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Volume II.    Background Questionnaire Items 


This volume will contain:

a) Core student questions (grades 4,8,12)

b) Reading and Science specific background questions (grades 4,8,and 12)

c) 8th grade teacher questions for reading and science
A.
JUSTIFICATION

1a.
Circumstances making the collection of information necessary.

In the current legislation (Public Law 107-110) that reauthorized the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), Congress mandated again the collection of national education survey data through a national assessment program.  In discussion with OMB we have agreed that NCES should submit a “system clearance” request to cover all the NAEP activities over the coming three-year period.  This  clearance package is intended to serve as the request for a system clearance.  In this document we have provided a description of the scope of possible activities that might be covered under this clearance. This system clearance will go through the usual two Federal Register Review periods.  Further, under this clearance, individual activities not specifically described and approved under the system clearance will be subject to a 30-day Federal Register Notice period and OMB agrees to clear within at total of 45 days.  


The NAEP surveys are currently conducted by an alliance of corporations - Educational Testing Service (ETS), Pearson Educational Measurement (Pearson), American Institutes of Research (AIR), Westat Inc., and Government Micro Resources, Inc. (GMRI) - under contract with the U.S. Department of Education.  The national surveys contain two kinds of questions – “cognitive” or test questions measuring academic subject student knowledge, and “background” or survey questions that gather information on demographic as well as classroom instructional procedures.


The federal authority mandating NAEP is found in Section 411 of Public Law 107-110.  This law states:

"…(b)(1) -- The purpose of this section is to provide, in a timely manner, a fair and accurate measurement of student academic achievement and reporting trends in such achievement in reading, mathematics, and other subject matter as specified in this section. 

"(2) MEASUREMENT AND REPORTING.-- The Commissioner, in carrying out the measurement and reporting described in paragraph (1), shall -- 

"(A) use a random sampling process which is consistent with relevant, widely accepted professional assessment standards and that produces data that are representative on a national and regional basis; 

"(B) conduct a national assessment and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in public and private elementary schools and secondary schools at least once every 2 years, in grades 4 and 8 in reading and mathematics; 

"(C) conduct a national assessment and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in public and private schools in reading and mathematics in grade 12 in regularly scheduled intervals, but at least as often as such assessments were conducted prior to the date of enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001; 

"(D) to the extent time and resources allow, and after the requirements described in subparagraph (B) are implemented and the requirements described in subparagraph (C) are met, conduct additional national assessments and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in grades 4, 8, and 12 in public and private elementary schools and secondary schools in regularly scheduled intervals in additional subject matter, including writing, science, history, geography, civics, economics, foreign languages, and arts, and the trend assessment described in subparagraph (F); 

"(E) conduct the reading and mathematics assessments described in subparagraph (B) in the same year, and every other year thereafter, to provide for 1 year in which no such assessments are conducted in between each administration of such assessments; 

"(F) continue to conduct the trend assessment of academic achievement at ages 9, 13, and 17 for the purpose of maintaining data on long-term trends in reading and mathematics; 

"(G) include information on special groups, including, whenever feasible, information collected, cross tabulated, compared, and reported by race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, gender, disability and limited English proficiency; and 

"(H) ensure that achievement data are made available on a timely basis following official reporting, in a manner that facilitates further analysis and that includes trend lines.



A copy of the current statute is included in Appendix A.

1B.   Overview of NAEP 2005-2007 Assessments 

The following provides a broad overview of the 2005-2007 NAEP assessments. Please note that the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) determines NAEP policy and assessment schedule, and future Board decisions may result in changes to some aspects of an assessment (e.g., which subjects are assessed in which years). However, overall methodology and assessment process will remain constant.

The 2005 assessments consist of:

· national and state assessments in reading, math, and science at grades 4 and 8 and a national sample at grade 12

· a science bridge study at grades 4, 8, and 12

· pilot assessments for reading, math, civics, and U.S. history at grades 4, 8,and 12, and economics at grade 12 only.  

The 2006 assessments consist of:

· national assessments in civics and U.S. history at grades 4, 8,and 12, and economics at grade 12 only   

· pilot assessments for reading and math, at grades 4,and 8

· pilot assessments for writing at grades 8 and 12   

The 2007 assessments consist of:

· national and state assessments in reading and math, at grades 4 and 8; a national and state sample in writing at grade 8; and a national only writing sample at grade 12

· pilot assessments for reading and math at grades 4 and 8; and an arts pilot at grade 8 only. 

In all assessment years, questionnaires are administered to students at grades 4, 8, and 12; to teachers at grades 4 and 8; and to school administrators at grades 4, 8, and 12.  A department head questionnaire and a teacher questionnaire will be included for 12th grade economics in 2005 and 2006. Also, SD/LEP (Students with Disabilities/ Limited English Proficiency) questionnaires will be completed by teachers or administrators of students identified as learning disabled or with limited English proficiency.   In addition, it is possible that other instruments will be piloted, particularly to address issues related to the inclusion of SD/LEP students in NAEP assessments.

Sizes and categories of respondent burden are provided in section 12 of this document.

1c.
Rationale for OMB System Clearance

Due to changes in NAEP required by the 2001 legislation (Public Law 107-110) known as "No Child Left Behind" (NCLB), NCES is requesting system clearance for the assessments to be administered in 2005-2007.   One overall system clearance submittal will increase the efficiency of the clearance process for NCES and its NAEP contractors, as well as for OMB, for the following reasons. 

1. More frequent and more systematic administration of assessments:  

Because NAEP provides a key source of data for No Child Left Behind (NCLB), the role of NAEP has changed subtly but significantly from a research project with a fluctuating set of assessments to a systematic program required to report mathematics and reading scores on the state and national levels every other year.  NAEP provides key data on United States student performance, representing the only ongoing and constant measure of what students know and can do. The framers of NCLB decided to ensure that NAEP would provide reliable data on trends in student performance with increased frequency.   Hence NCLB amended the existing NAEP legislation to include reading and mathematics assessments at grades 4 and 8 every other year and at grade 12 every four years.   In addition to mathematics and reading, science and writing assessments will be conducted every four years.  Also, NAEP plans to administer assessments in foreign language in 2004, in economics, civics, and U.S. history in 2006 and in the arts in 2007.   It should be noted that the schedule is predicated on NAGB’s current plans and may change.   Whatever changes take place, however, the large volume of NAEP assessments is unlikely to diminish.  

2. Increased complexity of assessment development and production schedule:
In addition to an increasing number of assessments, NAEP is faced with an increasingly complex development and production process.  Because of NCLB requirements, every state is participating in the reading and mathematics assessments.  In addition, in 2005, NAEP will be offering science at the state level as well.  State-level assessments require that samples be selected to permit reporting of results for each state as well as for the nation, resulting in a much larger sample size than would otherwise be necessary.  In addition, because of the complex sampling plan used by NAEP, approximately 800 distinct test booklets will need to be printed for the 2005 assessment year alone.  Because the printing and distribution demands are so much greater than in the past, in the absence of system clearance it will be necessary to submit a series of  OMB submissions to facilitate earlier printing of books in the high-volume reading, mathematics, and science assessments.   

3. Inclusion of background questionnaires for all NAEP assessments in which much data collected are standardized:
Each NAEP assessment includes student, teacher, and school background questionnaires.  All the questionnaires include standard “core” sets of questions designed to elicit basic required demographic data or data used regularly in NAEP reports. Most of the core background data is the same across administrations and years.  The multiple clearance packages will therefore include much redundant material. 

4. Desirability of avoiding proliferation of clearance packages:  


If NAEP is to submit a separate clearance package for each assessment, the number of submissions will increase substantially over past levels.  In 2005, without system clearance, NAEP will need to submit six separate packages: for foreign language(, reading and science (operational), mathematics (operational), economics (pilot), history and civics (pilots), and reading and mathematics (pilots).  Integrating NAEP clearance packages into a common system clearance would end redundancy in the highly standardized NAEP submissions and enable OMB to avoid repeating analyses of largely uniform material.

Volume I of this clearance package contains supporting information for the operational and pilot assessments to be given in 2005-2007. Volume II contains those background questionnaires that are available at this time for 2005-2007 assessments. Additional questionnaires will be submitted as they are developed over the course of the system clearance period.  Clearance of three years duration is requested for the background materials that will be used in the 2005-2007 operational and pilot assessments. It is understood that under system clearance each additional set of items would be cleared up to the end of 2007. At that time, NAEP would then submit a new request for system clearance to cover future NAEP administrations.

2.
How, by whom, and for what purpose the data will be used. 


Under this request for system clearance, NCES is asking for approval of the instruments to be used to gather data from the 2005-2007 national and state assessments to report on the achievement of students of reading, mathematics, and science in 2005; civics, U. S. history and economics in 2006; reading, mathematics, and writing in 2007, and the 2005 NAEP transcript study.  This schedule is what we currently envision. However, it is subject to modification by the National Assessment Governing Board.  Therefore, we are requesting some leeway with regard to the specific subject assessments that will be administered while holding the methodology and burden constant.

Given that the purpose of NAEP is to gather data on the achievement of students in the subject areas assessed for use in monitoring education progress, and because of the program's increasing visibility, it is incumbent on the program to develop the most reliable and valid instruments possible. To do so, NAEP employs four strategies: 

A. Small-scale pilot testing of new materials and test administration techniques; 

B. Pilot testing items to determine which items best measure the constructs under consideration; 

C. Field testing of operational assessments to accommodate the mandated six-month reporting; and 

D. Full-scale operations. 

All four types of activities may simultaneously be in the field during any given data collection effort. Each is described in more detail below:

A. Small-scale pilot testing.  As the NAEP program has evolved, definitions of what will be tested have also evolved.  For example, under the new Reading Framework for 2009, NAGB is proposing the inclusion of a new measure of vocabulary. Beginning in 2006, items designed to measure vocabulary in this way may be included in the pilot test instruments.  In addition, NAEP has also conducted small-scale studies of using technology as the platform for test administration.  This was done in the on-line studies of assessments in mathematics, writing and technology rich environments. Both types of pilot testing will continue and are likely to increase over time as innovative techniques are implemented within the assessment field at large.  Under both types of situations described above, NAEP would first pilot test the method of either item construction or administration platform, use the data to refine the technique, then do a comparative study of how it works compared to current methodology prior to any large scale implementation. Another possible area for study involves the need to include the full range of students in NAEP assessments. For example, NCES is considering  piloting instruments to gauge the ability of students with limited English proficiency to participate in the assessments.

B. Pilot testing items to determine which items best measure the constructs under consideration.  In addition to the small-scale pilot studies described above, NAEP employs pilot tests to make sure that cognitive items measure what is intended.  The data collected from pilot tests serve as the basis for selecting the most effective items and data collection procedures for the subsequent operational national and state assessments.  They are a cost-effective measure for revising and selecting questions prior to national data collection because while fewer numbers of students participate they are administered to a nationally representative sample of students and data is gathered about performance that crosses the full spectrum of the achievement range. In general two cognitive items are tested for each one that will appear in the operational assessment. Pilot testing of cognitive items is carried out in all subject areas. In subjects other than reading and mathematics it is done one year prior to the operational assessment. In reading and mathematics it is done two years prior to the operational assessment so that field testing may occur (see C below for further explanation). 
C. Field testing of operational assessments to accommodate the mandated six-month reporting. Under the current legislation, reading and mathematics assessments are to be administered every two years and the results are to be made public within 6-months of the end of data collection. To streamline the data analysis process, NAEP has shifted many of its scaling operations so that they occur between pilot testing and the operational assessment. Field testing is performed on instruments that are fixed after pilot testing and that are administered one year prior to the operational assessment. This fixed instrument is “precalibrated” and remains the same for the operational assessment. 

D. Full-scale operations. When NAEP is engaged in "operational" administrations, rather than pilot or field test administrations, it is collecting the data to be reported.

Questionnaire development follows the same pattern as that of cognitive item development, although we tend to field test fewer items with less duplication and use the resulting data to refine the questions.  Guidance for what is asked is set by the National Assessment Governing Board.  NCES develops the questionnaires, which NAGB then approves for submission to OMB in a two-stage process.  NAGB approves the questionnaires prior to pilot testing, and then again after pilot testing using the data to select the final set of questions. The questions are designed to provide the information for disaggregating data according to categories specified in the legislation, to provide contextual information that is subject specific (e.g. reading, mathematics) and has an impact and known relationship to achievement, and to provide policy relevant information specified by NAGB.

Background questions that seem problematic can be dropped or modified before the operational administration. One typical modification is reducing the number of response categories given.  This modification is employed when field test data indicate very low response percentages in adjacent response categories. As NAGB introduces new subject specific frameworks (e.g., Mathematics for 2005), new questionnaire development will begin with a need for pilot testing, field-testing and then approval of final instruments.

In addition to the overarching goal of NAEP to provide data about student achievement at both the national and state levels, NAEP also provides specially targeted data on an as-needed basis.  At times, this may only mean that a special analysis of the existing database is necessary. At other times the targeting may include the addition of a short add-on questionnaire targeted at specified groups. For example, in 2003 an additional questionnaire was administered in charter schools. Requests for these instruments originate in the Education Department or NAGB.  Through such targeted questionnaires, important information about the achievement of a specific group is gathered at a minimal additional burden.  These instruments most closely resemble a Fast-Response-Survey, although they are only administered in tandem with an existing NAEP data collection. They are intentionally kept to a minimum and are designed to avoid jeopardizing the main purpose of the program.

3.
Use of improved techniques to reduce burden.

For all operational and field tests, NAEP will continue to take advantage of proven, modern measurement techniques, which greatly enhance the power and value of the NAEP data collected. Through the use of a partial balanced incomplete block (BIB) spiraling variant of matrix sampling, a variety of analyses are feasible because the data are not booklet-bound.  Covariances are computed among all questions in a subject area, so that:

· composites of questions can be appraised empirically for coherence and construct validity;

· the dimensional structure of each subject area can be determined analytically as reflected in student performance consistencies; 

· item response theory (IRT) scaling can be applied to unidimensional sets of exercises regardless of what booklet they appear in;

· IRT scales can be developed having common meaning across exercises, population subgroups, age levels, and time periods;

· powerful trend analyses can be undertaken by means of these common scales;

· performance scales can be correlated with background, attitudinal, and program variables to address a rich variety of educational and policy issues; and

· public-use electronic files can be made much more useful because secondary analyses are also not booklet-bound.


Although any one assessment will not make use of all these procedures, the NAEP staff will use pilot test data to refine analyses for further reductions in burden. In addition, to improve the quality of the data collected and the efficiency of the analysis phase, pilot testing of background questionnaire items can lead to the reduction of burden for respondents.  Based on pilot test data, items that do not yield useful information or that produce redundant information can be eliminated.    Therefore, the items administered operationally will be a subset of the items pilot-tested. 

4.
Efforts to identify duplication.

The proposed background questions do not exist in the same format or combination in the Department of Education or elsewhere.  The background data gathered by the NAEP is the only comprehensive cross-sectional survey performed periodically or regularly on a large-scale basis that can be related to extensive achievement data.  No other federally funded studies have been designed to collect data for the purpose of regularly assessing trends in educational progress.  None of the major nonfederal studies of education achievement were designed to measure changes in national achievement.  In short, no existing data source in the public or private sector duplicates the NAEP.

5.
Burden on small businesses or other small entities.

Private schools are included in the sample proportional to their representation in the population.

6.
Consequences of collecting information less frequently.

Under NCLB legislation, Congress has mandated the on-going collection of NAEP data.

Failure to collect the 2005-2007 operational, pilot and field test data on the current schedule would affect the quality and schedule of the NAEP assessments, and would result in assessments that would not fulfill the mandate of the legislation. 

7.
Consistency with 5 C.F.R. 1320.5.

No special circumstances are involved.  This data collection observes all requirements of 5 C.F.R. 1320.5.

8.
Consultations outside the agency.

The objectives and item development activities for the assessment involve working with many consultants as well as reviews by specialists and state curriculum advisors. 


These consultants and special reviewers represent expertise with students of different ages, ethnic backgrounds, geographic regions, learning abilities, and socioeconomic levels.  Staff and consultants have reviewed all exercises for bias in both gender and racial/ethnic composition. NCES convenes a state review of all cognitive materials prior to pilot testing in each subject area so that state representatives can comment on bias and sensitivity issues, grade appropriateness, and congruence with testing at the state level. 


Pilot testing discerns the validity and utility of the data from the viewpoint of respondent groups.  Students provide essential feedback through their responses about the clarity, reasonableness, appropriateness, and vocabulary levels of the questions. 

This clearance request is being submitted as part of the new NAEP Alliance contract that was awarded in late 2002 and serves as documentation for the background questionnaire process. 


The following lists of outside personnel are provided in Appendix B: 

List of Mathematics Standing Committee

List of Reading Standing Committee

List of Science Standing Committee

List of Economics Standing Committee

List of Civics Standing Committee

List of U.S. History Standing Committee

9. 
Payments or Gifts to Respondents.

There will be no gifts or payments to respondents.

10.
Assurance of Confidentiality.

NAEP has policies and procedures that ensure NAEP privacy, security, and confidentiality. Specifically for the NAEP project, this ensures that privacy, security, and confidentiality policies and procedures are in compliance with the Privacy Act of 1974 and its amendments, NCES Confidentiality Procedures, and the Department of Education ADP Security manual.  The NAEP Security and Confidentiality Plan has been developed as part of the NAEP Alliance contract. All current contractor policies and procedures are in compliance with all NAEP security and confidentiality requirements.


All NAEP-contractor staff with access to confidential NAEP information are required to sign an “affidavit of nondisclosure” that affirms, under severe penalty for unlawful action, they will protect NAEP information from non-authorized access or disclosure.   The affidavits are in keeping with the NCES Standard for Maintaining Confidentiality (IV-01-92).  NAEP Alliance contractors will maintain and provide NCES with a list of all staff who have contact with NAEP secure information, along with certification that all such staff have taken an appropriate oath of confidentiality.  


An important privacy and confidentiality issue is to protect the identity of assessed students, teachers, and schools. To assure this protection, our NAEP Alliance has established security procedures that closely control access to identifying information.  For example, the reporting contractor will not be privy to files that contain information linking assessment instruments to individuals or schools.  These files will be produced and used by authorized Sampling and Data Collection (SDC) staff for necessary conduct of the assessment. After the assessment takes place, the link files are not removed from and remain secure within the sampled school.  The school is asked to retain this link information for a specified period of time before destruction.   

Furthermore, to ensure the anonymity of respondents, NAEP staff will use the following precautions. 

· Data files will not identify individual respondents.

· No personally identifiable information, either by schools or respondents, will be gathered or released by third parties.  No permanent files of names or addresses of respondents will be maintained.

· Student participation is voluntary.


After the components of the National Assessment are completed in a school, neither student- nor teacher-reported data are retrievable by personal identifiers.  We emphasize that confidentiality is completely assured for individual schools and for individual students, teachers, and principals.  

11.
Sensitive questions.

The National Assessment of Educational Progress emphasizes voluntary respondent participation, assures confidentiality of individual responses, and avoids asking for information that might be considered sensitive or offensive.  Insensitive or offensive questions are prohibited by NCLB and NAGB reviews all items for bias and sensitivity. Throughout the item development process, the staff works with consultants and internal reviewers to identify and eliminate potential bias in the questions.  Each question is reviewed by consultants asked specifically to look for a balance between gender (male/female names, titles, occupations) and racial/ethnic groups (White, Black, Hispanic, Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian or Alaska Native). 

12a.
Estimation of respondent reporting burden (2005-2007)

Design plans, estimated volumes, and burden estimates for the 2005-2007 assessments are contained in Exhibits at the end of this section. Please refer to section 12b.for more specific information regarding the burden statements for the specific Volume II estimates that accompany this submittal.  

The average number of person hours estimated to complete the 2005-2007 background questionnaires for each respondent type is summarized below:

2005 -- Operational -- Reading, Math, Science 

Pilot Test -- Reading, Math, Civics, Economics, U.S. History


(
Students

The student response burden is .25 hours (15 minutes) for background questions for each student sampled in the assessments.

Approximately 1,248,830 students will participate in the 2005 activities for the student questionnaires. The total response burden for the 2005 administration is approximately 312,207 hours for students.

(
Teachers - teachers at grades 4 and 8 will fill out Teacher Questionnaires. For economics, a 12th grade teacher questionnaire and a 12th grade department chair questionnaire will also be completed. It is estimated that approximately 34,636 teachers will fill out the questionnaires. 

The individual respondent burden for teachers is approximately 20 minutes (.33hours). The total response burden will be about 11,533 hours.

(
School Personnel - A School Characteristics and Policies Questionnaire will be completed by the principal or school administrator.  It is estimated that a total of 17,318 schools will be sampled.

The individual response burden for school personnel is 20 minutes (.33 hours) for the school questionnaire used in the 2005 survey.  The total response burden will be about 5,766 hours for school personnel.

(
SD/LEP - An SD/LEP Questionnaire will be completed by the principal or teacher.  It is estimated that a total of approximately 41,138 surveys will be completed.

The individual response burden for school personnel is 20 minutes (.33 hours) for the SD/LEP questionnaire used in the survey.  The total response burden will be about 13,698 hours for teacher/school personnel.

2006 --  Operational -- Civics, Economics, U.S. History

Pilot Test -- Reading, Math, Writing


(
Students

The student response burden is .25 hours (15 minutes) for background questions for each student sampled in the assessments.

Approximately 94,380 students will participate in the 2006 activities for the student questionnaires. The total response burden for the 2006 administration is approximately 23,595 hours for students.

(
Teachers - teachers at grades 4 and 8 will fill out Teacher Questionnaires. For economics, a 12th grade teacher questionnaire and a 12th grade department chair questionnaire will be completed. It is estimated that approximately 2,324 teachers will fill out the questionnaires. 


The individual respondent burden for teachers is approximately 20 minutes (.33hours). The total response burden will be about 774 hours.

(
School Personnel - A School Characteristics and Policies Questionnaire will be completed by the principal or school administrator.  It is estimated that a total of 1162 schools will be sampled.

The individual response burden for school personnel is 20 minutes (.33 hours) for the school questionnaire used in the 2006 survey.  The total response burden will be about 387 hours for school personnel.

(
SD/LEP - An SD/LEP Questionnaire will be completed by the principal or teacher.  It is estimated that a total of approximately 3,320 surveys will be completed.

The individual response burden for school personnel is 20 minutes (.33 hours) for the SD/LEP questionnaire used in the survey.  The total response burden will be about 1,105 hours for teacher/school personnel.

2007 --  Operational -- Reading, Math, Writing

Pilot Test -- Reading, Math, Arts


(
Students

The student response burden is .25 hours (15 minutes) for background questions for each student sampled in the assessments.

Approximately 1,187,010 students will participate in the 2007 activities for the student questionnaires. The total response burden for the 2007 administration is approximately 296,752 hours for students.

(
Teachers - teachers at grades 4 and 8 will fill out Teacher Questionnaires. It is estimated that approximately 32,850 teachers will fill out the questionnaires. 

The individual respondent burden for teachers in grades 4 and 8 is approximately 20 minutes (.33hours). The total response burden will be about 10,939 hours.

(
School Personnel - A School Characteristics and Policies Questionnaire will be completed by the principal or school administrator.  It is estimated that a total of 16,425 schools will be sampled.

The individual response burden for school personnel is 20 minutes (.33 hours) for the school questionnaire used in the 2007 survey.  The total response burden will be about 5,469 hours for school personnel.

(
SD/LEP - An SD/LEP Questionnaire will be completed by the principal or teacher.  It is estimated that a total of approximately 39,572 surveys will be completed.  

The individual response burden for school personnel is 20 minutes (.33 hours) for the SD/LEP questionnaire used in the survey.  The total response burden will be about 13,177 hours for teacher/school personnel.

· Student Listing  -- filled out by Westat



1 per school

 20 minutes


(
Supplemental Listing -- filled out by Westat



1 per school

 15 minutes


(
Roster of Questionnaires -- filled out by Westat



1 per school

15 minutes


(
Administration Schedule -- filled out by Westat



1 per school

20 minutes

To minimize the burden to participating schools and students, the following procedures will be used:

(
Trained administrators will conduct the operational assessment and pilot tests at all grades.


(
Assessment administrations will be limited, whenever possible, to about 



60-80 minutes to facilitate school scheduling.

(
Students will not take every question in a particular subject area.  Blocks

are assembled in different booklets and each booklet is given to a different sub-sample of students.

12b.
Estimation of respondent reporting burden for this submittal 


Volume II of this submittal contains the questionnaires that are available at this time. These include 

· Student background core questions: given at grades 4, 8, and 12. The core questions comprise one of the two background question blocks administered to students. These will be given over the period 2005-2007. Approximately 2,530,220 students will participate in these student questionnaires. The total response burden for their administration is approximately 316,277 hours for students (half of the 15 minute total for background questions).  

· Student reading and science subject-specific background questions: The student response burden is .12 hours (7.5 minutes) for subject-specific background questions. Approximately 790,350 students will participate in these student questionnaires. The total response burden for their administration is approximately 94,842 hours for students
· Teachers - This submittal contains 8th grade Reading and Science teacher questionnaires. It is estimated that approximately 9,091 teachers will fill out the questionnaires. 

The individual respondent burden for teachers is approximately 20 minutes (.33 hours). The total response burden will be about 3000 hours.

These estimates are part of the overall estimates given in Exhibits II and III.  

EXHIBIT ONE  - Student Background Questionnaire Plan

	
	GRADES   4, 8, 12

	Subject Area
	No. of Booklets
	No. of Blocks
	No. of Min/
Block
	Total No. of Minutes/Student

	Background
	1
	2
	7.5
	15


EXHIBIT TWO

Estimated Respondent Burden for Operational and Pilot Test Items

National Assessment of Educational Progress

2005-2007 Assessments

	
	Universe
	Respondents (approximate size of sample)
	Average No. of Items Per Respondent
	Type of Respondent
	Estimate of Average Person Hours
	Total Respondent Burden in Person Hours

	Student Background Questions

2005

2006

2007


	12 mil.

"

"
	1,248,830

94,380

1,187,010
	35

38

35
	Student

"

"
	.25

"

"
	312,207

23,595

296,752

	School and Teacher Questionnaires
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teacher and Dept. Head Questionnaires 

2005

2006

2007
	383,000
	34,636

2,324

32,850
	32

"

"
	Teacher

"

"
	.333

"

"
	11,533

774

10,939

	School  Characteristics Questionnaire

2005

2006

2007
	154,000
	17,318

1,162

16,425
	30

"

"
	Principal

"

"
	.333

"

"
	5,766

387

5,469

	SD/LEP

2005

2006

2007
	383,000
	41,138

3,320

39,572
	33

"

"
	Teacher/Administrator

"

"
	.333

"

"
	13,698

1,105

13,177


Total respondents = 2,718,965                          Total burden hours = 695,402
EXHIBIT THREE

Estimated Respondent Burden for Operational and Pilot Test Items

By Year, By Subject, By Group

2005-2007 Assessments
	Year
	Subjects
	 # of Students
	Student Burden (in hours)
	# of Teachers / 
	Teacher Burden
(in hours)
	# of Schools
	School Burden
(in hours)
	SD/LEP (# of school personnel)
	SD/LEP Burden
(in hours)

	2005
	Reading
	398,035
	99,509*
	11,039
	3,676*
	5,520
	1,838
	13,112
	4,366

	 
	Math
	396,880
	99,220
	11,007
	3,665
	5,504
	1,832
	13,074
	4,353

	 
	Science
	392,315
	98,079*
	10,881
	3,623*
	5,440
	1,795
	12,923
	4,303

	 
	Science Bridge
	39,600
	9,900
	1,098
	366
	549
	181
	1,304
	434

	 
	Reading Pilot
	4,950
	1,238
	137
	46
	69
	23
	163
	54

	 
	Math Pilot
	4,950
	1,238
	137
	46
	69
	23
	163
	54

	 
	Civics Pilot
	3,300
	825
	92
	30
	46
	15
	109
	36

	 
	History Pilot
	3,300
	825
	92
	30
	46
	15
	109
	36

	 
	Economics Pilot
	5,500
	1,375
	77 (teacher)

76 (dept. chair)
	51
	76
	25
	181
	60

	
	Total
	1,248,830
	312,207
	34,636
	11,533
	17,318
	5,766
	41,138
	13,698


Due to rounding, total of individual cells may not exactly equal the total category number. 

* Note: For this submittal, only 2005student core (grades 4,8,12), student subject specific (Reading and Science, grades 4,8,12) and 8th grade teacher questionnaires are included in Volume II. Appropriate student and teacher burden information is contained in section 12b.

	Year
	Subjects
	# of Students
	Student Burden (in hours)
	# of Teachers / 
	Teacher Burden

(in hours)
	# of Schools
	School Burden

(in hours)
	SD/LEP (# of school personnel
	SD/LEP Burden

(in hours)

	2006
	Civics 
	        24,200 
	          6,050 
	596
	           198 
	298
	99
	851
	283

	 
	History 
	        28,600 
	          7,150 
	704
	           235 
	352
	117
	1006
	335

	 
	Economics 
	        11,000 
	          2,750 
	136(teacher)135(dept. chair)
	90 
	135
	45
	387
	129

	 
	Reading Pilot
	        13,200 
	          3,300 
	325
	           108 
	163
	54
	464
	155

	 
	Math Pilot
	        11,880 
	          2,970 
	293
	97 
	146
	49
	418
	139

	 
	Writing Pilot
	          5,500 
	          1,375 
	135
	             45 
	68
	23
	193
	64

	
	Total
	         94,380 
	        23,595 
	2,324
	774 
	       1,162 
	387
	3,320
	1,105 


	Year
	Subjects
	# of Students
	Student Burden (in hours)
	# of Teachers / 
	Teacher Burden

(in hours)
	# of Schools
	School Burden

(in hours)
	SD/LEP (# of school personnel
	SD/LEP Burden

(in hours)

	2007
	Reading
	466,290
	116,573 
	12,904 
	4,297
	 6,452 
	2,148 
	15,545 
	 5,176 

	 
	Math
	466,290
	      116,573 
	12,904 
	4,297 
	 6,452 
	2,148
	15,545 
	 5,176 

	 
	Writing
	242,330
	        60,583 
	6,706 
	2,233 
	3,353 
	1,117 
	 8,079 
	 2,690 

	 
	Reading Pilot
	3,300
	             824 
	91 
	30 
	 46 
	15 
	110 
	37

	 
	Math Pilot
	3,300
	             824 
	91 
	30 
	46 
	15 
	110 
	37 

	
	Arts Pilot
	5,500
	          1,375 
	152 
	51 
	76 
	25 
	183 
	 61 

	
	Total
	     1,187,010 
	      296,752 
	32,850 
	10,939 
	     16,425 
	5,469 
	       39,572 
	13,177 


13. Cost to respondents.

There are no direct costs to respondents.

14. Estimates of cost to the federal government 

The costs of the 2005-2007 assessments will be incurred over the period between October 2004 and July 2007.  The total cost to the federal government for the development, printing, distribution, scoring, analysis, and reporting for the currently authorized 2005-2007 activities is approximately $214,707,000. 

The total cost estimate ($214,707,000) is broken down as follows:

· Development Costs –12.7M (includes question research, development, cognitive lab tryout of questions)

· Materials Preparation, Printing & Distribution, Scoring –59.6M (Includes all test booklet preparation and printing, hiring and conducting of all training personnel for scoring). 

· Analyses – 13.9M (includes creation and analysis of design plans, item analysis, DIF analysis, scaling, summarization of data).

· Reporting – 12.1M (includes reporting assessment results, assembling Technical Reports, producing public use data file).

· Alliance Coordination and Research -- 16.9M (includes management of all contractor coordination efforts, Quality Assurance and QC Plans, Develop & Maintain a Public Communications Receipt & Tracking System).

· Sampling and Data Collection -- 93.6M (includes site visits for data collection and assessment administrations, development of sampling design and specifications).

· Web Operations and Maintenance -- 5.7M (includes development and support of IMS tracking system).

The 2005-2007 costs are broken out by year in the following table:

Summary of Costs for 2005-2007 
	
	
	     Anticipated Costs by Year ($Millions)
	

	Cost Category
	
	FY 05
	FY 06
	FY 07
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Item Development
	
	        3.764 
	        4.718 
	        4.242 
	          12.724 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Materials Preparation, Printing, Distribution, Scoring
	
	      28.162 
	        7.176 
	      24.312 
	          59.650 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Analyses
	
	        6.148 
	        4.394 
	        3.405 
	          13.948 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reporting
	
	        4.120 
	        4.410 
	        3.636 
	          12.166 

	
	
	
	
	
	                  

	Alliance Coordination & Research
	
	 $     5.364 
	 $     5.610 
	 $     5.943 
	          16.917 

	
	
	
	
	
	                

	Sampling and Data Collection
	
	      44.041 
	        9.033 
	      40.502 
	          93.576 

	
	
	
	
	
	                 

	WEB Operations and Maintenance
	
	        1.896 
	        1.883 
	        1.946 
	            5.725 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	             

	
	Total
	 $   93.496 
	 $   37.225 
	 $   83.986 
	$   214.707

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


15.
Reasons for changes in burden


 Not applicable.

16.
Time schedule for data collection.

The time schedule for the data collection for the 2005-2007 assessments is shown below.

	2005 

Operational (Reading, Math, Science)

and Pilot test (Reading, Math, Civics, Economics, U.S. History, Science (bridge study)); 


	January-March 2005



	
	

	2006 

Operational (Civics, Economics, U.S. History)

and Pilot test (Reading, Math, Writing)
	January-March 2006

	
	

	2007 

Operational (Reading, Math, Writing)

and Pilot test (Reading, Math) 

Arts Pilot test
	January-March 2007

April-May 2007


17.  Approval for not Displaying OMB Approval Expiration Date

No exception is requested.

18. Exceptions to Certification Statement

No exception is requested.

B.
COLLECTIONS OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL


METHODS

1. Potential respondent universe.


The possible universe of student respondents is estimated to be 12 million fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students attending approximately 154,000 public and private elementary and secondary schools. NAEP test booklets are administered in selected public and private schools to a sample of students in grades 4, 8, and 12.


Students are selected according to student sampling procedures with these possible exclusions:

· The student is identified as Limited English Proficient (LEP) if the student is classified by the school as Limited English Proficient (LEP), and has received language arts instruction primarily in English for less than three school years, including the current year.

· The student is identified as having a disability and has an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) or equivalent classification, such as those identified as part of the 504 plan.


Based on experience from previous assessments, we estimate about three to five percent of grade-eligible students will be excluded because of disabilities or language barriers that preclude their assessment. NAEP relies upon the professional judgment of school administrators as to how students or schools should be classified.

2.
Procedures for collection of information.

Survey Design and Sampling:  

The sampling information in this system clearance package is an overview of the sampling techniques and criteria used by Westat, the alliance contractor responsible for the sampling in NAEP assessments. Each specific assessment will involve different selected samples based on the volumes and subjects in that particular assessment.  Planned sample sizes are based on the need to obtain representative samples on which to report proficiency information. 


Design Features
As in the past, NAEP samples are based on multistage designs. The state assessment designs consist of stratified samples of public schools; where the stratification is derived from type of location (urban/suburban/large town/small town/rural), proportion minority enrollment, school level achievement on statewide testing programs, and a measure of household income in the zip code area of the school. The second stage of sampling is the selection of the students from within each selected school. This is an equal probability systematic sample from among all students in the appropriate grade. For the national samples, a three-stage design is used. The first stage is the selection of primary sampling units (PSU's), which are individual counties or groups of contiguous counties. The second stage is the selection of schools within PSUs, and the third stage is the selection of students within schools. The following are characteristic features of NAEP sampling designs:
· Approximately equal sample sizes for each state's public schools

· About 2500-3000 assessed students for each subject, at grades 4 & 8 in each state

· National sample sizes of approximately 10-12K for operational subjects

· In each school some students are to be assessed in each subject

· Lists of schools are obtained from the NCES Common Core of Data (CCD)

· Schools are grouped into strata

· Schools are assigned a measure of size

· Sample is selected with probability proportional to the measure of size

· School stratification is based on characteristics such as: Type of Location, Minority Enrollment, School Achievement 

(Refer to Appendix C for an example of the sampling procedures contained in the 2004 pilot test assessment).


Students.  Students in fourth, eighth, and twelfth grades complete assessment booklets that contain two 25-minute cognitive blocks, followed by two background question sections, which require 15 minutes to complete. The first background question block contains core questions related to demographic information. The second background block contains subject-specific questions.


Teachers.  The teachers of fourth- and eighth-grade students participating in NAEP will be asked to complete questionnaires about their teaching background, education, training, and classroom organization. For economics, a 12th grade teacher questionnaire and a grade 12 department head questionnaire will be completed.


Principals/Administrators.  The school administrators in the sample schools will be asked to complete a questionnaire. As with the teacher questionnaires, the core questions are designed to measure school characteristics and policies that research has shown are highly correlated with student achievement.  School questionnaire data will be collected at schools whose students participate in the math-related questionnaires only.


SD/LEP questionnaires will be completed for students identified with disabilities or as limited English proficient.

3.
Methods to maximize response rates and deal with issues of nonresponse. 


NAEP attempts to minimize nonresponse of both students and schools. Chief State School Officers and LEA superintendents are provided with lists of schools in the sample in their jurisdiction and their cooperation is requested. For the assessments, schools within each state will be selected and the chief state school officer and the state coordinator will be asked to solicit their cooperation. Plans also call for requesting NCES to provide letters to states and districts in support of the operational and filed tests. Since states and school districts receiving Title I funds are required to participate in the NAEP reading and mathematics (grades 4 and 8) assessments under No Child Left Behind, NAEP response rates have improved for these assessments.



In previous NAEP administrations 95 percent or more of students have responded, between 85 percent and 90 percent of school administrators are respondents, and among teachers, 85 percent provide background specific information and 75 percent provide class-period specific information. 

Not all of the students in the sample will respond. Some will be unavailable during the sample time period because of absenteeism or other reasons. If a student decides not to complete an exercise, the action will be recorded, but no steps will be taken to obtain an answer.

4.
Tests of procedures or methods to be undertaken.

The 2005-2007 operational and pilot tests will be administered in the January-March time window of each year.  Refer to information in item 16 for specific schedules.  Each student in a session will receive one booklet from a spiral of booklets, in which all booklets are spiraled. In general, the operational and pilot test materials will be administered in the same sessions. For some subjects (Arts pilot assessment, U.S. History assessment) separate sessions will be required because of different time requirements or book layout. The 2005-2007 administration procedures will be similar those of previous NAEP operational assessments.

5.
Consultants on statistical aspects of the design.

NAEP/ETS and Westat research, analysis, field administration, and sampling staff have collaborated on the design. The primary persons responsible are:



Catherine McClellan



Director of NAEP Psychometrics, ETS


Nancy Caldwell



Vice-President, Westat

Stephen Lazer



Executive Director, NAEP Project Director, ETS



John Mazzeo



Executive Director, Center for Large-Scale Assessment, ETS 



Keith F. Rust



Biostatistician, Westat

Appendix A

Statute Authorizing the

National Assessment of Educational Progress

(National Education Statistics Act of 1994 (Title 20, U.S.C. 9010)

As Amended in Section 411 of Public Law 107-110 (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001)

P.L. 107-110 -- No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

Signed by the President -- January 8, 2002 

SEC. 602. AMENDMENT TO THE NATIONAL EDUCATION STATISTICS ACT OF 1994. 

(a) NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS.-- Section 411 of the National Education Statistics Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 9010) is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 411. NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-- The Commissioner shall, with the advice of the National Assessment Governing Board established under section 412, and with the technical assistance of the Advisory Council established under section 407, carry out, through grants, contracts, or cooperative agreements with one or more qualified organizations, or consortia thereof, a National Assessment of Educational Progress, which collectively refers to a national assessment, State assessments, and a long-term trend assessment in reading and mathematics. 

"(b) PURPOSE; STATE ASSESSMENTS.--

"(1) PURPOSE.-- The purpose of this section is to provide, in a timely manner, a fair and accurate measurement of student academic achievement and reporting trends in such achievement in reading, mathematics, and other subject matter as specified in this section. 

"(2) MEASUREMENT AND REPORTING.-- The Commissioner, in carrying out the measurement and reporting described in paragraph (1), shall -- 

"(A) use a random sampling process which is consistent with relevant, widely accepted professional assessment standards and that produces data that are representative on a national and regional basis; 

"(B) conduct a national assessment and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in public and private elementary schools and secondary schools at least once every 2 years, in grades 4 and 8 in reading and mathematics; 

"(C) conduct a national assessment and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in public and private schools in reading and mathematics in grade 12 in regularly scheduled intervals, but at least as often as such assessments were conducted prior to the date of enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001; 

"(D) to the extent time and resources allow, and after the requirements described in subparagraph (B) are implemented and the requirements described in subparagraph (C) are met, conduct additional national assessments and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in grades 4, 8, and 12 in public and private elementary schools and secondary schools in regularly scheduled intervals in additional subject matter, including writing, science, history, geography, civics, economics, foreign languages, and arts, and the trend assessment described in subparagraph (F); 

"(E) conduct the reading and mathematics assessments described in subparagraph (B) in the same year, and every other year thereafter, to provide for 1 year in which no such assessments are conducted in between each administration of such assessments; 

"(F) continue to conduct the trend assessment of academic achievement at ages 9, 13, and 17 for the purpose of maintaining data on long-term trends in reading and mathematics; 

"(G) include information on special groups, including, whenever feasible, information collected, cross tabulated, compared, and reported by race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, gender, disability and limited English proficiency; and 

"(H) ensure that achievement data are made available on a timely basis following official reporting, in a manner that facilitates further analysis and that includes trend lines. 

"(3) STATE ASSESSMENTS.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- The Commissioner -- 

"(i) shall conduct biennial State academic assessments of student achievement in reading and mathematics in grades 4 and 8 as described in paragraphs (1)(B) and (1)(E); 

"(ii) may conduct the State academic assessments of student achievement in reading and mathematics in grade 12 as described in paragraph (1)(C); 

"(iii) may conduct State academic assessments of student achievement in grades 4, 8, and 12 as described in paragraph (1)(D); and 

"(iv) shall conduct each such State assessment, in each subject area and at each grade level, on a developmental basis until the Commissioner determines, as the result of an evaluation required by subsection (f), that such assessment produces high quality data that are valid and reliable. 

"(B) AGREEMENT.-- 

"(i) IN GENERAL.-- States participating in State assessments shall enter into an agreement with the Secretary pursuant to subsection (d)(3). 

"(ii) CONTENT.-- Such agreement shall contain information sufficient to give States full information about the process for decision-making (which shall include the consensus process used), on objectives to be tested, and the standards for random sampling, test administration, test security, data collection, validation, and reporting. 

"(C) REVIEW AND RELEASE.-- 

"(i) IN GENERAL.-- Except as provided in clause (ii), a participating State shall review and give permission for the release of results from any test of its students administered as a part of a State assessment prior to the release of such data. Refusal by a State to release its data shall not restrict the release of data from other States that have approved the release of such data. 

"(ii) SPECIAL RULE.-- A State participating in the biennial academic assessments of student achievement in reading and mathematics in grades 4 and 8 shall be deemed to have given its permission to release its data if the State has an approved plan under section 1111 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

"(4) PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES.--

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- The use of assessment items and data on any assessment authorized under this section by an agent or agents of the Federal Government to rank, compare, or otherwise evaluate individual students or teachers, or to provide rewards or sanctions for individual students, teachers, schools or local educational agencies is prohibited. 

"(B) SPECIAL RULE.-- Any assessment authorized under this section shall not be used by an agent or agents of the Federal Government to establish, require, or influence the standards, assessments, curriculum, including lesson plans, textbooks, or classroom materials, or instructional practices of States or local educational agencies. 

"(C) APPLICABILITY TO STUDENT EDUCATIONAL DECISIONS.-- Nothing in this section shall be construed to prescribe the use of any assessment authorized under this section for student promotion or graduation purposes. 

"(D) APPLICABILITY TO HOME SCHOOLS.-- Nothing in this section shall be construed to affect home schools, whether or not a home school is treated as a home school or a private school under State law, nor shall any home schooled student be required to participate in any assessment referenced or authorized under this section. 

"(5) REQUIREMENT.-- In carrying out any assessment authorized under this section, the Commissioner, in a manner consistent with subsection (c)(2), shall-- 

"(A) use widely accepted professional testing standards, objectively measure academic achievement, knowledge, and skills, and ensure that any academic assessment authorized under this section be tests that do not evaluate or assess personal or family beliefs and attitudes or publicly disclose personally identifiable information; 

"(B) only collect information that is directly related to the appraisal of academic achievement, and to the fair and accurate presentation of such information; and 

"(C) collect information on race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, disability, limited English proficiency, and gender. 

"(6) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-- In carrying out any assessment authorized under this section, the Commissioner may provide technical assistance to States, localities, and other parties. 

c) ACCESS.-- 

"(1) PUBLIC ACCESS.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- Except as provided in paragraph (3), parents and members of the public shall have access to all assessment data, questions, and complete and current assessment instruments of any assessment authorized under this section. The local educational agency shall make reasonable efforts to inform parents and members of the public about the access required under this paragraph. 

"(B) TIMELINE.-- The access described in this paragraph shall be provided within 45 days of the date the request was made, in writing, and be made available in a secure setting that is convenient to both parties. 

"(C) PROHIBITION.-- To protect the integrity of the assessment, no copy of the assessment items or assessment instruments shall be duplicated or taken from the secure setting. 

"(2) COMPLAINTS.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- Parents and members of the public may submit written complaints to the National Assessment Governing Board. 

"(B) FORWARDING OF COMPLAINTS.-- The National Assessment Governing Board shall forward such complaints to the Commissioner, the Secretary of Education, and the State and local educational agency from within which the complaint originated within 30 days of receipt of such complaint. 

"(C) REVIEW.-- The National Assessment Governing Board, in consultation with the Commissioner, shall review such complaint and determine whether revisions are necessary and appropriate. As determined by such review, the Board shall revise, as necessary and appropriate, the procedures or assessment items that have generated the complaint and respond to the individual submitting the complaint, with a copy of such response provided to the Secretary, describing any action taken, not later than 30 days after so acting. 

"(D) REPORT.-- The Secretary shall submit a summary report of all complaints received pursuant to subparagraph (A) and responses by the National Assessment Governing Board pursuant to subparagraph (B) to the Chairman of the House Committee on Education and the Workforce, and the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

"(E) COGNITIVE QUESTIONS.-- 

"(i) IN GENERAL.-- The Commissioner may decline to make available through public means, such as posting on the Internet, distribution to the media, distribution through public agencies, or in response to a request under section 552 of title 5, United States Code, for a period, not to exceed 10 years after initial use, cognitive questions that the Commissioner intends to reuse in the future. 

"(ii) EXTENSION.-- Notwithstanding clause (i), the Commissioner may decline to make cognitive questions available as described in clause (i) for a period longer than 10 years if the Commissioner determines such additional period is necessary to protect the security and integrity of long-term trend data. 

"(3) PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE INFORMATION.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- The Commissioner shall ensure that all personally identifiable information about students, their academic achievement, and their families, and that information with respect to individual schools, remains confidential, in accordance with section 552a of title 5, United States Code. 

"(B) PROHIBITION.-- The National Board, the Commissioner, and any contractor or subcontractor shall not maintain any system of records containing a student’s name, birth information, Social Security number, or parents’ name or names, or any other personally identifiable information. 

"(4) PENALTIES.-- Any unauthorized person who knowingly discloses, publishes, or uses assessment questions, or complete and current assessment instruments of any assessment authorized under this section may be fined as specified in section 3571 of title 18, United States Code or charged with a class E felony. 

"(d) PARTICIPATION.-- 

"(1) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.-- Participation in any assessment authorized under this section shall be voluntary for students, schools, and local educational agencies. 

"(2) STUDENT PARTICIPATION.-- Parents of children selected to participate in any assessment authorized under this section shall be informed before the administration of any authorized assessment, that their child may be excused from participation for any reason, is not required to finish any authorized assessment, and is not required to answer any test question. 

"(3) STATE PARTICIPATION.-- 

"(A) VOLUNTARY.-- Participation in assessments authorized under this section, other than reading and mathematics in grades 4 and 8, shall be voluntary. 

"(B) AGREEMENT.-- For reading and mathematics assessments in grades 4 and 8, the Secretary shall enter into an agreement with any State carrying out an assessment for the State under this section. Each such agreement shall contain provisions designed to ensure that the State will participate in the assessment. 

"(4) REVIEW.-- Representatives of State educational agencies and local educational agencies or the chief State school officer shall have the right to review any assessment item or procedure of any authorized assessment upon request in a manner consistent with subsection (c), except the review described in subparagraph (2)(C) of subsection (c) shall take place in consultation with the representatives described in this paragraph. 

"(e) STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS.-- 

"(1) ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS.-- The National Assessment Governing Board shall develop appropriate student achievement levels for each grade or age in each subject area to be tested under assessments authorized under this section, except the trend assessment described in subsection (b)(2)(F). 

"(2) DETERMINATION OF LEVELS.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- Such levels shall -- 

"(i) be determined by -- 

"(I) identifying the knowledge that can be measured and verified objectively using widely accepted professional assessment standards; and 

"(II) developing achievement levels that are consistent with relevant widely accepted professional assessment standards and based on the appropriate level of subject matter knowledge for grade levels to be assessed, or the age of the students, as the case may be. 

"(B) NATIONAL CONSENSUS APPROACH.-- After the determinations described in subparagraph (A), devising a national consensus approach. 

"(C) TRIAL BASIS.-- The achievement levels shall be used on a trial basis until the Commissioner determines, as a result of an evaluation under subsection (f), that such levels are reasonable, valid, and informative to the public. 

"(D) STATUS.-- The Commissioner and the Board shall ensure that reports using such levels on a trial basis do so in a manner that makes clear the status of such levels. 

"(E) UPDATES.-- Such levels shall be updated as appropriate by the National Assessment Governing Board in consultation with the Commissioner. 

"(3) REPORTING.-- After determining that such levels are reasonable, valid, and informative to the public, as the result of an evaluation under subsection (f), the Commissioner shall use such levels or other methods or indicators for reporting results of the National Assessment and State assessments. 

"(4) REVIEW.-- The National Assessment Governing Board shall provide for a review of any trial student achievement levels under development by representatives of State educational agencies or the chief State school officer in a manner consistent with subsection (c), except the review described in subparagraph (2)(C) shall take place in consultation with the representatives described in this paragraph. 

"(f) REVIEW OF NATIONAL AND STATE ASSESSMENTS.-- 

"(1) REVIEW.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- The Secretary shall provide for continuing review of any assessment authorized under this section, and student achievement levels, by one or more professional assessment evaluation organizations. 

"(B) ISSUES ADDRESSED.-- Such continuing review shall address-- 

"(i) whether any authorized assessment is properly administered, produces high quality data that are valid and reliable, is consistent with relevant widely accepted professional assessment standards, and produces data on student achievement that are not otherwise available to the State (other than data comparing participating States to each other and the Nation); 

"(ii) whether student achievement levels are reasonable, valid, reliable, and informative to the public; 

"(iii) whether any authorized assessment is being administered as a random sample and is reporting the trends in academic achievement in a valid and reliable manner in the subject areas being assessed; 

"(iv) whether any of the test questions are biased, as described in section 412(e)(4); and 

"(v) whether the appropriate authorized assessments are measuring, consistent with this section, reading ability and mathematical knowledge. 

"(2) REPORT.-- The Secretary shall report to the Committee on Education and the Workforce of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate, the President, and the Nation on the findings and recommendations of such reviews. 

"(3) USE OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.-- The Commissioner and the National Assessment Governing Board shall consider the findings and recommendations of such reviews in designing the competition to select the organization, or organizations, through which the Commissioner carries out the National Assessment. 

"(g) COVERAGE AGREEMENTS.-- 

"(1) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SCHOOLS.-- The Secretary and the Secretary of Defense may enter into an agreement, including such terms as are mutually satisfactory, to include in the National Assessment elementary schools and secondary schools operated by the Department of Defense. 

"(2) BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS SCHOOLS.-- The Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior may enter into an agreement, including such terms as are mutually satisfactory, to include in the National Assessment schools for Indian children operated or supported by the Bureau of Indian Affairs." 
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1.
Introduction 

The NAEP 2004 field trial is a three-stage clustered sample design. Primary sampling units (PSUs) are the first level of sampling, with schools the second level, and students the third level. We selected a sample of 77 PSUs from a frame of PSUs that we developed based on 2000 Census information. We used the proprietary software WESPSU to aid us in defining the PSU frame. After creating the PSU frame we identified certainty PSUs (PSUs with large measures of size that make it efficient to take them with probability of selection 1.00), and set them aside.

Stratification of the remaining noncertainty PSUs was carried out after an analysis of NAEP 2000 math and science assessment data. We generated strata which captured as much of the math and science assessment variation as possible. We defined measures of size and probabilities of selection, and then drew the two PSU samples using WESSAMP.

A frame of schools was created using the 2001-2002 NCES Common Core of Data file for public schools, and the 2001-2002 NCES Private School Survey file of private schools. Separate frames are being derived for each of grades 4, 8, and 12, the three grades for which field trial samples are required. A sample of schools from each of these grades will be selected within each of the selected PSUs. Within each selected school, a sample of students will be drawn from the appropriate grade.

2.
PSU Frame Development 

The PSUs that we defined satisfied the following criteria:

· They should consist of one county or contiguous multiple counties;

· Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) should be designated as PSUs, as they are easy to travel across;

· PSUs should not cross state boundaries, in general;

· Non MSA PSUs should have a minimum population of 15,000 youths (age 0 to 17 inclusive) according to the 2000 Census in the Northeast and Southeast regions, and a minimum population of 10,000 youths in the Central and West regions, in general;

· Other than MSAs, PSUs should be of minimum distance (defined in terms of square miles or maximum distance between points) while still satisfying the minimum population constraints. 

We used CMSAs
 to define PSUs where CMSAs are defined, and otherwise we used MSAs. We split all CMSAs, MSAs, and NECMAs
 along state boundaries
. The PSUs were generally the portions of CMSAs, MSAs, and NECMAs within individual states (called 'proto-PSUs'). For example, the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island NY-NJ-CT-PA CMSA was partitioned into four proto-PSUs by state. In some cases, these proto-PSUs violated the minimum size constraint of 15,000 youths
 for the Northeast or Southeast regions, and 10,000 youths for the Central or West regions. There were 11 of these proto-PSUs violating size constraints, corresponding to 12 counties. In four of these cases, the proto-PSUs were not far from the minimum, so we defined them as PSUs. These are given in Table 1:

Table 1. Small metropolitan area PSUs.

	County
	State
	Youths
	CMSA or MSA

	
	
	
	

	Russell county
	AL
	13,194
	Columbus, GA-AL MSA

	Pike county
	PA
	12,352
	New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island

	Hancock & Brooke counties
	WV
	12,002
	Steubenville-Weirton, OH-WV MSA

	Christian county
	KY
	11,043
	Clarksville-Hopkinsville, TN-KY MSA


In the remaining seven cases, the proto-PSUs were farther from the minimum, so we added them to the pool of nonmetropolitan counties to be formed into nonmetropolitan PSUs. These seven counties are given in Table 2. 

Table 2. MSA counties added to nonmetropolitan county list for formation into nonmetropolitan PSUs.

	County
	State
	Youths
	CMSA or MSA

	
	
	
	

	Queen Anne's county
	MD
	10,306
	Washington-Baltimore, DC-MD-VA-WV

	Polk county
	MN
	8,128
	Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA

	Mineral county
	WV
	6,331
	Cumberland, MD-WV MSA

	Dakota county
	NE
	6,177
	Sioux City, IA-NE MSA

	Houston county
	MN
	5,360
	La Crosse, WI-MN MSA

	Currituck county
	NC
	4,607
	Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News MSA

	Kane county
	UT
	1,777
	Flagstaff, AZ-UT MSA


3.
Certainty PSUs 

The general cutoff for certainty PSUs was that a CMSA, NECMA or MSA proto-PSU was defined as a certainty PSU if it had 800,000 or more youths. There were two exceptions: the Honolulu, Hawaii MSA was added and the Washington, DC portion of the Washington-Baltimore CMSA was included as a certainty as it will be attached to the Maryland portion of this CMSA in field work. Table 3 below provides a listing of the 17 certainty PSUs. 

Table 3. Certainty PSUs.

	PSU
	CMSA or MSA name
	State
	Counties
	Youths

	
	
	
	
	

	1C01
	New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island
	NY
	12
	3,145,310

	1C02
	New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island
	NJ
	14
	1,637,393

	1C03
	Boston-Worcester-Lawrence
	MA
	7
	1,253,715

	1C04
	Washington-Baltimore
	MD
	12
	1,213,566

	1C05
	Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City
	PA
	5
	968,515

	1C06
	Washington-Baltimore
	DC
	1
	114,992

	
	Total NAEP Region Northeast
	
	51
	8,333,491

	
	
	
	
	

	2C01
	Atlanta
	GA
	20
	1,095,702

	2C02
	Miami-Fort Lauderdale
	FL
	2
	942,142

	
	Total NAEP Region Southeast
	
	22
	2,037,844

	
	
	
	
	

	3C01
	Chicago-Gary-Kenosha
	IL
	10
	2,255,270

	3C02
	Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint
	MI
	10
	1,438,461

	
	Total NAEP Region Central
	
	20
	3,693,731

	
	
	
	
	

	4C01
	Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County
	CA
	5
	4,671,377

	4C02
	San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose
	CA
	10
	1,662,599

	4C03
	Dallas-Fort Worth
	TX
	12
	1,463,089

	4C04
	Houston-Galveston-Brazoria
	TX
	8
	1,356,019

	4C05
	Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton
	WA
	6
	880,188

	4C06
	Phoenix-Mesa
	AZ
	2
	873,084

	4C07
	Honolulu
	HI
	1
	208,758

	
	Total NAEP Region West
	
	44
	11,115,114

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total All Certainty PSUs
	
	137
	25,180,180


4. NonCertainty Metropolitan PSUs

Removing the seven counties dropped into the nonmetropolitan county list for formation into nonmetropolitan PSUs, and removing the certainty PSUs, the remaining CMSA, NECMA, and MSA proto-PSUs were defined as noncertainty metropolitan PSUs. The PSU identifier for these PSUs has as a first character the NAEP region ('1'-Northeast, '2'-Southeast, '3'-Central, '4'-West), as a second character 'N', and as third and fourth characters two digits sequentially assigned (e.g., 3N06).  

Table 4 presents the total number of PSUs defined within each NAEP region, the total youths represented, and the total number of counties represented by the PSUs.

Table 4. Noncertainty Metropolitan PSUs on the NAEP 2004 PSU frame.

	Noncertainty Metro PSUs
	PSUs
	Counties
	Youths

	
	
	
	

	NAEP region Northeast
	40
	87
	4,933,546

	NAEP region Southeast
	103
	291
	10,236,529

	NAEP region Central
	82
	195
	8,668,740

	NAEP region West
	74
	123
	9,247,577

	
	
	
	

	Total
	299
	696
	33,086,392


5. NonMetropolitan PSU Frame

The software package WESPSU was utilized to define a preliminary set of PSUs satisfying the constraints. The input set were all of the nonmetropolitan counties plus the seven MSA counties added which were too small to stand as MSA PSUs. The software forms PSUs which satisfy the minimum size constraints, respecting state boundaries (i.e., not crossing state boundaries). The software minimizes the maximum point-to-point distance for the candidate PSUs, while still satisfying the minimum size constraints (15,000 youths in the Northeast and Southeast NAEP regions; 10,000 youths in the Central and West NAEP regions). 'Worst first' was the general approach: the county which had the PSU with the largest maximum point-to-point distance was fitted first, with whatever counties provided this PSU. The program then worked with the remaining PSUs, checking again for the 'worst' county and forming PSUs with the pool of counties still remaining. At the end of this process, the program generated candidate PSUs for each state. In many instances there were counties which could not be combined into PSUs which satisfied the minimum size constraints while still remaining within a single state. In some cases, counties were combined across state lines to provide a PSU which met the minimum size requirement. In some cases, PSUs which were below the minimum size requirement were allowed to stand, if satisfying the minimum size requirement was not reasonably possible. In some cases, PSUs were manually drawn to better respect interstate highways (being drawn along the axis of these highways) and mountain ranges (avoiding crossing of ranges with poor road access). 

Only one 'special case' PSU (a PSU below the minimum size constraint and/or crossing state lines) was sampled in for the Field Trial PSU sample. This PSU is in Alaska.

Table 5 presents the total number of formed nonmetropolitan PSUs for each NAEP region. 

Table 5. Nonmetropolitan PSUs in NAEP 2004 PSU frame.

	Combined nonmetropolitan set
	PSUs
	Counties
	Youths
	Mean youths per PSU

	
	
	
	
	

	NAEP region Northeast
	60
	107
	1,468,357
	24,473

	NAEP region Southeast
	223
	752
	4,825,800
	21,640

	NAEP region Central
	281
	840
	4,285,195
	15,250

	NAEP region West
	202
	609
	3,447,888
	17,069

	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	766
	2,308
	14,027,240
	18,312


6.
PSU Stratification 

After the PSU frame was determined, we set aside the certainty PSUs and carried out an analysis on the remaining noncertainty PSUs. Hard strata will consist of NAEP region and metropolitan status (metropolitan or nonmetropolitan). The analysis described below was carried out separately within each of the eight hard strata. We computed measures of size for each hard stratum, which determines its relative share of the 60 PSU strata. The PSU stratum measure of size is the total number of youths in the stratum. Table 6 presents these counts for each of the eight major stratum. The relative share for each major stratum is the number of youths divided by the total number of youths multiplied by 60. This is then rounded to the nearest even integer to give the major stratum number of PSU strata (except for Central metropolitan PSUs, which is rounded down to achieve the total of 60).  

Table 6. Number of PSU strata for each major stratum. 

	Major stratum
	PSUs
	Counties
	Youths
	Target number of PSU strata
	Set number of PSU strata
	Youths per PSU stratum

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NAEP region Northeast
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Metropolitan
	40
	87
	4,923,510
	6.27
	6
	820,585

	NonMetropolitan
	60
	107
	1,456,533
	1.85
	2
	728,267

	NAEP region Southeast
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Metropolitan
	103
	291
	10,225,591
	13.02
	14
	730,399

	NonMetropolitan
	223
	752
	4,858,598
	6.19
	6
	809,766

	NAEP region Central
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Metropolitan
	82
	195
	8,649,075
	11.01
	10
	864,908

	NonMetropolitan
	281
	840
	4,304,860
	5.48
	6
	717,477

	NAEP region West
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Metropolitan
	74
	123
	9,245,800
	11.77
	12
	770,483

	NonMetropolitan
	202
	609
	3,449,665
	4.39
	4
	862,416

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total noncertainty PSUs
	1,065
	3,004
	47,113,632
	60.00
	60
	785,227


Our next task was to assign PSUs to PSU strata. We want PSU strata which have as equal measures of size as possible (this reduces variability). In addition, we want PSU strata which are heterogeneous in achievement (i.e., PSU strata which have differing achievement levels: PSU strata with low achievement and PSU strata with high achievement). In our past experience, achievement is most highly correlated with socioeconomic status. 

We did an analysis to select PSU-level characteristics which are found to be correlated with achievement. The PSU-level values of these characteristics were derived from the 2000 Census STF1 and STF3 for each county, with PSU-level values then computed by combining the county-level data (using county youth estimates as the relative weighting factor for each county within the PSU). The characteristics we selected from were:

· Minority percentages;

· Percent Black plus Hispanic plus American Indian;

· Percent Black;

· Percent Hispanic;

· Percent Asian.

· Income levels; 

· Median household income;

· Percent children below the poverty line;

· Education levels in population;

· Percent of persons age 25+ who completed high school;

· Percent of persons age 25+ with college degrees;

· Percentage of renters (as opposed to home owners);

We checked these PSU-level Census characteristics against four NAEP 2000 assessment values: fourth grade math achievement, fourth grade science achievement, eighth grade math achievement, and eighth grade science achievement. The PSU-level values for achievement were computed by aggregating the student-level achievement scores up to the PSU level using the NAEP 2000 final student weights. We used the criterion that good strata should be heterogeneous for each of the four characteristics (i.e., within-stratum variance for each assessment value should be low and between-stratum variance high), so that we should define strata that do a good job for all four assessment levels, not just the best possible job for one. This will prevent overfitting to some extent. The analysis was done entirely separately within each of the eight major strata. We used a forward stepwise regression approach, with a p-value cutoff of 20%. The results for the eight major strata are given in Tables 7 through 14. The order of the regressors is the order of entry in the stepwise procedure. The p-value is for an F-test for entry of the regressor into the forward stepwise model. The minus or plus sign indicates the direction of effect (negative indicates that increase in the regressor is related to reduced achievement; positive indicates that increase in the regressor is related to increased achievement). The regressor is put in italics if the direction of the effect is in an unexpected direction (i.e., negative when we generally expect a positive effect, or vice versa). The selected stratification variables for the next step are given below the tables. 

Table 7. Northeast Metropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.

	
	Math 4
	Math 8
	Science 4
	Science 8

	First variable
	Cld pov -- (pv=0.004)
	Cld pov -- (pv=0.017)
	Blacks -- (pv=0.044)
	HS grd + (pv=0.011)

	Second variable
	Blacks -- (pv=0.137)
	
	
	Blacks -- (pv=0.105)

	
	
	
	
	

	Stratifiers
	Percent child poverty
	
	
	

	
	Percent Blacks
	
	
	


Table 8. Northeast NonMetropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.

	
	Math 4
	Math 8
	Science 4
	Science 8

	First variable
	Renters + (pv=0.036)
	HS grd + (pv=0.0006)
	Cld pov -- pv=0.0007
	CG grd + (pv=0.066)

	Second variable
	
	Blacks -- (pv=0.101)
	Renters -- (pv=0.125)
	Blacks -- (pv=0.0116)

	Third variable
	
	Pct BHI + (pv=0.106)
	Med Inc -- (pv=0.174)
	Hsp + (pv=0.0636)

	Fourth variable
	
	
	Blacks + (pv=0.087)
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Stratifiers
	Percent child poverty
	
	
	


Table 9. Southeast Metropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.

	
	Math 4
	Math 8
	Science 4
	Science 8

	First variable
	Med Inc + (pv=0.004)
	Cld pov -- (pv=0.010)
	Blacks -- (pv=0.0008)
	Cld pov -- (pv=0.031)

	Second variable
	Hsp + (pv=0.096)
	
	
	

	Third variable
	Renters -- (pv=0.028)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Stratifiers
	Percent child poverty
	
	
	

	
	Percent Blacks
	
	
	


Table 10. Southeast NonMetropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.

	
	Math 4
	Math 8
	Science 4
	Science 8

	First variable
	Blacks -- (pv=0.002)
	Med Inc + (pv=0.009)
	Blacks -- (pv=0.003)
	Blacks -- pv=<0.0001

	Second variable
	Asian + (pv=0.046)
	Blacks -- (pv=0.057)
	Pct BHI + (pv=0.130)
	Hsp + (pv=0.005)

	
	
	
	
	

	Stratifiers
	Percent Blacks
	
	
	


Table 11. Central Metropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.

	
	Math 4
	Math 8
	Science 4
	Science 8

	First variable
	Cld pov -- (pv=0.069)
	Asian + (pv=0.0036)
	Hsp -- (pv=0.029)
	

	Second variable
	Med Inc -- (pv=0.148)
	Med Inc -- pv=0.0285
	
	

	Third variable
	Pct BHI + (pv=0.135)
	Cld pov -- (pv=0.081)
	
	

	Fourth variable
	
	Blacks + (pv=0.094)
	
	

	Fifth variable
	
	HS grd -- (pv=0.098)
	
	

	Sixth variable
	
	CG grd + (pv=0.051)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Stratifiers
	Percent child poverty
	
	
	

	
	Percent Asians
	
	
	

	
	Percent college graduates
	
	


Table 12. Central NonMetropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.

	
	Math 4
	Math 8
	Science 4
	Science 8

	First variable
	Cld pov -- pv=0.0015
	Med Inc + pv=0.0039
	Blacks + (pv=0.147)
	Cld pov -- (pv=0.076)

	Second variable
	Blacks + (pv=0.065)
	Renters -- pv=0.0845
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Stratifiers
	Percent child poverty
	
	
	

	
	Median household income
	
	


Table 13. West Metropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.

	
	Math 4
	Math 8
	Science 4
	Science 8

	First variable
	Asian -- (pv=0.087)
	
	CG grd + (pv=0.002)
	Renters -- (pv=0.005)

	Second variable
	Renters + (pv=0.051)
	
	Asian -- (pv=0.101)
	CG grd + (pv=0.023)

	Third variable
	
	
	HS grd + (pv=0.174)
	Blacks -- (pv=0.058)

	Fourth variable
	
	
	
	Asian -- (pv=0.078)

	
	
	
	
	

	Stratifiers
	Percent college graduates
	
	

	
	Percent renters
	
	
	


Table 14. West NonMetropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.

	
	Math 4
	Math 8
	Science 4
	Science 8

	First variable
	Asian -- (pv=0.033)
	CG grd + (pv=0.086)
	HS grd + (pv=0.0001)
	CG grd + (pv=0.084)

	Second variable
	Cld pov -- (pv=0.047)
	HS grd -- (pv=0.111)
	Asian -- (pv=0.0007)
	Med Inc -- (pv=0.053)

	Third variable
	HS grd -- (pv=0.019)
	Cld pov -- (pv=0.017)
	Hsp -- (pv=0.135)
	Cld pov -- (pv=0.112)

	Fourth variable
	
	Pct BHI -- (pv=0.13)
	Cld pov + (pv=0.197)
	Hsp + (pv=0.064)

	
	
	
	
	

	Stratifiers
	Percent child poverty
	
	
	

	
	Percent high school graduates
	
	


Our final step in stratification was to define the desired number of strata using the selected stratifiers, while constructing strata which were as close to equal size as possible (with size defined by number of youths). We also desired strata which had a high between-stratum variance for the stratifiers (i.e., which 'spread out' the stratifiers as much as possible). This step was carried out using a software package based on Microsoft Access ('WesStrat'), with adjustments then done manually via Microsoft Excel. These strata are given for each of the eight major strata in Tables 15 through 22.

Table 15. Stratification for Northeast Metropolitan noncertainty PSUs.

	Stratum
	Primary stratifier
	Secondary stratifier
	PSUs
	Measure of size

	1
	Percent black <= 5.6%
	Child poverty <= 13.2%
	11
	816,556

	2
	Percent black <= 5.6%
	13.2% <= Child poverty 
	13
	825,740

	3
	5.6% <= Percent black <= 11.0%
	
	8
	883,946

	4
	11.0% <= Percent black <= 12%
	
	2
	803,379

	5
	12.0% <= Percent black <= 14.0%
	
	2
	709,691

	6
	14.0% <= Percent black 
	
	4
	894,234

	Total
	
	
	40
	4,933,546

	Mean
	
	
	
	822,258


Table 16. Stratification for Northeast NonMetropolitan noncertainty PSUs.

	Stratum
	Primary stratifier
	Secondary stratifier
	PSUs
	Measure of size

	1
	Child poverty <= 15.0%
	
	29
	738,550

	2
	15.0% <= Child poverty 
	
	31
	729,807

	Total
	
	
	60
	1,468,357

	Mean
	
	
	
	734,179


Table 17. Stratification for Southeast Metropolitan noncertainty PSUs.

	Stratum
	Primary stratifier
	Secondary stratifier
	PSUs
	Measure of size

	1
	Child poverty <= 11.6%
	
	4
	720,117

	2
	11.6% <= Cld pov <= 15.1% 
	Pct blk <= 17.5%
	10
	738,230

	3
	11.6% <= Cld pov <= 15.1% 
	17.5% <= Pct blk <= 20.0%
	2
	713,427

	4
	11.6% <= Cld pov <= 15.1% 
	20.0% <= Pct blk <= 23.7%
	5
	644,518

	5
	11.6% <= Cld pov <= 15.1% 
	23.7% <= Pct blk <= 26.0%
	2
	638,418

	6
	11.6% <= Cld pov <= 15.1% 
	26.0% <= Pct blk 
	3
	825,846

	7
	15.1% <= Cld pov <= 17.5% 
	Pct blk <=18.0%
	10
	981,312

	8
	15.1% <= Cld pov <= 17.5% 
	18.0% <= Pct blk <= 33.0%
	7
	590,554

	9
	15.1% <= Cld pov <= 17.5% 
	33.0% <= Pct blk
	3
	628,013

	10
	17.5% <= Cld pov <= 20.3% 
	Pct blk <= 34.0%
	15
	749,156

	11
	17.5% <= Cld pov <= 20.3% 
	34.0% <= Pct blk
	8
	772,024

	12
	20.3% <= Cld pov <= 25.0% 
	Pct blk <=44.2%
	15
	728,956

	13
	20.3% <= Cld pov <= 25.0% 
	44.2% <= Pct blk
	8
	731,212

	14
	25.0% <= Child poverty
	
	11
	774,746

	Total
	
	
	103
	10,236,529

	Mean
	
	
	
	731,181


Table 1-18. Stratification for Southeast NonMetropolitan noncertainty PSUs.

	Stratum
	Primary stratifier
	Secondary stratifier
	PSUs
	Measure of size

	1
	Percent black <= 2.65%
	
	42
	806,779

	2
	2.65% <= Percent black <= 7.46%
	
	36
	782,893

	3
	7.46% <= Percent black <= 21.0%
	
	34
	808,528

	4
	21.0% <= Percent black <= 36.6%
	
	37
	818,423

	5
	36.6% <= Percent black <= 47.5%
	
	37
	811,514

	6
	47.5% <= Percent black 
	
	37
	797,663

	Total
	
	
	223
	4,825,800

	Mean
	
	
	
	804,300


Table 19. Stratification for Central Metropolitan noncertainty PSUs.

	Stratum
	Primary stratifier
	Secondary stratifier
	PSUs
	Measure of size

	1
	Child poverty <= 9.65%
	Pct Asian <= 4.05%
	15
	850,543

	2
	Child poverty <= 9.65%
	4.05% <= Pct Asian
	5
	921,935

	3
	9.65% <= Cld pov <= 12.15% 
	Pct Asian <= 1.5%
	8
	936,352

	4
	9.65% <= Cld pov <= 12.15% 
	1.5% <= Pct Asian
	7
	792,304

	5
	12.15% <= Cld pov <= 16.2% 
	Pct cllg graduates <= 21.5%
	15
	756,746

	6
	12.15% <= Cld pov <= 16.2% 
	21.5% <= Pct cllg grds <= 23.4%
	6
	780,703

	7
	12.15% <= Cld pov <= 16.2% 
	23.4% <= Pct cllg grds <= 26.05%
	5
	909,949

	8
	12.15% <= Cld pov <= 16.2% 
	26.05% <= Pct cllg grds <= 26.5%
	2
	856,692

	9
	12.15% <= Cld pov <= 16.2% 
	26.5% <= Pct cllg graduates
	8
	1,116,932

	10
	16.2% <= Child poverty
	
	11
	746,584

	Total
	
	
	82
	8,668,740

	Mean
	
	
	
	866,874


Table 20. Stratification for Central NonMetropolitan noncertainty PSUs.

	Stratum
	Primary stratifier
	Secondary stratifier
	PSUs
	Measure of size

	1
	Child poverty <= 9.1%
	
	45
	704,779

	2
	9.1% <= Cld pov <= 12.7%
	Med hh income <=$38,000
	51
	717,939

	3
	9.1% <= Cld pov <= 12.7%
	$38,000 <= Med hh income
	44
	712,554

	4
	12.7% <= Cld pov <= 18.0%
	Med hh income <=$34,850
	49
	705,477

	5
	12.7% <= Cld pov <= 18.0%
	$34,850 <= Med hh income
	40
	712,371

	6
	18.0% <= Child poverty 
	
	52
	732,075

	Total
	
	
	281
	4,285,195

	Mean
	
	
	
	714,199


Table 21. Stratification for West Metropolitan noncertainty PSUs.

	Stratum
	Primary stratifier
	Secondary stratifier
	PSUs
	Measure of size

	1
	Percent renters <= 34.0%
	Pct cllg graduates <= 18.3%
	12
	754,142

	2
	Percent renters <= 34.0%
	18.3% <= Pct cllg grads <= 26.0%
	13
	778,001

	3
	Percent renters <= 34.0%
	26.0% <= Pct cllg grads <= 33.0%
	4
	764,470

	4
	Percent renters <= 34.0%
	33.0% <= Pct cllg graduates
	3
	758,498

	5
	34.0% <= Pct rntrs <= 38.7% 
	Pct cllg graduates <= 17.0%
	6
	832,889

	6
	34.0% <= Pct rntrs <= 38.7% 
	17.0% <= Pct cllg grads <= 23.2%
	7
	737,494

	7
	34.0% <= Pct rntrs <= 38.7% 
	23.2% <= Pct cllg grads <= 27.0%
	5
	720,107

	8
	34.0% <= Pct rntrs <= 38.7% 
	27.0% <= Pct cllg graduates
	5
	721,980

	9
	38.7% <= Pct rntrs <= 40.3%
	Pct cllg graduates <= 22.0%
	5
	671,579

	10
	38.7% <= Pct rntrs <= 40.3%
	22.0% <= Pct cllg grads
	3
	879,524

	11
	40.3% <= Pct rntrs <= 44.5%
	
	8
	758,447

	12
	44.5% <= Percent renters
	
	3
	870,446

	Total
	
	
	74
	9,247,577

	Mean
	
	
	
	770,631


Table 22. Stratification for West NonMetropolitan noncertainty PSUs.

	Stratum
	Primary stratifier
	Secondary stratifier
	PSUs
	Measure of size

	1
	Child poverty <=15.8%
	
	46
	861,738

	2
	15.8% <= Child poverty <= 21.0%
	
	53
	859,814

	3
	21.0% <= Child poverty <= 24.83%
	
	54
	859,832

	4
	24.83% <= Child poverty 
	
	49
	866,504

	Total
	
	
	202
	3,447,888

	Mean
	
	
	
	861,972


7.
PSU Sampling

After stratification was completed, we drew a PSU sample independently from each of the 60 stratum. The first stage in this process was to select two PSUs probability proportionate to size (with size equal to number of youths) systematically within each stratum. The sort order for the systematic selection was according to measure of size. PSUs were allowed multiple hits in this selection process, for those PSUs with measures of size greater than one half of the total measure of size for the stratum. A total of 117 PSUs were selected in the 60 PSU strata, with three PSUs being selected twice. 

For the three strata in which a single PSU was selected twice, this PSU was selected with certainty into both the Field Trial PSU sample, and the NAEP Long Term Trend sample for 2003-2004. In the remaining 57 PSU strata, we assigned one of the sampled PSU to the Field Trial PSU sample and one of the sampled PSUs to the Long Term Trend PSU sample. There were a total of 77 sampled PSUs for each of the Field Trial and the Long Term Trend study, with 20 PSUs in common to both studies (including the 17 certainty PSUs).

8. School Sampling

School sampling will be handled separately for public and private school samples. Table 23 shows the target assessed student numbers, and the anticipated numbers of participating schools that will be needed to achieve these assessed student totals.

	Table 23.  Sample Sizes for NAEP 2004 Field Trial Samples
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Public school students
	Private school students
	Total students
	Session type

	grade 4
	
	
	
	

	math precalibration
	4320
	1080
	5400
	A

	reading precalibration
	4800
	1200
	6000
	A

	science pilot test
	1350
	338
	1688
	A

	
	
	
	
	

	total
	10470
	2618
	13088
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Schools
	154
	105
	259
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	grade 8
	
	
	
	

	math precalibration
	4320
	1080
	5400
	A

	reading precalibration
	4800
	1200
	6000
	A

	science pilot test
	1350
	338
	1688
	A

	Math special study pilot
	900
	100
	1000
	B

	
	
	
	
	

	total
	11370
	2718
	14088
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Schools
	137
	107
	244
	

	
	
	
	
	

	grade 12
	
	
	
	

	math precalibration
	8000
	2000
	10000
	A

	reading precalibration
	4800
	1200
	6000
	A

	science pilot test
	1350
	338
	1688
	A

	math bridge
	7200
	1800
	9000
	B

	
	
	
	
	

	total
	21350
	5338
	26688
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Schools
	267
	146
	413
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	GRAND TOTAL
	43190
	10674
	53864
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Total Schools
	558
	358
	916
	


Separately for public and private schools, for each of grades 4, 8, and 12, a school frame will be formed by subsetting the file of all public and private schools respectively, to the set of 77 selected PSUs, and the appropriate grade. Schools will be sorted by PSU, characteristics such as type of location (urban/suburban/rural), minority enrollment, and enrollment size. The school sample will then be selected as a random systematic sample, with the probability of selection of each school proportionate to a measure of size, M, which is a function of the grade specific enrollment, E.  This is given as:

M
= E/120 if 120<E


= 1 if 19<E<121


= E/20 if 5<E<20


= 0.25 if E<6.

This measure of size is aimed at giving samples of students that are close to self-weighting, but with the recognition that schools with fewer than 20 students are expensive to assess, on a per student basis.

The sampling rate for the school sample will be determined based on the above function for assigning measure of size, the target student sample sizes given in Table 23, adjusted to allow for anticipated school nonresponse, student exclusion and student nonresponse, and using the fact that, within each selected school, all students up to 120 will be selected, with a sample of 120 students selected in schools having more than 120 students.

9. Student Sampling

Within each selected school, all students within the grade for which the school was selected will be listed. If there are fewer than 120 students on the list, all students will be included in the Field Trial sample. If there are more than 120 students, then a systematic random equal probability sample of 120 students will be selected.

At grade 4, selected students will be assigned among the three assessment types (math precalibration, reading precalibration, and science pilot) implicitly, via the booklet spiraling scheme. At grades 8 and 12, an explicit subsample of students will be assigned to the special mathematics studies, with the remaining students assigned among math precalibration, reading precalibration, and science pilot via the spiraling procedure.

For grade 8 schools with 120 students selected, in one half of the schools 14 students will be assigned to the Math special study pilot, with the remaining 106 assigned to the three subject spiral. In the other half of these schools all 120 students will be assigned to the three subject spiral. For smaller schools similar types of arrangements will be made, so that 7 percent of the selected students are assigned at random to the math special study, but in such a way that there are few sessions with very small numbers of students.

For grade 12 schools with 120 students selected, 40 students will be randomly assigned to the Math bridge, with the remaining 80 assigned to the three subject spiral. For smaller schools similar types of arrangements will be made, so that 34 percent of the selected students are assigned at random to the math bridge, but in such a way that there are few sessions with very small numbers of students.

( Note: foreign language is not part of this system clearance submittal


� This is an average figure; individual teacher burden may vary.


� This is an average figure; individual teacher burden may vary.


� Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Areas.


� New England County Metropolitan Area. The MSAs in New England are defined in terms of townships, and sometimes split across counties. The NECMAs are close approximations to the MSAs which are defined in terms of counties (i.e., do not split across counties).


� Note that this is a break with what we did in the NAEP 1994-2002 cycle. The change came about from input from the field personnel that contacts with state officials are very important in the process of recruiting schools, making single state PSUs easier to handle. We attempted to as much as possible define PSUs within single states.


� Youths are defined to be persons age 17 or less. The population estimate is from the 2000 Census, obtained from the STF-1 Census files.
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