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ROLES, GOVERNANCE, AND MULTIPLE USES
FOR A NEW NAEP

Michael W. Kirst
Stanford University
This paper is an attempt to synthesize several commissioned papers,
regional meetings of the NAEP study group, the meetings of the study

group, and comments to a first draft by the staff and consultants. The

- basic focus is the governance mechanisms, but the new role, functions, and

uses of NAEP are the key to understanding a revised governance mechanism.
The basic thesis is that the existing governance system was never designed
for the new NAEP role and uses as envisioned in the papers by Haertel, Kearney,
Wiley, Hathaway, Ferrara, Thornton, Bock, Wolf, and the San Francisco
regional group. A1l of these commissioned papers are basically congruent
with the San Francisco meeting, and have a common theme of linking NAEP
through new technologies to international, state, and local users in a
different way. The Hathaway paper provides one version of this in Figure I,
although the San Francisco group did not envision the local assessment role
as clearly as Hathaway.

(Figure I here)

In the 1978 law, NAEP was never intended to perform all these functions.*
Indeed, NAEP was originally designed to make it "difficult if nov impossible
to Tink (NAEP) results to state or district prbgrams or to grade-related
practices in schools" (Messick, et al., as quoted by Ferrara/Thornton, p. 3).
The whole idea of the San Francisco meeting was a multiple user focus of
NAEP that included interstate comparisons and more explicit state and local

curricular impact. NAEP's potential for assessing educational procasses

*
The NAEP law is in Appendix I and includes the membership as discussed
later.
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and inputs as suggested by Kearney is not-addressed in this paper, but
should be kept in mind.

Although I am not an expert in ali these arcas, it appears that the
curricular domain development envisioned in the San Francisco paper is
echoed in a similar manner by Bock (pp. 16-21), Wiley (pp. 13-15), Hathaway
(pp. 2-8), Haertel, Ferrara, and to a lesser extent, Wolf. Bock's "duplex
design" {l1lustrates below what the San Francisco group meant by a NAEP
constricted "“conception of each subject area domain," which is the first
tack of a reconstituted NAEP policy committee.

(Bock, p. 18 Figure II here)

Wiley states thk2 new task of the NAEP Policy Committee in this way:

In the past, NAEP has provided-a partial model for some state
assessinents. These state efforts have borrowed items, pro-
cedures, and design elaments from the national assessment. In
the current climate, these past supports are insufficient.

In order to support valid and useful monitoring and diagnosis of
educational quality throughout the system, we must create an in-
tegrated, stable system within which subsystem goals (state and
local) can be located and for which ussessments are anchored in
metrics and standards which are directly interpretable in
national terms. (p. 14)

A reconstituted NAEP Policy Commictee would have to oversee the design
and construction of a linkage system relating commonly used local achievement
tests and state assessment instruments to NAEP curricular domains and a
NAEP measurement system. Test equating tables would need to be designed
allowing state and local test subsca]és that could be converted to the
metric of the NAEP measurement scales. A1l of these federal, state, and

local roles were naver envisioned as part of the 1978 NAEP Policy Committee's

charge. Haertel sums up t‘z new NAEP roles as follows:



Da:ell Bock, paper prepared for NAEP Study Group.

Figure II

A GRADE 8 MATHEMATICS DUPLEX DESIGN

Proficiencies

Content s, Protedural b. Factual c. Higher

Categories Skills® Knowledge® Level Thinking®
10. Numbers

Integers 1la 11b 1llc

Fractions . . 12a 12b 12¢

Percent 13a 13b 13c

Decimals 14a 14b 14c

Irrationals 15a 15b 15¢
20. Algebra

Expressions 2la 21b 21c

Equations 22a 22b 22¢

Inequalities 23a 23b 23c

Functions 24a 24b 24c
30. Geometry

Figures 3la 31b 3lc

Relations &: Transformations 32a 32b 32c

Conrdircses 33a 33b 33c
40. Measurement

English & metric units 4la 41b 4lc

Length, area & volume 42a 42b 42c

Angular measure 43a 43b 43c

Other systems (time, etc.) 44a 44b 44c
50. Probability & Stattstics

Probabilisy 5la 51b 51c

Experiments & surveys 52a 52b 52¢c

Descriptive Statistics 53a 53b 53c

2Calculating, rewriting, constructing, estimating, executing algorithms.
bTerms, definitions, concepts.

°Froof, reasoning, problem solving, real-world applications
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Such (curricular) domain descriptions and items pools could

serve as a framework for 1inking the natlonal assessment with
state~level assessments; coordinating state and national assess-
ments with other subject matter content development efforts (e.q.,
Holmes, Carnegie, College Board); informing deliberation on achieve-
ment standards and targets in education reform; communicating the
meaning of these standards and targets; and coordinating and im-
proving state-level curriculum planning. (p. 1)

New technologies such as IRT make all this feasible.

The federal government would fund coilection of a biannual common core
of outcomes for each state that would replace the "wall chart." A state
could opt out of this common core but their absence would be highlighted
in the annual presentation with a blank space and explanation. The states
would not need to provide any money for this common core and could not

2

offer dollars as an excuse for opting out.

Ir2lications for NAEP Governance

Tyler's paper appears to assume no dramatic departures in NAEP's current
role or statute. The papers cited above and the San Francisco meeting re-
quire statutory changes with related governance alterations. Much of the
current statute concerning the Policy Committee, however, is congruent with
the San Francisco meeting.

The current law (Public Law 95-561) as amended in 1981 starts with
four primary purposes:

(A) collect ahd report at least once every five years data assessing
the performance of students at various age or grade levels in each of the
areas of reading, writing, and mathematics;

(B) report periodically data on changes in knowledge and skills of

such students over a period of time;




(C) conduct special assessments of other educational areas, as the
need for additional national information arises; and

(D) provide technical assistance to State educational agencies and
to local educational agencies on the use of National Assessment objectives,
primarily pertaining to the basic skills of reading, mathematics, and com-
munication, and on making comparisons of such assessments with the national
profile and change data developed by the National Assessment,
This section needs to be augmented with the new functions as envisioned
in the San Francisco meeting with particular reference to development of
national subject matter domains and item pools that can be linked to state
and local assessments and curriculum if the states or locals so choose. At
present NAEP helps states use the current NAEP test items, rather than pick
from broader item pools that are more closely related to state or local

curriculum policies as outlined in Hathaway's Figure I.

The Assessment Policy Committee

Section 1242 includes the Assessment Policy Committee (APC) and there
is no reason not to keep this title. But its charge needs to be rewritten
to encompass:

1. Domain conception and design of state and local test linkages as
included in the papers cited previously.

2. Concepts for insuring that fair comparisons ca: be made among

states and locals by taking different contexts into account.
3. Advice on the feasible and important achievement targets and

performance standards at all three levels of educaticn governance.



4. ﬁesign assistance to states and locals in supplementing state
samples, 1linking nationally devised items with state and local assessment,
and otherwise adapting test items from the national domain banks to meet
particular state and local needs.

5. Provide assistance to groups devising related assessments, such
as the Carnegie Teacher Board, College Board, and IEA.

The APC Committee itself would continue to have many of the members
currently in PL 95-561, but would be augmented to include more than one
€SS0, curricular specialists, and test experts. There would be fewer than
the four classroom teachers in the statute, and one school principal. But
the APC would not be part of the contracting organization. The APC would
be appointed by the Secretary of Education, not the organization conducting
the assescment as is currently the practice.

The statute would specify certain categories of individuals (e.g.,
Chief State School Officer) that would need to be selected. For each APC
category, the Secretary would select from three candidates provided by a
nominating panel. This panel would be ccmposed of the following seven
members (three state based, 4 national):

National Governors Association

National Conference of State Legislatures

Council of Chief State School Officers

National Academy of Education

- National Academy of Sciences

Twe members of each House of Congress



Individuals from these groups would not be representatives of their
organizations. Rather, the nominating panel and the potential nominees
would be "statesmen with the broad public interest" as their credo. An ex-
governor with a deep interest in education would be an excellent nominee.
The members of Congress should help with Congressional interest in NAEP
and perhaps help secure funding.

Tyler suggests an alternative appointment by ECS, but ECS is largely
staff run (along with the current governor who heads it for two years), and
has a 50 state governance mechanism that meets anly once a year. Another
alternative for an appointing authority could be the National Academy of
Education. The appointments would be for five rather than the current
three years because the complexity of the added NAEP functions requires a
longer tenure. The new APC wou'id be rethinking the initial assumptions
and functions of NAEP plus constructing new curricular domains and item
pools.

The new APC would be responsible for establishing goals, objectives,
guidelines, criteria. and oversight standards for a contractor (or contrac-

, ' tors), who would: (a) design curricular domains; (b) design new assessments;
(c) develop assessments; (d) devise formats for test reporting; (e) assist
state and local assessments in a-d above (upon request), including concepts
for fair comparisons among different contexts. The APC would not make any
contracts with the testing contractor. This would be the responsibility of
the Secretary of Education.

Tyler reports that the old APC under ECS had a panel on "how to. select

educational objectives." The San Francisco group envisioned panels for
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each subject area that would select assessment objectives that the same

panel would derive simiiar to the ECS procedures.
... & three step procedure was followed for each school subject.
First specialists in the subject were asked to state what they
considered important for students to learn, then school teachers
and administrators were asked to review the 1ist suggested by the
specialists and identify what the schools were teaching. Finally,
parents and interested laymen were asked to s>lect what they con-
sidered important for their children to learn.

This revitalized APC would have under it other committees such as
“"exercise construction" for each curricular domain and “analysis" that
ECS had at the outset of NAEP. The APC would appoint the members of
these committees. Tyler reports that the analysis committee dealt with
sampling problems as well as reporting and interpretation of assessment
results and was used frequently (p. 12). ETS relies on in-house experts,

a practice that Tyler criticizes for lack of range in expertise and "little
incentive to question the concepts or procedures of the (ETS) staff."

The APC would have a sizeable staff (perhaps 10 professionals). An
issue is where to house this staff so that their salaries and expense budget
would be relatively immune from cutbacks of federal agencies. An Education
Department locaion for the APC make it particularly vulnerable to other
salary and expense priorities.

I favor establishing the entire APC and its staff in the federal govern-
ment but outside the Department of Education. The appropriate model would
be the Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Relations (see ACIR in Appendix I1)
Consequently, the staff would be federal civil service except for the executive

director who would be selected by the APC and approved by the Secretary.

Another possibility would be to house the APC staff with a contractor

11
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Tike the National Academy of Sciences. This could be a fiscal agent re-
lationship with APC,and other organizations would probably bid for such a
contract. Perhaps bids could be solicited as a hedge against possible OMB
resistance to forming another independent agency within the federal govern-
ment such as ACIR. NAEP could make an unusual case for overcoming OMB's
traditional resistance to new independent agencies.

It would take a number of years before the new NAEP envisioned in
this paper could be mounted. The APC would be an applied R&D organization
during its initial years. A continuaioi contract for the existing NAEP
would need to be let by the federal goveriment. States would be urged to

use the SREB type mechanism for comparisons in 1988.

Test Administration and Analysis

Test administration and analysis might be carried out under a separate
contract let by the APC, but perhaps the same contractor would work on both
phases of test design and test administration. The functions of this test
administration contractor are outlined on page 4 (a-c) of the San Francisco
meeting report (versi.n 3). There are some diseconomies of separating
test administration and test development, but a broader field of potential
bidders can be stimilated if the two functions are not inextricably linked.
APC could specify how the analysis would be done, but the APC would not do
the analysis. Who would provide technical assistance to the states and
Tocalities who wanted tc Tink to this system? The most likely organization
would be the test administration and analysis contractor. They would
suggest item pools for state use and adapt them to state needs.

The test administration contractor would also be ~esponsible for

19
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sampling advice to the states. This has become a difficult technical iss
because states want te cut costs by picking their own samples rather than
using the more expensive Westat process. These different sampling pro-
cedures, however, can add to the complexity and validity of comparison
between state and national results.

The state assessments need not be given at the same time as the natii
NAEP. This separation would mitigate delays in reporting results if both
levels have to be reported simultaneously. The states would expand on a
common national core of items. All states (unless they opted out from
any participation in the entire NAEP enterprise) would give the common

national core.

Overall Themes for the Report

This paper has focussed on governance and contracting issues. But
governance should be considered in the broader context of the new NAEP th:
the Study Commission envisions. The outcome of our September meeting in
Nashville is summarized below:

- NAEP has been useful but needs major reconceptualization.

- Major change in public desire for more comparative and performance
data about schools, particularly interstate comparisons.

- New international economic competition requires more attention to
international comparisons of education performance.

- New technologies allow a more ambitious role for national assessmer
and its ability to provide closer linkages and implications for st:
and local policy makers and citizens.

- NAEP has more potential for assisting in policy changes and use by
policy makers than the current design permits.

- A1l of these changed conditions and new technologies were not antic
pated when the current NAEP process was begun in the 1960s.

13
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NAEP should undergo a major rethinking and assume nevi respon-
sibilities.

The report envisions non-incremental change without losing the
longitudinal NAEP data base. Current technology permits this.

Our report will raise very high aspirations with a realization
that the political process will water these down.

The revisions of NAEP will cost a great deal more than we are
currently spending. Currently, the national government is under-
funding NAEP.

Only the federal government can provide the resources for the plan
that we envision. Collection of statistics is the basic and un-
disputed federal role.

The formulation of a new NAEP is to be accomplished through a
nationwide process of states, educators, and officials. This is
distinctly different from a federal effort and a national curriculi
from Washington.

NAEP needs to forge closer linkages with state assessments, currict
lum policy, and new teacher reform efforts.

This will require a major overhaul of the NAEP policy council.

14



Appeadix T

92 STAT. 2352 PUBLIC LAW ys_561—nuv. 1, 1978
NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF FDUGCAYIONAL FROGRESS.
Cract or Sec, 1242, Section 405 of the Generr! Education Provisions et ig
cooperstive amendéd by adding at the end thereof the folloring new Subsection :
;ﬁ;‘l‘nl “(k) (1) In addition to other responsibilities of the Institute unelor
<1®  this section, the Institute shal] carry out, by grant to or cooperatjvg

agreement (subject to the provisions of the Federal Grant and Coap.
crative Agreement Act of 1977) with nonBroﬁt education organiz,.
tion, & National Assessinent of Educational rogress which shall haye
& & primery purpose the assessment of the performance of children
aud young sdults in the basic skills of reading, mathematics, and com.
n.mnw?ion. Such a Naotional Assessment shall—

(A) collect and report at least once every five years data yesess.
ing the performance of students at various age or grade levels
in each of the ereas of reading, writing, and mathematics;

... “(B) report periodically data on changes in knowledge and
,fkills of such students over a period of time;
.“(C) conduct special assessinents of other educational arvas,
the need for additional national information arises; and
“(D) provide technical assistence to State educational a encies
and to local educationsl agencies on the use of Nationa] A scess-
ment objectives, primarily pertaining to the basic skills of reading
mathematics, and communication, and on making comparisons o
such sssessments with the national profile and change data devel.
oped by the National Assessment.

“(2) (A) The education organizafion through which the Institute
carries out the National Assessment shall be responsible for overal]
Asscssment Policy management of the National Assessment. Such o:gmizntion shall dele-
Committee, sate authority to design and supervise the conduct of the National
esublishment 4ad A scessment to an Assessment Policy Committee established hy such
membership. .organization. The Ascessment Policy Committee shall be composed

Masagement

of—
“(i) five members appointed by the educaticr organization of
whom two members shall be representatives of . :sg and indus-
i.}'y ang three members shall be representatives.. " general pub-
ic, an

“(ii&‘ twelve members appointed by the education organization
from the categories of membership specified in subparagraph (B).
“(B) Members of the Assessment Policy Committee appointed in
accordance with division (ii) of subparagraph (A) shall be—
“(i) one chief State school-officer; - 4y
“(i1) two State legislators; nﬁ-/

iil) two school district superintendents;

L 3K 3% 3

“(vi1) four classroom teachers.

=(C) The Director of the Institute shall serve as an ex officio member
of the Assessinent Policy Conimittee. Tlie Director shall also appoint
o tnember of the National Council on Education Research to serve
as s nonvoting member of the Assessment Policy Committee. .

“(D) Members appointed in accordance with divisions (i) and (ii)
of subparagraph (A) shall be i for te years,
except that (i) in the case of members appointed for fiscal year 1979.
onc third of the membership shall be appointed for terms of one
year each and one third shall be appointed for terms of two years each.
and (ii) appoiutnients to fill vacancies shall be for such terms as

»
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iv) onechairman of a State board of education; W M
v) one chairman of a local school board : 'd
v1) one Governor of a State; and

Y
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PUBLIC LAW 95-561—NOV. 1, 1978 92 STAT. 2353

remain unexpired. No member shall be appointed to serve more than
two_consecutive terms. .

“(3) The Assessment Policy Committee established by paragraph Duties.
(2) ehall be responsible forthe design of the National Assessment,

including the selection of the learning areas to be d, the devel-
Spment ind uﬁwﬁ@m the
assessment nie ogy, the form and content of the reporting and

A
dissemination of essessnient results, and studies to evaluate and M
iroprove the form and tilization of the National Assessment.

(4) Each learning area assessment shall have goal statements MM
devised thiough s FONSensus Approach, providing for active eé -
palticipation of ers, curniculum specialists, subject matter spe- W Ay '{' /
cialists, local school adrinistrators, parents, and concerned members
of the general public. A1l items selected for use in the assessment shall Review. M M
be reviewed to exclude items which might reflect racial, sex, cultural, -

or regional bias.
“(5) Participation in the National Assessment by State and local M ﬂf A‘
sducaticnal agencies selected as part of a sample of such agencies shali .H'WW?I/,' % ”"/‘f"\’

be voluntary.

“(6) The Director of the Institute shall provids for & review of the Review, comments y
National Assessment at least once every threc years. This review shall and report o & .
;»rovide an ﬁppoxtunity for public comment on the conduct and use- Congros.

ulness of National Assessment and shall result in a report to the
Congress and to the Nation on the findings and recommendations, if
suy, stemming from the review.
(7) There are authorized to be appropriated $10,500,000 for each Appropriation
fiscal year ending prior to October 1, 1983, to carry out the provisions suthorization.
of this subsection.”.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDGCATION BTATISTICS

Sec. 1243. (a) Section 406(g) of the General Education Provisions
Act (as redesignated by section 1212(c)) is amended by striking out Ans. p. 2341.
“October 1, 1978™ both places it appears therein, and by inserting
instead “October 1, 1983", :
(b) (1) Section 408(a) of such Act is amended by inserting “or by 20 USC 12213,
delegation of authority pursuant to law” immediately after “vested in.
him by law™.
(2) Section 408(a)(1) of that Act is amended by inserting after
“ogcratlon of” a comma and the following: “and governing the appli-
cable programs administered by,

GENERAL AUTHORITY OF ADMINISTRATIVE HZADS OF EDUCATION AGENCIZS

Sec. 1244. Section 408 of the General Education Provisions Act is Conmcn,
further amended by redesignating subsections (b) and (c) as subsec- qualifications and
tions (¢) and (d), respectively, and by inserting immediately wfter “mfh‘.‘bl’c
subsection (a) the following new subsection : e 7
“(b) The administrative head of an education agency shall ensure
at, in contracting under the authority of this section for the services
of mderendent persons in the competitive review of grant applica-
tions, all such persons are qualified, by education and experience, to
perform such services. The qualifications of such persons and the ,
terms of such contracts, other than information which identify such N
Person. shall be readily made available to the public.”.
(4) Section 408(d) of such Act (as redesignated by paragraph (3)
of this subsection) is amended by striking out “For the purposes of

16



_P.L. 98-511 LAWS OF 98th CONG.—2nd SESS. Oct. 19
Sec. 702" -

for each fiscal year ending prior to October 1. 1983" and inserting iy
lieu thereof “$8,000,000 for fiscal year 1985, and $10.800,000 fr eich
succeeding fiscal year ending prior to Ociober 1, 1989",
20 USC 122]¢-1. (d) Section 406{g) of such Act (20 U.SC. 1221-1(g)) is amendag_
. . (1) by striking out “October 1, 1983" in paragraph (1) anq
inserting in lieu thereof “October 1, 1989'; and
(2) by striking out paragraph (2) and inserting in liey thereof
the following:

*“42) The amount available for grants and contracts by the Assist.
ant Secretary under subsection (e) shall not exceed $10,000,000 fo,
fiscal year 1985, $12,000.000 for fiscal year 1986, $14,000,000 for
fiscal year 1987, $16,000,000 for fiscal year 1988, and $18,000,000 for
fiscal year 1989.".

NATIONAL INSTITUTE CF EDUCATION

_Sec. 703. (a) Section 405(kX1) of the General Education Provision,
Act (20 U.S.C. 1221e(kX1)) is amended by striking out “and" at th,
end of subparagraph (C), by striking out the period at th end of
subparagraph (D) and inserting in lieu thereof *; and”, and by
inserting after such subparagraph the following:

*(E) with respect to each State which voluntarily participates
in accordance with paragraph (5), provide for a statement of
isnfonnatiOn collected by the National Assessment for each such

tate.”,

- (b) Section 405(kX3) of such Act is amended by adding at the eng
thereof the following: “The appropriateness of all cognitive, back.
ground, and attitude items developed as part of the National Assess
/ment shall be the responsibility of the Assessment Policy Compmit.

tee. Such items shall be subject to review by the Department of
ucation and the Office of anagement and Budget for a single
period of not more than 60 days.”. .

COLLECTION COF DATA

Sec. 704. (a) Section 405 of the General Education Provisions Act
(20 U.S.C. 1221¢) is further amended by adding at the end thereo!
the following new subsection:
“() For purposes of this section, the terms ‘United States’ and
*State’ include the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.".
20 USC1221e-1. (®) Section 406 of such Act (2¢ U.S.C. 1221-i; is amended—
(1) by redesignating subsection (i) as subsection (h); and
(2) by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection:
*“(i) For purposes of this section, the terms ‘United States’ and
‘State’ include the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.”.

ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORTS

Sec. 705. Section 417(a) of the General Education Provisions Act
(20 U.S.C, 1226(a)) is amended by striking out “November 1" and
inserting in lieu thereof "December 31°". -

CONFUICT-OF-INTEREST

Sec. 706. (a) Section 435(b) of the General Education Provisions
Act (20 U.S.C. 1232db)) is emended—
(1) by striking out “and" at the end of paragraph (6);

98 STAT. 2406
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cooperation amaonge the levels of. ;

H povernment and more etlective i

. 1 functioning of the tederal system, :
i j In addition o dealing with the all %
; important tunctionat and strue- : :

i turai  relationships  among  the - i

: various povernments. the Com- :

R
PGJL?

The Advisory Comnmussion on In-
tergovernmental Relauons {ACIR)

was created by the Congress an

14939 (o munitor the operation of
the Amernican lederal system and
to  recommend  improvements.
ACIR is a permanent national bi-
partisan body  representing  the
executive and leuslative branch-
es of Federal. state. and local gov-
ernment and the public.

The Commission is composed of
2t members—-mnae representing
the Federal government, 14 rep-
resenting state and local govern.
ment, and three representing the
public. The President appoints
20—three private citizens and
three Federal executive officials
directly and four governors, three
state  legislators,  four  mayors.
and three elected county  offi-
cials from slates nominated by
the Naiivnal Governors® Confer-
ence. the Counal of Swate Gov-
ernments, the Natonal League of
Cities. U.S. Conierence of May-
ors. and the Nanonal Association
ol Counties. The three Senators
are chosen by the President of
the Senate and the three Con-
gressmen by the Speaker ol the
House,

Hach Commission memher serves
a two vear term and may be re-
appointed.

As o omtnning bady, the Com-
mission approaches its work hy
wldressing sell to speadic issues
amed problems, the resoluton ol
which wauld produce improved

ol finances and staf

mission has also extensively stud-
teed crinical stresses currenidy b
re placed on traditional govern.
mental fudng practices, One ol
e fong range elloris ot e Caome
misstaun hay Deen i seek wavs o
unprove Federal, state. and local
poveramental  taxing - practces
and policies to-achieve equitable
allocation of resources. increased
elficiency in collection and ad-
ministration, and reduced com-
pliance burdens upon the tax-
pavers.

Studies undertaken by the Com-
mission have dealt with subjects
as diverse as transportation and
as specific as. state taxation of
out-gl-state depositories: as wide
ranging as substate regionalism to
the more specialized issue ol lo-
cal revenue diversification. In
selecting items for the work pro-
gram, the Commission considers
the relative importance and ur-
gency of the problem, its man-
ageability from the puint of view
availahle to
ACIR and the extent to which the
Commission can make a fruitful
contribution toward the solution
al the problem.

After selecting specilic intergov-
ernmental issues for investiga-
tion. ACIR follows a multistep
procedure that assures review
and comment by representatives
ol all points of view, all atfected
levels of government, technical
experts. and interested groups.
The Comnpission  then debates
each issue and fuormulates its pol-
icy pasition. Commission findings
and  recommendations are pur)-
lished and deatt bills and excen-
e orders developed 1o assist
in implementing ACIR policies.

BAFuiToxt Provided by ERIC
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DRAFT -- November 24, 1986
Summa:y: Strvcture of National Assessment

The governance arrangements for a refachioned national assessment include
(1) a nominating committee, (2) Policy Comrittee and its staff and (3) a
contractor to ad:iinister tests,

A, Policy Committee Nominators

1. A nomirating group would be established by statute to make recemmendaticns
for each vacancCy on the Assessment Policy Committee. The group would
be comprised of:

. The chairs of the House and Senate education authorizing
committess or a member of the House or the Senate designated
by those individuals

« The Governor chairman of the National Governors Association

» The Pragident of the Chief Stzte School Officers Qrganization

« The Chairman of the National Council of State Leglslatoms

« The President of the National Academy of Education

» The President of the National Academy of Sciences.

2. The Nominating gxoup would solicit names from their membership, other
organizations interested in education and the general public and would
recommend to the Secretary of Education at least 3 candidates for each

position to be filled.

B. Assessment Policy Committee

1. The APC would be appointed by the Secretary from recommendations
forwarded by the Nominating croup. The membership totaling 21
(as at present) must represent experience (but not necessarily
occupy present positions) as:

« Governor

« Chief State School Officer

« State legislator

« Local superintendent

« Member of State board of education

« Member of a local board of education

« Classroom teachers

» Representatives of business and industry

« Curriculum planner or supervisor

. Testing and measurement expert

« Member, National Council for Educational Research (Designated by the
Secretary)

. Assistant Secretary for Educational Research and Improvement
(Ex-officio)
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Terms would be staggered, and five vears in length after the initial
appointments.

The Federal Government would awerd a grant for support of a staff so
that responsibilities ascigned to the APC could be carried out.
Curriculum domain and objestives actions and also the goal setting
and prescription of analysis fun~tions.

The grant would be awarded to a nonprofit organization after review
of responses to a grant competition announcement. Some group such
as the following would be likely applicants:

National Academy of Education

National Academy of Sciences

Council of Chief State School Officers

Education Commission of the States

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations

C. Test Contractior

1.

The Federal Government would award a contract for support of all
test development, test administration, test analysis, reporting of
findings, item bank maintenance and assistance to States and

local districts in supplementing tests or creating their own.

All of these responsibilities would be conducted to comply with the

domains, objectives, test constructs and analysis plans prescribed
by the APC.
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