociation approached the group with an of fer
- to sell its item barks, the cohsortium gave the option thoughtful
‘ ‘ consideration. ‘A’taék ;;%ce horking with the setondary consortium
. recommended that the consortia purdhase the reading and mathematics
1tems for a‘total of $1 000. The cost would be shared’by both con-
sortia. A consu]tant was hired to deve10p a procedure to identify
the items in thefbank that fit the competenc1es and performance -

indicators established for grades 4 and 8. In June 1981, thé con-
e . .
sortium agreed to. enter into a rec1proca] trade agreement with North-
‘ " west. The consort1u@ would haveggccess to,the 10,000 items in the .

Northwest bank, and Northwest would be allowed to add the sixth-grade

SN i Ttems déteiqped by ‘thet consortium. ' A o .
A Here weisee? then, that for a mere $500, with an equal contribu- I e
i tion from the aécondary‘cdnsortium ‘the elementary group was able to B
AN L obtaln reading and mathemat1cs “items that fit thelr spec1f1cat1ons for ', )

the fourth— thrbugh eighth-grade assessmentse This was a considerably
¢ sma]]er 1nVestment than the sixth-grade item bank had requ1re%. “Working -
, w1th an dutside ecompany that had a]ready developed test items thus

+ resulted in"cost-cutting. Starting from scratch and using internal

=

-eipertise may- he the best way to. accomplish some tasks; but item._

"

- development seemed not to be one of_them.
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o Inservice Training and ‘Workshops. The consortium requested

workshops whenever its members felt that they needed additional
* information about a topic. Some of the inservice training sessions
cpnducted '‘especially for coﬁ%ortiym members are listed here:

o The California State Department of Education sponsored a workshop -
on alternative modes of assessment. The CSDE consuTtant tailored
the sessions around basic skills competencies and performance
indicators developed by the elementary consortium.
o The consortium paid a consultant to provide training on holistic/
anatytic 'scoring of writﬁng.sampTes for district personnel. .

o The Sénta Clara County AB 65 Special Education Consortium gave
a presentation on how it developed its assessment framework.

o A cassette tape of a presentation given to the secondary consor- .
tium and its accompanying paper were‘made available to each of )
the member e]ementary districts. The presentor, a local profes~
sor and researcher, had developed an innovgtive approach to-
improving the effect1veness of bas1c S s instruction. .

Budgeting. The 1980~ 81 budget was ses at $36,250; $10,000 already
existed in carry over from the previous year, and the county office *
was able to provide $4,500 in returned Title IV-B money. That left

a total contribution of $870 for each of the 25 member'diétﬁicts:

- B At the August 1980 meet1ng, the group discussed the opt1on of
imiting tts goa]s 1n an effort to reduce the financial contribution ) N

each district would have to make. They agreed, however,‘that prior-
’ o . ‘
' Jities should rémain as they were and "that the cheapest way to develop

the assessment was through the consort1um. o ' ' .

¥
- . ,\"'-./
?

The prOJected-budggt for 1981-82 totaled $30,500. rThe’county office -

was able to contribute $6,000 toward these costs. Each member district

" was asked to contribute $850 but to allocate $I;000,1n case the'con- - '
» . ) ) a . : ]
sortium needea additional funds by the‘eﬁg—;?\the‘year. Four priorities

. were established for the development of products during 1981-82:

T

] . ’.\\ ) 6
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SRS First priority - Develop. an item-scoring guide for writing
B CL samples from-the fourth ‘grade through, high school with an
accompanying teaching strategy and Workshops. The secondary .
cgnsortium wou]? contribute half of the dévelopmental costs - .
- of this material.
\‘/_-. . v . J .
- ) Second priority - Develop fmodel workshops based oh the AIM
" manual for administering the proficiency assessment program
and update- the manual as needed. Here again the secondary
. consortium was willing to contribute half of this expense..

, Fhird priority -.Develgp items for fifth- and seventh-grade
7 assessment packages, field test- the item data; and check for

cultural biass \ .

Fourth priority - Prepare a companion to the AIM.manual that
Tinks the proficiency assessment program with curricular
implicationsn The secondary consortium would pay half of

the developmental costs fiere as well.
: >

&

e

&
-

~ ~

Local Ownership

-,
$1e 3. o . . N\
In a state 1ike California, with its strong norms of local

control, the issue of giving up district autonomy in a collaborative

-

effort can influence consortium.development: In this case, however,
there is 1ittle evidence that district &utonomy served as a barrier.
A number of factors may explain this téndency. 1/2

)
e The county office had already established a precedent for dis-
trict. cdoperationsthrough consortia. Many df the districts
T T were better able to weigh the costs and benefits of membership
in the AB 65 Elementary Consortium because of their prior
experience with such grQups.

. o. The legislation gave districts enough time to develop a pro-
s ficiency assessment process on théir own if they chose to.
This leeway afforded them the option of -participating in the
.~ consgrtium without being completely vulnerable if it was unpro-_
{ ductive or unsuccessful. Even if a district discontinued .mem-.
bership or the consortium was dissolved, there ¥ould still be

‘ time to meet the mandate. ;///—“‘"‘\\ - )

® The risks were small compared to.the potential benefits for a
district. At most, it might loseé'a few thousand dollars and
some staff time. In return, it stood to obtain all of the
P materials and training necessary to meet the mandate, along ‘
' wWith complete assessment .packages and processes for grades: =~
S 4-§. It would be quite a bargain if the consortium succeeded.
. N i /

(S . , ‘

I " s -
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/ the elementary consortium. The two co
\

’ -

o Belause 8f district concern gbout obtaining assessment materials
that were reflective of thejﬁ own standards, philosophies, and
curricyla, the consortium created flexible, modular products.
Performance indicators and item banks for each grade level allowed
districts to develop assessment packages that met their unique
needs. There was no.one test that all of “the consortium members
agreed to use, just as there was no one set of performance standards..

!

The Qounty Office.Role . ) - N
L'u Credit should be éiven to the Offﬁcetgf the Santa Clara Super-
intendeqt 4ﬁ}5choo]§, which ?rovided cEﬁ%%%nt, unwavé;ing %mpetus
and leadership for the AB 65 Elementary Consortiﬁm. This county

office is rémarkab]e in i®s commitment to consortia as an effective

way of he]ping,dﬁstrf%%s meet mandates and accomplish educational

1

objectives. But this commitment provides more than just 1ip service
. v

in favor of the concept of collaboration. Itemized- here are some of

the ways the codnty office supported the consortium throubhout its

existence: ’ \

0 Initially, the county office called the mestings for the purpose-
of exploring the option of an AB 65 elementary consortium.
Throughout the life of the consortium, meetings have been held
at the county office facility, and office and storage space have
been provided ta the consortium. s

e

+ - o At least one professional staff‘member on the county payroll has

served as consortium coordinator from the outset.. Frequently

more than one county office consultant has qontribute& to con- -

-

sortium projects. The current consortium coordinator has been a
particularly effective le€ader, keeping the group on task, chairing
meetings skillfully, distributing comprehensive written communica-
tions to member districts, and sensing when changes need to be made
or imme8iate action taken. Certainly thd credibility and’ expertjse
of the current coordinator have helped the consdrtium to remain as
well-organized and productive as it has been. ‘

e . Another positive inflJuence was provided by the secondary consortium.
Already functioning when_the elementary ¢omsortium was proposed, °
. it continued to nurture S-suppontive, ¢ollegial relationship with .
\nggrtia shared costs for

product development and co-sponsored workshops. The eoordinators

of both consortia work together frequently at the county office, s

increasing the possibility of collaboration between the two groups.

4

N f
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3 ) W&,
° F1na11y, the significant f1nanc#34 investment that the county -

office was wi¥lling to make contributed a great deal toward product

development and the implementation of priorities. Not only were

large sums of money made available annually for the comsortium *-. 4

quget but the'county office was also willing to support con-
. s1deYab1e professional stgff costs.

Entrepreneurial Activity ' " ,

e When finished pnoducts;Pegan appearing in summer 1979, the
'fgnsortium-understgod that 1ﬁ had something of yalue to school dis-
tFicts. Since then, a variety_of materials and manuals copyrighted
by the consortium the‘g;en made available for purchase by other dis- ’ !
triéts throughout the 3tate of California. Although the consortium’ R
is not legally able to se]1uits products for a profit, they can jus-
tify charqing more than printing~co§tg, provided that the additional P
funds are reinvested in further developmental 9fforts. . .
Some of the consortium's products are the results of hundreds of
hours of time voluntarily contributed by task force members. Consult-
ants paid by the consort1Qm have also worked on a number of products. /{
The end result is a collection of h1gh]y useful materials, thorough]y
concep(gilii:i/fnd thoughtfu]]y wr1tten._ These materials wou]d be ' h
invaluable; ime~savin§ gddit{ons to the‘resources of many school {:;
districts in California. o ,
¢ The consortium is current]y’cgncerning itself with the entrgpre— . /£;C~
neurial ;Lestions of Gopyright, marketing, and promotion. If’anything, }fof

the members seem to place too 1ittle value on the time and expertise =
§ -

they have invested in.their extensive deve]opmenta] effort. Maybe

-

t My need more time to discover how worthwhile the results of their

y

) —_— . . \
work really are. -




28

Was It Worth the Effort? =

~ q L d R
Perhaps the best way to answ;:\:%is queggion is'to let the con-

"== _ sortium members speak for themselves. .Here are comments from the

1979-80'eva]uation conducted within tbe consortium.

.

- “We are all new to this process, It is important that
we share ideas, plans, and materials.”
* .

“it's the only way we can afford EO'get‘the job done."

"Too,many‘of us are content to let somedhe else do the
work. We've got to assume mpre responsibility.”

- . "Constantly be alert to and squelch temptation to'repli-
~ cate work already done §atisfactori]y.e]sewhere."

"I think the elerientary consortium is extremely valuable
and I don't want to see it 'reduced' in any way. We all
. need to reexamine our commitment and then do something

. to act upon that commitment. Yea team, let"s go!" \
. h . ! :
q )
In Summary ‘ .© ~.

-

This case study of the Santa Clara County AB 65 Elementary Con-'
= sortium documents the development of a collaborative effort among a

_ ¢ number of school districts and an fnfermedia(g service agency. It

Cd

traces the major events that occurred within this interorganizational
drrangement, where the members went for service and information, and

how this knowledge was used. The costs and benefits, responsibjlities

Y

- " and rewards of consortium activity emerged as the case unfolded. What

L

can be learned from the-experience of the AB"65 E]émentary Consorti um?

1

¢ - Interorganizational arrangements, like organizations themselves,
are constantly evolving. Sometimes this evolution takes the
group down detours; other times it provides a direct route to
effective cooperation. . - :

¢ Interorganizational arrangements follow predictable stages of
developmegt. Initially they will probably have vague goaTs,
’ fluid participation qf members, ‘and an ambiguous plan for
moving ahead. ' Trial-and-error activity can be expected during
the early months, if not longer. This is followed by a more

L4
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stable period with clearer objectives and directed aciivity. - -
- Such changes are normal and healthy.-
‘e A sizable investment of time, energy, and money is necessary if
an I0A is-to remain vital and productive. Formal membership .
and financial contributions must be strengthened by more

informal investments of expertise and creativity on the part’

. . of the representatives themselves. . . )

' “ ~ ] .

o Collaberatives provide a larger pool of resources to be used
for obtaining outside consultants, services, and information.
This know]edge and skill benefits all the member organ1zat1ons, ‘
increasing the impact of the investment.

-+ ¢ Staff develppment activities for representatives of member ___

: organizatioffs can enhance the quality of their performance in
the consortium. Other means of communicating current informa- -
tion to these individuals are also necessary to avoid confu-
siom, duplication of effort, and unnecessary work.

o A strong organizational-and individyal 1eader contributes sig- .
nificantly to the success of a collaborative effort. Having -
- someone who can coordihate a multifude of activities and- link-"
ages and. who has the support of his.or her employer is essent1a1\
to the~stccess of a consortium. P

£
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...~ members established the overall framework for the case.
. ; )
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Data ég]]ection Procedures

Pata collected for this case study were triangulated by using the

following three techniques:

1. Interviews were condycted with cbunty office staff and con-
i fértium members. Respondent comments about thqgconsortium's develop~

}/}menta] processes and anécdotes about the collaborative involvement of

® N

4

2. Two research;rs attended an all-day consortium meeting held
at the end of the 1980-81 school year. Their observations of interaction

and discussion among consortium members provided further data for the

~

case description. .

' 3. A1l of fhe archival documentation of consortium activities
- and transactions wasfreviewed. Information from meeting minutes, in-
ternal and external correspondence, budgets, evaluations, agg/?eports

contributed a considerable amount of data to the case study. "

® -
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Consortium Membership , o - TS

Figure 1 summarizes information about the members of the AB 65

. Elementary Consortium as of summer ]9813 A number of ob§érva§?on5' , -

e o

can be derived from the data: . e ’

o There are 10 districts serving K-8 and 13 serving K-12. in ‘
addition, one university and one county office are in the o
consortium, which has a total of 25 members..

o Of the 23 school districts, 15 are located within Santa Clara .
. County and 8 are outside the county.
¢ e Over one third (9) of Ythe member districts have fewer than 10 . X
schools, and another third (8) have 10-19 schools. Three dis- ) o
v tricts hHave 20-29 schools, one has 30-39 schools, and two have  ~ . ]
‘ over 50 schools. >
o The above configuration correlates with student population . ,4:
figures, summarized below: . - -
) Number of
Enrollment g Districts - -
to 4,999 9 -
» 5,000-9,999 8
10,000-14,999 3
15,000-19,999 1. .
20,000-29,999 0 .
30,000+ 2

4

.o These districts are predominantly medium-sized, suburban or
rural, located in the southern part of the San Francisco Bay -
Area and in the farming communities around San Jose. Members
' .from outside the county are mostly from small communities.
' Two of the unified districts not in Santa Clara County serve
“large rural areas and thus.have more schools.

-
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'@i L ' . Figure 1° ? =
! Membership X
g . Santa Clara County . "
N AB 65 Elementary Consortium
'« Summer, 1981 A T
. . e ' N
a 3 .
. In ‘ Year -
. " Santa Clara Number’ of . Joined
) = County?  Schools and _Enroll- the
Organization Location Yes  No Grade Levels ment ~Consortium
- "Albany Unified _ Albany . X 7 kK-12 2,155 79 -
= ‘Cambrian Elementéary San Jose X 6-K-8 2,423 78 X
Cupertino Union Cupertino X 30 K-8 14,252 78
Davis Unified * Davis. ) X 10 K-12 5,348 80
_ Evergreen Elementary San Jose X - | 10 K-8 4 97 .78
‘Fairfield-Suisun Unified Fairfield X 24 K-12 337 81 .
. Franklin-McKinley E]ementary San Jose X - 11 K8 65847 79
Gilrpy Unified - . , |Gilroy. ‘X 1 K-12 L), 6,774 . 78
Los Altos Elementary - . |Los Alt X 8 K-8 3,094=T%’ 78
Milpitas Unified ' e Milpitas X , 15 K-12 8,340 |- 78
Moretand Elementary San Jose X ] 8 K-8 4,423 78
- Morgan Hill Unified . [Morgan Ri1INGT™ 16 K-12 8,47T 79
Mt. Diablo Pnified Concord ! "X 52 K-12 32,632 80 /
- Palo Alto Unified . Palo Alto X , 22 k-12 10,123 78
“San Jose Unified - |San Jose X 54 K-12 36,182 79
San Lorenzo ValTey Un1fied' Ben Lomond X 5 K-12 3,250 80 .
Santa C]arqlhnf1ed $anta Clara X - 24 K-12 16,187 78
*Saratoga Union °© - - Saratoga X . .5 K-8 2,714 78 -
_~Scotts Valley Union . ScottseValley X 3 K-8 - 1,346 79.
. Sunnyvale Elementary Sunnyvale X 13 K-8 5,804 78
Travis Unified - Travis AFB - X 6 K-12 2,885 79
~ ~Vacavill€ Unified Vacaville AKX K-12 8,655 81
. Whisman Elementary Mountain View| X 4 K-8 1,183 79
, Santa Clara County Office San Jose X 78
" San Krancisco State University |San Francisco| X 81
| . ~ v
Total Number of Members = 25
N N
&
. ;,/: ~ a -
. S. ' 541
& N ® "
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) bership doubled, hdaping from 12 in December 1978 to 27 in December

Changes in Consortium Membership

Membership in the consortium has not remained stafgic, as #hdicated

L : . . . e 3 .
by Figurg 2. Within the first year of its existence, consortium mem-

M

'1979. By May 1980, membership was at_its peak of 33. Since then the

numbers have®declined to the current total of 25. Of the members that

have dr0p6éd out, fou} Jjoined in 1978, nine Jjoined in 1979, and one
joifed in 1980. ) o
A correlation seems to exist between the nine distr%cts that
joined in 1979 and the membership higﬁ of 33 in May ]986. Th{s could
be interpreted as a rush to join tﬁe consortium after its impressive
assortment of products was unveiled in tée fall of '79. After thede
new districts we}e_fnvolved for a year or two, they discontinued mém;‘
bersh1p. ‘This left almost the same nucleus of districts that hag

Al

"part1c1pated in the consort1um since its 1ncept1on. Those that chose

ol .

to co]]aborate from the beg1nn1ng seem to have exh1b1ted greater

longevity than the ones that 1n1t1a11y held. back from Jo1n1ng.
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Figure 2

¢ »
Changes in Consortium Membership

.LLonsortium Membership Totals

Date ‘ Number of Meribers
December 1978 N 12
February 1979 B ; 16 . Vo ' “
December 1979« . . 27 . -7
May 1980 _ ‘ 33 .
August 1980 o § 30
June 1981 « . . 25 ., - c

. Iy -

Previous Participants in the Consortium- -

that Are No Longer Members .
Organization . . - . Year Joined
' %

Alum Rock Union Elementary ' J8 ;
Mt. Pleasant Elementary . 78
Mountain View Elementary . 78
Orchard Elementary . 78
Berryessa Union Elementary . 79
Campbell Union Elementary - 79
Lakeside Joint Elementary 79 o -
Loma Prieta Joint Union Elementary 79 '
Los Gatos Union Elementary - 79
Luther.Burbank Elementary . 79
Montebello Elementary - 79
Oak Grove Elementary L 79 .
“Union Elementary . 79 A "o
Parlier Unified - S 80 '

. | 3 o
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"« . OUTCOMES OF THE
e AB;65 ELEMENTARY CGNSORTIUM ,
- . \ . . 2
Products ',?ﬁ N

Administrator's Informat1on Manual:- hanag;gg Prof1c1ency Assessment.
Office of " the Santa Clara County Superintendent of Schoo]s, -
' E]ementary/Secondary Consort1um, 1981.

Art1cu1at1on of Basic. Competenc1es, Grades 4-Secondary. Office of
the Santa Clara County Supérintendent of Schools, Elementary/
Secondaﬁy‘Consortihm, 198L. ™

:Eva]uat1ng Nr1t1ng SampTes, Grade 6. OQffice of the Santa Clara County

Super1ntendent of Schools, AB 63 Elementary Consortium, 1981.

Item Bank for” Mathemat1cs, Reading- and Nr1t1ng,ﬂlrade 4. Off1ce of
~_the Santa CTara Cotfty Supeﬁ%ntend‘ft of. SchqolS“AB 65 Elementary

“Consortium, 1981 i

R ~ .
¢ -2 £ ’ 1]
1

ftem Bank for Mathema c9, Read1ng gndwwr1t1ng, Grade 6. Ofi1ce of the f

Santa Llara-County Uper1ntendent of Schoo]s, AB 65 Elementary Con-’

. sortium, 1980. ﬁ L
-~ # ' S
Item Bank. for Mathefid lck, Readgég and Nr1t1ng, Grade 8. Ogﬁ(gz»bf the
Santa Clara Count Superggtéhdent 0T%5choo s, vAB 65 Eleméntary Con-
sortium, 19 %ﬁ . d

-

.
»
e

Grade 6 Mithematics Basic SKills Test.' Office of
qnty.Super1nbenQent of Schools, AB 65 Elementary

. ) .
¥

Model Testhgsig
the Santa-Clara,
Consort1 m, 1980

o

-

Prof1c1ency As sment Spec@§1cat1ons Samp]és Grade 4. Office'of .

the Santa Clara Ceunty - Superintendent of Schoo]s, AB 65 Elementany

Consort1um, 1981, T ‘
Prof1c1ency Assessménf Spec1f1cat19ns Samp]es Grade: 6. Office of
.. bthe Santa Glara Gounty ﬁuper1ntendent of Schools, AB 65 E]ementany

Consort1um, 1979. N

. - .
. -

Proficiency Assessment Sped1f1tat1ons Samples: Gradé 8. Office of-

Ahe Santa Clara County Super1ntendent of Schools, AB 65 E]ementary
Ccnson€1um 1981. - S

7~

7
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- Information . 'VK

June\1978 - Paper transparency masters and pages from the
ameda P ocess Handbook--mailed,

R

. dune-1978 = Competency sta;ements in all three subject areas
developed by the consort1um--ma11ed

“dJune 1988 - Paired-weighting pr1or1t1zatqon charts for
selecting test items--mailed. .

January ]979 ~ List of compan1es providing test scoring ser-
--d1str1buted at consort1um meet1ng.

,Apri1~1979 - Samples of local board po11c1es and rec1proctty

agreements developed by LEAs: for proficiency assessment--mailed and °

then discussed at the April meeting.
F 2

~ ~-May 1980 - List of consu]tants to train district staff in.ho-

.listic/analytic scoring of writing samples--distributed at meeting.

.
. L]

- November 1980 - Samples of management systems developed by 'LEAs
te implement. the proficiency assessment--disteibuted at training.

: May 1981 - Copies of a cagsette tape of a _presentation and a
paper by a local researcher on improving the bas1c skills--discussed
at meeting and sent by mail. ,

o

Training - Workshops and Conferences o

January 1979 - WOrkshOp on App1y1ng the Rasch process to ana-
lyze item data. . "

Apr1] 1979 - Representat1ves sent to CSDE-sponsored Tra1n1ng
R Program ‘for Competency Assessment. ]

November 1979 - Workshop on holistic/analytic scoriné of field
test writing samp]es.

' January ]980 - Passing score workshop to help LEAs select
proficiency standards for the assessment.

May 1980 - CSDE-sponsored a workshop on alternative modes of
assessment, tailored specifically to consortium needs.

May 1980 - Presentation by the coordinator of* the AB 65-Special
Education Consortium gave a presentat1on gn how the members developed
. the1r assessment framework.

-

. "
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Dates in . \;‘ — - -
, Existence * Name Purpose- ~ |
October 1977 Elementary Districts Recommend initial steps for
. Steering Committee establishing the consortium
. November 1978- Reading, Writing, and Revise competency statements
March 1979 Math Task Forces for each basic ;ki]] area;
0 -~ Refine competencies and
e . . performance indicators ~ =
_January 1980 Model Tests in Review and finalize model .
i Reading, Writing, tests in all three skill
and Math™- ~_ areas -~ ‘

Shared Services and Facilities ‘

November 1979 - Cooperative efforts begun among LEAs for pre-
par1ng, pr1nt1ng, and scoring their as\fssmentsa

A1l consort1um meetings were held at the Office of the Santa
Clara County Superintendent of Schools. . : »

v

S

Task Forces

January 1980- Item Bank Task Force™ Review 1tem bank5'deve10pe

" March 1980 e by Northwest Evaluation Ass

4 ciation and recommend-whether

or not the consortium should’
purchase them .

S~

Recommend and formalize a
process for LEAs to use item
banks purchased from Northwest
Evaluation”Association

Apr11']980- Priorities Task Develop a plan for accomplish-
May 1980 Force ing all consortium priorities-.

' ; .
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S iThe Mandated/Freestanding Arrangement ‘

The study of interorganizational arrangementé conducted previ-
ously By the Educational Dissemination Studies Program suggé§ted a

-

two-dimensional classification system for collabgratives. One factor
if the matrix was th€ school improvement effort, which could\be
manda}éd, enabled, or freesténding. The second dimension was fhe
arrangenent itself, which~Eould also be méndated,fenab1ed, or free-
standing. Each I0A inc[uded in the study was categorized into one .

of the nine cells in the matrix, depending on the school improvement

effort associated with the arangement énd the catalyst for the

" establishment of the collaborative.

e —————

L3 -

The AB 65 Elementary Consortium, whigh was one of the a}range-
ménts {nc1uqed in the earlier studx, can be c]a?Eified as mandated/
freestanding. The school improvement effort it addresses is mandated
by the AB 65 requiremenf that elementary schoofs adopt proficiency
standards and tests. But the arrangement itself is freestanding. It
waé establ ished voluntarily by interested organizations--not mandated
or enabled by an éutside agency or funding source. )

What conclusions can be reached about such manqgted/freestanding
arrangements? The first qne, which is also thé most dbvious, is_that
a mandated innovation or educational change can provide a powerful
impetus for cooperation among school districts. Member organizations
knew that they were required to set proficiency %tandards: develop
fgsessment-instrgments, énd administer them within a givén length of
time. Whether they really wanted to invest time and resources in\thg

-

effort was a moot pointg they hgd'no choice but to meet the mandate.

A D)
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Essengia]]y, there were two options for meeting the mandate open

- ¥ .
to school districts. They could work alone, assuring that the end

product was specificaITy targeted to their schools' needs. Or they

could join forces with others, sharing some of,theginvestmenf of time’

‘ . . 3
and resources needed to fulfill the requirements. The trade-off for

this potential cost-cutting might be products and processes not as

. closely aligned with individual district needs and programs.

The formation of the arrangement itself was neither mandated nor

enabled with external funding. Consequently, any collaborativesmeans
of heeting the mandate had to be‘sudporteq with resource54contrib2§ed

by member organizations. There were a number of risks inherent in

-

such an approach.

: First was the risk of entering into a collectivity rather than
remaining autonomous. Sometimes cooperative efforts fail mis-
erably, the victims of indirection, disorganization, second-
class.status, and fack of enthusiasm. Member organizations may
forfeit their unitary decision power and organizational control -
to the consortium as a whole.

e Second, the deadline for compliance with the mandate was fixed.
By joining the consortium, distrigts were risking the time they
could otherwise be spending working alone on the proficiency
assessment requirements. If the consortium failed and the o
districts eventually had to function independently, they would
have less time to complete tasks than they would have had
otherwi se.

e Third, the investment of resources and _staff time was a risk.
Although initially the-consortium requirtd low to mdderate
.contributions of money and effort from the districts, member-
ship in.the consortium eveptually exacted a greater toll.
Annual financial contributions nearly doubled, and each rep-
resentative is now required to serve on-at least ofie task-
force. The opportunity costs of such involvemeat--the other
ways the money might have been used or the other activities in

T which the representative would otherwise have been involved--

represent another kind of risk.

prr—
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) F1na1]y, consort1um members r1sked 1o ip of prestige'when they - .
decided~to join a collaborative effor There were other dis-

tricts in the county that chose not to participate. They would

be watching the consortium to determine whether or not it suc-

‘ceeded. Decision makers who adopted a stance in favor of ST
. ‘collaboration would be judged by ¢Heir'non participating peers=-

albeit covertly and implicitly. The consortium symbolically

represented the value of shareJ’resources and expertise, and that

va]ue was at risk when the I0A was formed.

|

« *Ultimately the risks paid off. The consortium was—far more

‘productive than any of its member organizatiqps had hoped. Strong

bonds among the districts were formed as their staffs worked together

toward common goals. And the AB65 mandate was met.

-

“te
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<" Organizing the Consortium a . -

+

"Consortium" 1s ‘defined in the d1ct1onany as "a feT]owsh1p, part~

vﬂ..‘

v . - o Lo

nership." To consort is “to keep company,:to assoc1ate to accord

[N

harmonize®™ (Webster's New Collegiate Dictibnary,-1961,-p. 178).

The spirit of. these definitions is evidert in the AB 65 Elemen-

4 =

tary Consortium. Ratdier than being a group bound by rigid rules, it

is bound by fellowship. A forma] agreement among the member organ1za- :
tions establishes their minimum financial and service commitment. K

——

But’;he results of tﬁe group effort extend far beyond these minimums.

r

Because of the harmony and good will that have emerged, the consortium’
has. provided more than just compliance with California's proficiency

assessment mandate. ) ’ , .

On the following pages, an organizational document of the con-

sortium is reprinted. It opens with its own operational defipition

-

of a consortium: "a structure for providing a representativ§ process
"

//_\‘for districte to cobperatively accomp]ishctasks based on a ¢ ~
and critical need." A Work Agreement is ﬁoc1uded, along with a page
1istin§ principtes for sucoess, start-up, and the consortium process. -
. A flow chart then dep{cts this process in‘greater detail.
Some highlights from these materia]o‘bear noting:
" e The county office contributes the organ1zat1ona1 leadership
for the consortium, providing a ‘fiscal agent, a coordinator,
and consultant ass1soance. .
e Products for the year are specified in the Work Agreement, as »

are the districts' monetary and professional contributions.

e Sharing and cooperat1ng'are emphasized, as*evidenced by the
numerous task forces and the prerogative the members have to’
make all maJor dec1s1ons.

e :
ERIC . - . . 50




for consortium start-up.
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-

The consortium receives input from three groups via the
district representatives: a professional (faculty) advisory
committee; a-community advisopy comm1ttee and administrators
from each district. g

.

The work of the consortium is performed by task forces, the

coordinator, and consultants.
—

Ultimately, the board of education 1n each member district has
the option of accepting, rejecting, modifying, or 1ndJV1dua1-
izing consortium products.

On the next five pages are copies of organizational materials used

~ o, " .

. oy
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\ . GLENNW. HOFFMANN, SUPERINTENDENT .
100 Skyport Drive « San Jose, California 95110
299-2441  Area Code 408 .

OFFICE OF THE SANTA CLARA COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT DF SCHOOLS

Vocational Education and Guidance
408/299~3632 P -

.

-~ . THE MAKINGS OF A CONSORTIUM
‘ by A
Dale Burklund, Ed.D
-~ 7 John Patterson, Ph.D . .

Definition: Webster --Consort; one who shares a common lot

Consortium; an association, society

Operational - A consortium is a structure for ptoviding a representative
process for-districts to cooperatively accomplish tasks
based on a common and critical need.

1 L ]
.
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. C An Equal Opportunity Employe:r .
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AB 65 ELEMPNTARY CONSORTIUM . A
AGREEMENT -

This is aé agreement between the SantalC]ara County Superintendent of Schoole

(Superintendent) and Participating School Districts (identified in Paragraph 2),

' .
in the Santa Elara»County AB 65 Elgmentary Consortiur relating to the coordination
of the irplementation of the AE 65 “Pubi) Progress."
i ‘ -waooéam v
1. Duties of gﬁéé?igﬁ%pdent. Superintendent shall: perform the duties ¢f
Fiscal Agent for the Santa Clarg County Aé 65 Elemerftary Consortiunm, co- i
} ordinate the efforts of the participating districts 1n the development
° o? and re{ining of the mod;J assessment procedurés énd assessment pack-
age. Provide consultant assistance in de@eloping assessment materials '
N 0~é;;g\alic€tinc ascessTent procedurcs.
’ Produrtes that will be rrovided:
e L .\ FA. Refined competencv statements that are devvloped by participatin,
school districts in the area~ of reading, math and wri;i&g.
- ‘ B., Refined perform;nce indicgtors (objectives) for each competency
‘statement.
. . h . [
¢ C. Refined test iters for each performance indicator. 4
D. Iter data - P values and biserials - for each iterm.
' E. A model Ad-inistrator's Manual for adrinistration of the test developed

N v &
fror. the model assessment package.

F. Model board policy statements for adopting competencies and standards.
. " ‘.—’

G. A model scoring procedure for writing samples.
." -

* H. .Model formats for communicating, reporiing de recording test results.

I. An item bank coded according to competency and performance indicator

to provide efficiency for developing tests and alternative forms.

2. Obligation of District. . School District
shall pay té Superintendent a” sum not to exceed Five Hundred Dollars

($500.00) on or before O¢fober 1, 1979.

P
. 3. Term. This agreement ghall commence on July 1, 1979, and terminate on

June 30, 1980. , .

k
n
o
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i 4. Coordinating Committee. Each Partij&éitipp'Distnict shall designate¥one

individual to be a member of a coordinating committec. The coordinatin: 7
. comrittee shall have the following duties: L

-

A. Decide what activities shall be undertaken by the Participatiny Disif"

Fd - T v ar
tricts; ,

-

B- . Decide what materials shall be purchased by the Participating Listricts; -

A C. Decide what shall be printed or reproddced b+ the Participatiny Dic-

- By

tricts; - - ’ - -
U. Decide when and how consultant services shall be provided; and

FUENY “. s © 2
b. Shzll be responsible for developrent anc acrinistratio- of bud, ..

’

1% WITNISS WEERICF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement on_

. ‘ ) , 1979,

’ ' SCHOOL DISTRICT

By _»

B ’ ) N N )

SANTA CLARA COUNTY SUPE?INTES%ENT OF SCHOOLS

' By ;
- Chief Deputy Superintendent
. . JPics - ' .
6/15/79 o ) -
. 3 ‘ :df
.2 . e
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for diserict, cooperation, .

Consortium Process? + o
N . o r -
-\“

2. Develeopment bygask Force,. c

.

arry out charge of the Consor'tium. . & -

-1, Action decision of Conéortium.

f ! P .

3. Review by Consortium. ‘ . - ,

5. Disseminate

L
‘NOTE: See flow ch
: <

o Consortium
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Y 4

' for, more ‘detail- on consortium process.
+
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NOTE: * Se® flow chart for more detail on consortium pro§96§\\\
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Lo “.Principles “for Success: ., e SR
1.J The Consortium must be founded on a cqymon‘and critical need that can be met
Y .2+ more effectively and efficiently through districts sharing and cooperating.
R 2. Consortium members make a1l major decisions.”
}'5 3. All memberdistri@tscontribufe money to achieve Consortium gan§.
4. _All member districts contribute personnel to achieve Consortium goals.
> ‘> . ’ -
. : 5. Consortium membership € 1ishes the budget and decides on allocation of
, financial resources. 7 -
6. A work agreement (not a contract) specifies the task to be accomplished and
s the related district and®oordination responsibilities for completing the
° task. Doesn't tie the hands of thﬁ district administration and board::-«
' Start Up: K -
. ¥ N ’ T - ”’_"7
. - ‘ﬁ 1+ Identify a common concerﬁland.validgte it by checking with districts.
" 2. _Call a meeting of district xepresent%tivé% in regard to-the common concern.
<" 3. Détermine the extent to yhich~the'need is common, critical and appropriate

-

&
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Note: Secondary Consortium has 14 member districts. ’ e .
- ., .
Elementary Consortium has 26 member distrtts . ¢ . )
" ‘ AN ) "'
- , - - ¢ v ‘
- B = . Diatrict y
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