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	1.
	10/24

0830
	MAPWG Technical committee members
	MAPWG Technical Committee meeting
	

	
	
	
	Dan Segall distributed an agenda for this morning’s Technical Committee meeting and a “smooth draft” of the Technical Review of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). He explained that the final chapter in this draft was developed in response to a request from this committee.

(Get Dan’s slides)

pages 43 and 44: two tables rating the recommendations from high to low priority. In the chapter, group 1 includes recommendations that are low cost and could be implemented without further research, and Group 2 recommendations include greater cost and effort, possibly requiring additional research. 

First Group (Immediate implementation)

(page 7) 

The recommendation that was given the highest priority by the Panel is that paper-and-pencil testing should be discontinued in the Enlistment Testing Program. DMDC concurs and plans to implement WinCAT in high-volume METS and proctored iCAT in low-volume sites. To accomplish this, MEPCOM should construct timelines for implementing CAT-ASVAB in high-volume METS; (b) DMDC should continue development of proctored internet version according to milestone schedule; and (c)

Rick Branch said MEPCOM assumes that implementation be with a wireless CAT on laptops, and MEPCOM needs a development timeline from DMDC. Kathy Moreno said DMDC could provide a development timeline in the next few days but is reluctant to develop one if the implementation by MEPCOM is firm: it’s a chicken and egg problem.  Kathy Moreno said once DMDC sees MEPCOM is ready to move ahead, DMDC would provide the timeline. 

Rick Branch pointed out MEPCOM has not implemented laptops in METS, so he wonders if it has to be studied before use; Dan Segall pointed out DMDC used laptops in the MET-Feasibility Study and determined laptops can be used without any further study.

Rick Branch said that actual implementation must include time for procurement and compatibility with other MEPCOM projects. DMDC will provide specifications for the laptops. Relative to the network needed for laptop use, Rick Branch asked if it is more for the internal networking, and Kathy Moreno said that data-transfer will be necessary; a technical working group (the MIT working group from MEPCOM and DMDC) has to be set up to determine how this would work. It was agreed that DMDC owns the application software (one timeline), and MEPCOM owns the data transfer software (a second timeline).

Don Hill pointed out the various testing environments (secure, closed classrooms versus wireless laptops) need to be addressed.  Jane Arabian pointed out that OPM might have to hire Testing Administrators who can handle the equipment (physical handling and setting up and taking down).  Jane further recommended that MEPCOM and DMDC look into using Service testing sites.

Kathy Moreno said MEPCOM should have been looking into the physical environments at the high-volume sites; Rick Branch said MEPCOM wants to come up with a operational system that works at most sites: set up and rip down and secure in a locked place.  

The issue of leaving items on the computers came up, and Rick Branch said he assumed the implementation would include leaving items on the computer. Kathy Moreno said that may happen in the future; more sophisticated encryption is required to do this. 

Dan Segall asked if there could be collaboration between DMDC and MEPCOM to produce a timeline with dates. Jane Arabian suggested DMDC and MEPCOM develop a schedule that identified how long something might take after one or another task is completed (durations). 

Rick Branch pointed out that E-MEDICAL has a high priority at MEPCOM (along with other E-SECURITY and E-RECORDS) and there has been some discussion about coordinating both initiatives (CAT-ASVAB and the E programs). 

Rick identified two groups that have to meet:  (a) DMDC and MEPCOM-E groups, and (b) DMDC and the technical groups (MIT) from MEPCOM. 

Don Hill asked about the iCAT in low-volume sites, and Kathy Moreno pointed out that MEPCOM does not have to provide equipment for those. Dan Segall explained DMDC’s work with DLPT has resolved several issues and has made this “the path of least resistance.”

Dan Segall concluded that a timeline to develop the timeline is necessary.

........................

The Air Force representative asked if the Student Testing Program (STP) was going to continue with paper-and-pencil, pointing out that any new tests which might need the computer would have to address the STP testing mode.

Jane Arabian pointed out that every time it has been suggested that STP scores would NOT be used for enlistment, it has been dropped. If it essentially starts the testing process all over again, this would not work.

.................

The second recommendation from the ASVAB Review Panel is that there should be an increase the amount of testing time for seeding new items and measures. 

(page 9) has resolution to be approved by the full MAPWG. 

Rick Branch asked that several points are missing from the resolution (time, place, length of time, etc.), and Dan Segall suggested that those voting should assume the additional 30 minutes would be necessary at all MEPs. Len White asked about getting some Service-specific guidelines.  It was agreed that when a Service requests this extra time, it would have to be approved by the full MAPWG. Len White further pointed out that the resources at MEPCOM are very scarce, as they are at DMDC too.

Rick Branch pointed out that in previous years, several studies were done with post-enlistment data and that is no longer the case. It appears that all research is now assumed to be done in the operational testing. The result is that more and more demands are being made on the operational system, and the resources are not able to support all the requests.

Rick Branch also suggested that a few mega-MEPS could be identified for research purposes and resources could be allocated to them. He asked for a request from this technical committee of the MAPWG that he could take to MEPCOM if it was agreed to be viable.

There are two issues in this recommendation that should be kept separate: (a) increased time for seeded items, and (b) increased time for experimental tests. Dan Segall will work on a recommendation for the full MAPWG to consider tomorrow.

............................

The third recommendation is to review the ASVAB content specifications on a regular basis and base content on job analysis. (see page 11) 

Dan pointed out that the DMDC viewpoint is based on his personal viewpoint: accept trainable recruits and train them (so applicants need not demonstrate job knowledge). He explained the test content is tied to one or more of three classifications: general reasoning, past trainability, interest, and job knowledge.

Rick Branch said we need to ask the question again, “Is the ASVAB purpose to assess trainability for jobs in the military, or is it broader to assess high school curriculum?”  

Dan Segall said we should be very cautious about trying to incorporate job knowledge into the content of the ASVAB. John Welsh reminded the group that a previous Science and Technology survey pointed out that pre-requisite learning (general reasoning and past trainability) was most important to success.

John Welsh pointed out that DMDC doesn’t know what the Services do about job analyses. Janet Held said it was raised at a previous MAPWG Technical Committee that the Services should get together to share what each one does in the realm of job analyses. Len White said a lot needs to be done in the Army, and Janet Held said the Navy is further along. After Jane Styer explained in brief about using KSAs to classify military and civilian jobs, Janet Held said Jane should most likely be included in the Services’ meeting about job analyses.

Dan went forward without discussion from page 14 on.........

Second Group of Recommendations were “bundled” according to priority. The highest bundle includes (a) re-evaluate the content of the test battery, (b) the role of classification accuracy, (c) use of non-cognitive measures for classification, and (d) faking reduction.

In discussion of using non-cognitive measures as a factor in classification, Len White of the Army pointed out the Army has seen more benefit in selection than classification.  Ron Bearden said his organization had done a study about faking responses to a survey and found it was easy to influence the rank-ordering of applicants in the classification process.

The second bundle of Group 2 recommendations include (a) develop common standardized data bank, and (b) examine the external validity of existing and new tests on a regular basis.

On the third bundle, the Panel stressed (22)

In the fourth bundle, the recommendations include (develop a test of information and communications technology, (b) develop a non-verbal reasoning test, (c) automate item generation, (d) develop an English-proficiency for non-native English speakers, and (e) develop a verbal aptitude for non-native English (Spanish) speakers.

--------Jane Arabian suggested that the title of Dan’s briefing, “Next Steps,” is a bit misleading because many of the recommendations are too general. Dan explained the next step is to incorporate the recommendations into the formal R&D Plan. Jane said the recommendations should be briefed to the high-level Service leaders, and as it stands now, it’s not clear as to what are truly “next steps.”

Jane said what she would like to see is a list of what DMDC can do with the resources it has and leave the ones DMDC can’t do. Len White suggested this committee needs more meetings to identify immediate priorities.  Jane added that the next step is to give this project higher visibility (presuming the MAPWG members take these meetings back to their Services) by briefing it to the (find out acronyms Jane uses for high level). Jane also stressed that DMDC and the MAPWG do not need to accept the priorities as stated by the Panel and asked for the Services to make a list of each of their priorities.

Jane Arabian requested that each of the Services take this briefing and draft of the Panel report, set priorities and identify their role for each recommendation, and submit those results to DMDC within a month or so (by 24 Nov 2006).

2. Navy Computer Adaptive Personality Scales (NCAPS or ENCAPS): Initial Findings, briefed by Ronald M. Bearden of the Navy Personnel Research, Studies, and Technology, Bureau of Navy Personnel in Millington, TN.

The NCAPS traits that are required for success across most Navy jobs include achievement, adaptability/flexibility, attention to detail, dependability, dutifulness/integrity, leadership orientation, depth of thought/perception
 but this study focuses on the first ten.

The study used adaptive IRT tests because t hey exceed reliability of traditional tests and require fewer items. The Zinnes-Griggs Pairwise Ideal Point IRT Model was utilized; response distortion was minimized because of a forced-choice item presentation. (12 item pairs for each trait)

The faking study (11) confirmed, with college study, that adaptive test cannot be faked, whereas paper-and-pencil test could.  It’s on a secure web-site, therefore it can be delivered very easily to learning centers (but not in the fleet). 

Len White asked for explanation about non-fakability in the adaptive version. Ron explained that each item-pair for a trait is a one time exposure.  Janet Held thought the second presentation of a pair is refined to the point of being unrecognizable to the examinee. 

Jane Arabian said it would be interesting to see the correlation between NCAPS and high-school diploma/GED/home school, etc.  Can we identify the personality traits of those who graduated from high school to build a profile?  Would the profile of a diploma- person match a specific profile?
What are the plans of the Navy for using this instrument? (no answer)

3. Navy Findings for the FAA-Air Traffic Scenario Test, by Janet Held, Navy Personnel Research, Studies, and Technology (NPRST).

Validities, in general, are lower than what has been seen in other instruments or previous testing.

	

	
	1130
	
	Lunch
	

	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	10/24

1330
	Chair
	Introduction/Administrative details; The Chair introduced new people and briefers attending for this meeting.
Dr. Deidre Knapp from HumRRO, Dr. Sui Ling an exchange scientist from Taiwan, Dr. Ron Bearden from NPRST, Ken Schwartz from the Air Force, (AFMPC) and Dr. Steve Watson from the Navy (navy Selection and Classification).


	

	3.
	1315
	DMDC/
Kathy Moreno
	Milestones*

Kathy Moreno briefed the milestone schedule.  She pointed out small changes that had to be made to some of the dates since the last DAC meeting. 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	1400
	DMDC/
HumRRO
	The U.S. Army Foreign Language Recruiting Initiative (FLRI) Program in the Army, presented by Deirdre J. Knapp of HumRRO.

The rationale behind FLRI is to reduce the English language problem for ESL applicants.  The plan has been to expand the recruiting market by identifying ESL applicants who score low on the AFQT but have high cognitive ability by assessing cognitive ability in the native language, providing ESL training to those exhibiting sufficiently high cognitive ability in their native  language, and basing enlistment options on post-ESL-training AFQT scores.

FLRI was adopted as a 2-year pilot program at selected MEPS. Program evaluation yielded positive results: AFQT scores increased an average of 9.4 points even though language training focuses on oral skills rather than reading or math.

To permanently implement the FLRI and maximize its utility to the Army, it must be open to all language groups. HumRRO identified Raven’s Progressive Matrices (RPM) as the best choice for inclusion in a pilot test effort. The ASVAB Assembling Objects was also used to collect data from incoming recruits.

Data collection took place at Ft. Jackson Reception Battalion in July 2006. 

(The 09 Limas were Arabic-language speakers.)

Both AO and Ravens compare favorably to the Spanish Wunderlic.

The HumRRO recommends that (a) AO is used to identify FLRI recruits, (b) the Ravens is administered after targeted recruits have enlisted in FLRI to allow for further research, and (c) 

------discussion................

Rick Branch pointed out that in a previous briefing he gave to this committee, retest gain scores were not very different from the gain scores shown here (about 8 points), so he wonders how much can be attributed to ESL training. 

The status: the Army is working on procedures and identification of participants. 


	

	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	1445
	ARI/
Len White
	Army’s work on new predictors:

Non-cognitive measures (SJT)

Army Research on Non-cognitive Predictors, by Dr. Len White, U.S. Army Research Institute, Arlington, VA; and Dr. Deirdre Knapp, HumRRO, Alexandria, VA.

Interest in this started with Project A and the ABLE test long ago. The problem with ABLE was that it was too fakable. The AIM grew directly out of Project A and the ABLE.

The AIM (Assessment of Individual Motivation) is a self-report measure of adjustment, physical conditioning, leadership, work orientation, agreeableness, and dependability (maturity). The AIM predicts motivational and adaptability components of performance: attrition, effort and leadership, personal discipline, and fitness.

AIM research findings include “predicts NCO performance and one-year promotion attainment, predicts duty performance of correctional specialists special forces, drill sergeants, and recruiters, and predicts explosive ordnance disposal trainees’ course performance and attrition.

The ARI Tier Two Attrition Screen (TTAS) combines AIM.ASVAB, and Body Mass 
Index measures for a whole person assessment; it was implemented in April 2005 and will continue to the end of FY 07. 

Results indicate the higher TTAS scores, the lower the attrition rate. 

Jane Arabian clarified that the Army would like to put the AIM on a computer platform, but much work is still needed. This work is very interesting, and you would want more data. Rick Branch said it has become the largest special test (testing about 40-45,000 applicants per month). He suggested MEPCOM could give the MEPS as either a paper-and-pencil version or a computerized version.

Kathy Moreno said AIM had been put on the CAT-ASVAB DOS system, so it would have to be adjusted to work on the WinCAT platform.  It should work just like CS works for the Navy now, without any special handling. 

Len White should formally request through the Army GI that the AIM be put on the CAT-ASVAB platform.  The resolution to proceed to computerize the AIM for the CAT platform passed unanimously by the MAPWG.  Rick Branch asked if the AIM will look the same at the end of FY07 when the pilot study ends, and Denise Mills and Len White said they would want to add Part 2 in the future. 


	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	1530
	
	Break
	

	
	
	
	
	

	6.
	1600
	DMDC/
MEPCOM
	(Starting on Wednesday)
Status of CIRT Study

Rick Branch, USMEPCOM, briefed the group on the status of the Compromise Item Response Theory Study.

The last of 4 phases of data collection was completed in Sept 2006. Each phase was a week long and covered different subtests. The sample for each was 3183, 3051, 4018, and 3182 applicants.

The good news picture: .95 or above is the percentage of people with test preview (they had looked at something to help them on the test). The percentage of people who had some prior exposure to content or keys is really very small. Those who were tagged as projected to be “on the floor” were notified they could not go on with medical processing until they had an interview.

The “interview” did not reveal anyone who admitted to fraud, so Rick concluded that the interview approach would not be informative.

A side effect was that the Baltimore MEPS asked for MEPCOM’s assistance in investigating keys they had taken from a recruiter. Rick looked at 2 years of data from paper-and-pencil testing in the Baltimore METs and discovered some of those who probably used the keys were also identified in the CIRT.

There are several other analyses that MEPCOM has to do with this data, and there are some pockets of suspicion that may need further study. Rick needs Dan Segall’s support to be able to conclude the study; they expect to wrap it up by the end of Nov 06.

Jane Arabian voiced concern about the stability of score gains the problems instability  might cause DoD.
	

	
	
	
	
	

	7.
	1630
	DMDC/
Jane Styer
	ASVAB Career Exploration Program Update

Jane Styer announced there is a new STP promotional DVD.

Careers in the Military is online at www.careersinthemilitary.com and is constantly being updated. A total of 28 career profiles will be updated or entered by Dec 2006.

use Jane’s slides......

Steve Watson asked to talk off line with Jane about ONET, saying ONET does a fairly good job of covering the Navy.

Survey on line for students and counselors continues through Dec 06. 

Discussion:  - none


	

	
	
	
	
	

	8.
	10/25

0845
	DMDC/
All
	ASVAB Validation Project 
(conference call with HumRRO)

Bill Strickland at HumRRO in Alexandria, VA. (Project Director for ASVAB Validation Work, Phase 2). was contacted on a teleconference call put on speaker phone for the attendees at the MAPWG meeting.  Bill went over the background and findings of the first Delivery Order on the ASVAB Validation Project.
The contract began the end of Sept 2006 for 12 months for $200,000.  The issue arose because it was noted that the Services were no longer routinely doing validity studies because of lack of resources. The Phase 1 project was too generalized to be of much use, so the Phase 2 was implemented.

The specific tasks for this Phase 2 is to revise the Phase 1 report, devise a data collection procedure, collect criterion data, revise plan, and produce a much more implicit Phase 2 report.

HumRRO would like input from the Services as to changes in the Phase 1 report that would help revise the approach in Phase 2.

HumRRO will develop procedures for (a) collecting criterion data that exists electronically, (b) creating electronic files for those specialties that do not currently save the data electronically, and (c) creating a standardized criterion database. These tasks, including database specifications, will need to be coordinated with the Government.

The final report will provide a validation plan that would be written in enough detail to be used by the Services for planning resources and designing and conducting ASVAB validation.

Jane Arabian asked if the Services are comfortable with this approach (with reference to the delivery of their service specific validation data) Len White said it sounds like a big job to look at the data  and make several high-level decisions. Denise Mills remarked that the Army provided data in Phase 1 and asked if more data were needed. Bill Strickland said that the input from the Army was minimal and the response was negative: it appeared the people who responded did not respond because they didn’t have a stake in the Phase 1 outcomes.

Janet Held suggested an approach might be to have the tech reps from all the Services bring to HumRRO how criterions are developed, what is collected.  To have a quality ASVAB we have to have a quality criterion data. 

Bill Strickland noted that the statement of work is to collect data and set up a model database. He sees the effort as having one-on-one discussions with each Service to identify what each has/does.  

Bill said he plans to stay away from the course level and figure out what is the “lowest common denominator” – the kinds of data that are commonly available across the Services.

Len White acknowledged the Army doesn’t have the set of criterion variables  to identify success or failure in their training courses.

Denise Mills asked what the point of providing grades other than pass-fail. John Welsh pointed out that the ASVAB composites are to predict success in the course, and if you have nothing that “grades” the recruits, you have no variance upon which to judge the ASVAB and the composites.  He went on to explain that all the Services used to do this routinely.

Jane Arabian said the senior personnel in each of the Services have asked about the value of the ASVAB, questioning how well it predicts. The data used to answer them is from the late 1970s, early 1980s.

The point of contact at HumRRO is Bill Strickland. The points of contact at the Services should be someone who can actually get us to the Training Commands, who takes this on as something of value. HumRRO needs help on the data-maintaining side. Bill expects to talk individually with each MAPWG member to identify the best person to talk with in each Service.

At this time what Bill wants is knowledge of what could be done, not data.  He will be calling each MAPWG technical committee starting the last week of Oct 06.


	

	
	
	
	
	

	9.
	1530
	Navy/
Janet Held
	Navy Validation Methodology Project

Janet Held

 Janet described the Navy project as an effort to develop a primer on validation methodology – report is expected to be done in done March 2007.

Rich Reamer asked if this could be combined with the HumRRO work, and yes it would be complimentary.
	

	
	
	
	
	

	10.
	0945
	DMDC/ 
Mary Pommerich
	New Form Development

at 10:20 on Wednesday

use slides

John Welsh explained that the reason the numbers are so low is that the DMDC editors are vigilant about producing items that have no bias.

Denise Mills questioned the lack of drops in WK, and Mary explained that lengthy, in-house discussions determined items were acceptable. She also pointed out several WK items are still our for review by Spanish speaking linguists.

Discussion:  wory about AR.......


	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	1030
	
	Break
	

	
	
	
	
	

	11.
	1100
	DMDC/

John Welsh
	Status of PAY97 Book

(11:35 Wed)

 The attached slides

give a short update on the progress of the book.  There was no discussion.
Nothing new to report to the DAC.

	

	
	
	
	
	

	12.
	1115
	DMDC/ 

John Welsh
	New Forms Sensitivity Review

(at 11:00 Wed)

Because we could not identify experienced bias and sensitivity reviewers, we contracted with AIR who will provide results after their reviews.

Sensitivity Reviews are much more subjective than DIF. 

The attached slides give the status of the review and the security procedures use to insure the safe-keeping of the items
Jane Arabian expressed her concern over security and said she would want a monitor in the room of reviewers. John Welsh said DMDC lacks the resources to ensure security at another site or to bring reviewers to DMDC.  Kathy Moreno and Jane reiterated their lack of comfort level with the current plan, and discussion led to the suggestion that MAPWG personnel volunteer to monitor the AIR process happening now.

Jane also recommended that a formal non-disclosure form be developed and approved by legal authorities that we use for all developers and people involved with the ASVAB.

In answer to a question about the security and control of the AFCT, Jane said the Services had control over the AFCT, not DMDC.

John Welsh asked that anyone in the Washington DC area who wants to monitor AIR activities should email him and he will check with AIR to see what is feasible. It’s not at all unusual for government contractors to have a government person on site to monitor security.

It seems unlikely that any legal non-disclosure form would be available for volunteers before the sensitivity review is done.  Len White thought it would help a little if a new, non-disclosure form was approved by legal.  Jane Arabian would move the form through her offices to get it signed.


	

	
	
	
	
	

	13.
	1130
	DMDC/ 

Dan Segall 
	Update on ASVAB Review Panel recommendations

Dan Segall asked MAPWG members to submit to him any questions or clarifications about the smooth draft as soon as possible; the delivery order remains effective through Dec 06.

He summarized yesterday’s technical committee meeting (see briefing above).  Len White restated that the Service higher-level personnel (G-1) want to know (a) what are the goals, (b) what happens next.  A meeting should be held in about a month (perhaps a VTC). 

Each Service representative should take the list of recommendations from the Review Panel and prioritize what they can each do or help with. A tentative meeting date may take place the first week of December.


	

	
	1200
	
	Lunch
	

	
	
	
	
	

	14.
	1330
	DMDC/

Jane Styer
	Student and Counselor Survey Update
	

	
	
	
	
	

	15.
	1400
	DMDC/ 

Rich Reimer
	Response Rates for the STP Recruiter Survey

(at 10:10 on Wed)

see slides

One problem with Navy low response, and perhaps the mail-outs didn’t happen as planned. DMDC does not know what communication has taken place in each Service.

Plan to keep it open a few more weeks and investigate further the lack of response from the Navy and Marine Corps. 

URL www.ASVABSURVEY.com  and every recruiter is given a ticket number necessary to get to the survey.

The original plan was for three weeks, but now it is planned for six or more weeks. The report will be out soon after the end of the program.

Based on the Quality of Life Survey, DMDC expects an 80% positive rating of the Career Education Program.


	

	16.
	1430
	DMDC/

ALL
	Limitations on use of old items in building new ASVABs were presented by John Welsh.
John Welsh asked for release of items from forms 20-22 because they have been out of use for about four years;  it might be wise to base the criterion on the number of years a set of items has been out of use instead of prior to the current form.

John asked for approval of the rule that says items may be re-used after a CAT form or a paper-and-pencil has been out of operation for three to four years. No one objected.


	

	
	
	
	
	

	17.
	1500
	ALL
	Report of the Policy Committee meeting on 

27 Sept 2006, corrections for the record, 

and guidance on Ad Hoc meetings.
(2:05 Wed)

Denise Mills announced that the message for implementation of the new AFCT forms and destruction of old materials is going out the first week of November 2006 from Army Personnel Testing and Human Resource Command.

John Welsh noted that he doesn’t want to discourage the Policy Committee from meeting separately, but he suggests that decisions and votes be withheld until there is a full MAPWG meeting.

Relative to cell phones be allowed in MEPs, MEPCOM said the issue is becoming a problem. At MET sites, the idea is that applicants are asked if they have a cell phone, and if so, they are told to leave it with their recruiter.

Jane Arabian spoke of the small phones that can take pictures being a problem. Rick Branch added that his MP3 player can take pictures. 

Applicants are told three times that they must not have any electronic devices when they are testing.

Jane and Steve Watson were in agreement that the applicant should be sent out and told to come back for retesting (and recruiters would be more careful about taking cell phones from applicants).

Don Hill said the problem is not knowing until after testing; then what do they do. 

The guy from the USMC said the cost of sending applicants home is sometimes horrific, and he suggested that this is not a MAPWG issue: It should be resolved at each METs on a case-by-case basis. Jane agreed that it should be a decision made at the local level.

Turning away an applicant is seen as too detrimental to the recruiting effort. Assuming some may bring them, it seems to be that the best approach is to have them put the cell phones under their chairs during testing. There would be no MAPWG recommendation.

Don Hill reiterated that previously it was approved that if they showed up with a cell phone, they would be turned away.  John Welsh asked who wants to rescind the current policy of turning away anyone who shows up with a cell phone.

The MAPWG voted to change the current policy (turning away applicants who show up with cell phones) to one of  continuing to tell everyone not to bring electronic equipment, and if they show up with electronic equipment they are told by the Test Administrator to turn the equipment off and put the equipment in a tray or spot as directed, and if it is discovered that they have any electronics and have not put them in the place as directed, the test scores for that applicant will be invalidated and that person would  have to return to retest when eligible. 

The final agenda item from the Policy Committee meeting deals with scheduling MAPWG meetings.  John Welsh feels it is healthy to have a philosophy about scheduling meetings. The current policy is to schedule the MAPWG meetings in advance (but not immediately before) of DAC meetings.  One alternative is to have fixed meetings throughout the year; the down side of this is that DAC meetings typically have to be scheduled to facilitate DAC members and those meetings may conflict with the scheduled MAPWG.  John Welsh suggests we keep the current policy of having MAPWG meetings two weeks or so before the DAC meetings.

Jane Arabian explained that each DAC meeting is about three or four months after the last one; then individual schedules and DMDC activities/

deliverables affect the actual date.  She added that in the past, briefings to the DAC are often previewed at the MAPWG.  

The decision was made to set MAPWG meeting dates without regard to possible DAC meetings.  John Welsh suggested that MAPWG meetings might want to be driven by significant projects or data analyses—meaningful information. Dan Segall said updates could be given as we go.

A tentative date of the first week of February, 2007, was set for the next MAPWG.

Dan asked for a date for Service representatives to have a video or phone conference to present each Service’s approach to the Review Panel recommendations.  The first step is for the Services to go back and find out what they are doing or are capable of doing and have a conference call on Wednesday, 6 Dec 06.  Services should be prepared to distribute materials to each other prior to the call.

The main topic is what the Services are doing or could be doing to respond to the Review Panel recommendations.  The Services should also provide a list of what DMDC should be doing.


	

	18.
	1600
	All
	Issues with the limitations and uses of ASVAB score for predicting other tests—Ohio graduation test.

(3:30) last item

Jane Styer explained that she got an email from one of the MEPs about the use of  the ASVAB to predict other tests, in this case the Ohio graduation test.  Dan Segall explained that the request was to look at item content in the ASVAB so it could be compared to the PLAN test that is currently used as the Ohio graduation test.

Dan went on to speak of the concordance tables that were recently updated and said MAPWG might consider stating that ASVAB tests should not be used to predict scores in other high-stakes test.  Jane clarified that she would like a technical decision from MAPWG that would address the issue.

Mary Pommerich said it doesn’t make sense to give data to another testing company to do concordance tables when DMDC doesn’t believe it is the appropriate thing to do. She went on to say more and more requests come for linking tests to the NAEP, and Jane added that the DAC also disapproves of such linking.

Steve Watson said we shouldn’t shut the door because some outside agency might come up with something technically sound.  He thinks the MAPWG should not come up with any policy but deal with each request separately.

By exemption, the ASVAB is safe from the Freedom of Information Act.  The only way it could be decided if the ASVAB could replace a current test is that the test be delivered to DMDC for review, and that is not a wise use of DMDC resources.  

The general policy is because the ASVAB is not derived from curricula, it is not appropriate to link it with curriculum-based tests. By exception, DMDC did link it to the SAT and the ACT.

Jane is looking for a technical statement that she can use to derive a policy decision.  Dan said DMDC would work on this after the meeting and distribute it for remarks.

Jane said she is willing to pull the concordance tables back, but the Army Accessions group would be very upset.

John Welsh wondered if the APA Standards address the use of a test as a substitute when it hasn’t shown that it relates to the test for which it is being substituted.


	

	19.
	1630
	Chair/

All
	Any alibis, other unfinished business

1. Don Hill spoke of a past vote on lists of materials to destroy; included in one list were the scoring templates for the current paper-and-pencil tests (23-28).  Now that there is a level of comfort with the IRT scoring, it is asked if destroying the number-right templates. MEPCOM will send five copies to DMDC for archiving.  No objection.

2.  Don Hill gave a quick update on a request to MEPCOM from Puerto Rico to develop a Spanish-language brochure. The question was to use Puerto-Rican Spanish or generalized Spanish. It was decided to write it in Puerto-Rican Spanish, with the caveat that all other ASVAB materials are in English.  They will monitor the participation rates in Puerto Rico to see if the brochure makes any difference.

3.  Jane Arabian spoke of AO in the STP and requests to allow students in schools to continue the testing session and take AO. Rick Branch said the software does not exist to handle AO in the STP.  The Army needs to talk with other Army people about that.  Jane Arabian will forward the email she received about this to both Denise Mills and Len White.

4.  Jane Arabian presented a new law by our President:  The Secretary of Defense shall conduct a test of the utility of commercially available test preparation guides and education programs designed to assist recruit candidates achieve scores on military recruit qualification testing that better reflect the full potential of those candidates in terms of aptitude and mental category.  

Jane Arabian will go to DoD lawyers to see if it is something DoD should actually do.


	

	
	
	
	USMC has asked for a change to 611--1 policy for retesting within a time frame. (who was that guy) said they have enlisted some who are prohibited from taking the ASVAB as a retest by using waivers, but USMC proposes the change that says anything older than two years is deleted. 

Dan suggested the two-year rule be changed to a five- or ten-year rule.

The six-month constraint negatively affects both the applicant and the recruiter. Dan Segall explained that the current policy attempts to prevent someone from getting lucky with the frequency of testing.  He would allow retesting more often with a required training activity in between.

When Rick Branch explained the programming nightmare for MEPCOM (6 months to modify MIRS), USMC withdrew his request to change policy, saying he would continue to use the waiver as needed.


	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	1700
	
	Adjourn
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	* The ASVAB Validation and status of iCAT and ASVAB Web site will be covered as part of milestone briefing.
	

	
	
	
	
	


