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OMB Number: 4040-0004
Expiration Date: 03/31/2012

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424

* 1. Type of Submission: * 2. Type of Application: * If Revision, select appropriate letter(s):
|:| Preapplication |Z New | |
|Z Application |:| Continuation * Other (Specity):

|:| Changed/Corrected Application |:| Revision | |

* 3. Date Received: 4. Applicant Identifier:
06/14/2012 | | |

5a. Federal Entity Identifier: 5b. Federal Award Identifier:

State Use Only:

6. Date Received by State: |:| 7. State Application Identifier: | |

8. APPLICANT INFORMATION:

*a. Legal Name: |Oregon Department of Education |

* b. Employer/Taxpayer Identification Number (EIN/TIN): * ¢. Organizational DUNS:

93-6001954 | |809790264000O

d. Address:

* Streetl: |255 Capitol St NE |

Street2: | |

* City: |Salem |

County/Parish: | |

* State: | OR: Oregon |

Province: | |

* Country: | USA: UNITED STATES |

* Zip / Postal Code: |97310—1300 |

e. Organizational Unit:

Department Name: Division Name:

Office of Assessment | |

f. Name and contact information of person to be contacted on matters involving this application:

Prefix: | | * First Name: |Doug |

Middle Name: | |

* Last Name: |Kosty |

Suffix: | |

Title: |Assistant Superintendent,Office of Assessment

Organizational Affiliation:

* Telephone Number: | (503)947-5825 Fax Number: |

* Email: |doug.kosty@state.or.us |




Application for Federal Assistance SF-424

* 9. Type of Applicant 1: Select Applicant Type:

A: State Government

Type of Applicant 2: Select Applicant Type:

Type of Applicant 3: Select Applicant Type:

* Other (specify):

*10. Name of Federal Agency:

|U.S. Department of Education

11. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Number:

|84.368

CFDA Title:

Grants for Enhanced Assessment Instruments

*12. Funding Opportunity Number:

ED-GRANTS-043012-001

* Title:

Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE): Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grants
Program: Enhanced Assessment Instruments (English Language Proficiency (ELP Competition) CFDA
Number 84.368A-1

13. Competition Identification Number:

84-368A2012-1

Title:

14. Areas Affected by Project (Cities, Counties, States, etc.):

Add Attachment Delete Attachment View Attachment

* 15. Descriptive Title of Applicant’s Project:

English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21st Century (ELPA21)

Attach supporting documents as specified in agency instructions.

Add Attachments Delete Attachments View Attachments




Application for Federal Assistance SF-424

16. Congressional Districts Of:

* a. Applicant b. Program/Project

Attach an additional list of Program/Project Congressional Districts if needed.

Add Attachment Delete Attachment | View Attachment |

17. Proposed Project:

*a. Start Date: |11/30/2012 *b. End Date: |11/30/2016

18. Estimated Funding ($):

* a. Federal | 6,993,319.00|

* b. Applicant | 0. OO|

*c. State | 0.00|

*d. Local | 0.00|

* e. Other | 0.00|

*f. Program Income | 0. OO|
|

*g. TOTAL 6,993,319.00|

*19. Is Application Subject to Review By State Under Executive Order 12372 Process?

|:| a. This application was made available to the State under the Executive Order 12372 Process for review on |:|
|:| b. Program is subject to E.O. 12372 but has not been selected by the State for review.

|X| c. Program is not covered by E.O. 12372.

* 20. Is the Applicant Delinquent On Any Federal Debt? (If "Yes,” provide explanation in attachment.)

|:| Yes |X| No

If "Yes", provide explanation and attach

21. *By signing this application, | certify (1) to the statements contained in the list of certifications** and (2) that the statements
herein are true, complete and accurate to the best of my knowledge. | also provide the required assurances** and agree to
comply with any resulting terms if | accept an award. | am aware that any false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements or claims may
subject me to criminal, civil, or administrative penalties. (U.S. Code, Title 218, Section 1001)

X ** | AGREE

** The list of certifications and assurances, or an internet site where you may obtain this list, is contained in the announcement or agency
specific instructions.

Authorized Representative:

Prefix: * First Name: [Doug
| | | |

Middle Name: | |

* Last Name: |Kosty |

Suffix: | |
* Title: |Assistant Superintendent,Office of Assessment |
* Telephone Number: | (503)947-5825 | Fax Number: |

* Email: |doug.kosty@state .or.us

* Signature of Authorized Representative: Holly Carter

* Date Signed: |06/14/2012




OMB Number: 4040-0007
Expiration Date: 06/30/2014

ASSURANCES - NON-CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 15 minutes per response, including time for reviewing
instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of
information. Send comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for
reducing this burden, to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (0348-0040), Washington, DC 20503.

PLEASE DO NOT RETURN YOUR COMPLETED FORM TO THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET. SEND
IT TO THE ADDRESS PROVIDED BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY.

NOTE:  Certain of these assurances may not be applicable to your project or program. If you have questions, please contact the
awarding agency. Further, certain Federal awarding agencies may require applicants to certify to additional assurances.
If such is the case, you will be notified.

As the duly authorized representative of the applicant, | certify that the applicant:

1.

Has the legal authority to apply for Federal assistance
and the institutional, managerial and financial capability
(including funds sufficient to pay the non-Federal share
of project cost) to ensure proper planning, management
and completion of the project described in this
application.

Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.S.C. §794), which
prohibits discrimination on the basis of handicaps; (d)
the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, as amended (42 U.
S.C. §§6101-6107), which prohibits discrimination on
the basis of age; (e) the Drug Abuse Office and
Treatment Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-255), as amended,
relating to nondiscrimination on the basis of drug

2. Will give the awarding agency, the Comptroller General abuse; (f) the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and
of the United States and, if appropriate, the State, Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation
through any authorized representative, access to and Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-616), as amended, relating to
the right to examine all records, books, papers, or nondiscrimination on the basis of alcohol abuse or
documents related to the award; and will establish a alcoholism; (g) §§523 and 527 of the Public Health
proper accounting system in accordance with generally Service Act of 1912 (42 U.S.C. §§290 dd-3 and 290
accepted accounting standards or agency directives. ee- 3), as amended, relating to confidentiality of alcohol
and drug abuse patient records; (h) Title VIII of the Civil
3. Will establish safeguards to prohibit employees from Rights Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. §§3601 et seq.), as
using their positions for a purpose that constitutes or amended, relating to nondiscrimination in the sale,
presents the appearance of personal or organizational rental or financing of housing; (i) any other
conflict of interest, or personal gain. nondiscrimination provisions in the specific statute(s)
under which application for Federal assistance is being
4. Wil initiate and complete the work within the applicable madg; ar.1d,. 0 .the requwement; of any other
time frame after receipt of approval of the awarding nongllsc!'lmlnatlon statute(s) which may apply to the
agency. application.
' . Will comply, or has already complied, with the
5.  Will comply with the Intergovernmeqtal Personngl Act of requirements of Titles 11 and 11l of the Uniform
1970 (42 U.S.C. §.§4728-4763) relating to prescribed Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
standards for merit systems for programs funded under Policies Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646) which provide for
Znegrf]ctj?xe; 2?2;‘:\;?: ggﬁg::gg?gf:ﬁ;ﬂeg Isntem of fair and equitable treatment of persons displaced or
ngsonnel Administration (5 C.F.R. 900, Sub yart F) whose property is acquired as a result of Federal or
T ’ P ) federally-assisted programs. These requirements
i ) ) apply to all interests in real property acquired for
6. Will comply with all Federal statutes relating to

nondiscrimination. These include but are not limited to:
(a) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352)
which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color
or national origin; (b) Title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972, as amended (20 U.S.C.§§1681-
1683, and 1685-1686), which prohibits discrimination on
the basis of sex; (c) Section 504 of the Rehabilitation

Previous Edition Usable

Authorized for Local Reproduction

project purposes regardless of Federal participation in
purchases.

. Will comply, as applicable, with provisions of the

Hatch Act (5 U.S.C. §§1501-1508 and 7324-7328)
which limit the political activities of employees whose
principal employment activities are funded in whole
or in part with Federal funds.

Standard Form 424B (Rev. 7-97)
Prescribed by OMB Circular A-102



9. Will comply, as applicable, with the provisions of the Davis-
Bacon Act (40 U.S.C. §§276a to 276a-7), the Copeland Act
(40 U.S.C. §276¢ and 18 U.S.C. §874), and the Contract
Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (40 U.S.C. §§327-
333), regarding labor standards for federally-assisted
construction subagreements.

10. Will comply, if applicable, with flood insurance purchase
requirements of Section 102(a) of the Flood Disaster
Protection Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-234) which requires
recipients in a special flood hazard area to participate in the
program and to purchase flood insurance if the total cost of
insurable construction and acquisition is $10,000 or more.

11. Will comply with environmental standards which may be
prescribed pursuant to the following: (a) institution of
environmental quality control measures under the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190) and
Executive Order (EO) 11514; (b) notification of violating
facilities pursuant to EO 11738; (c) protection of wetlands
pursuant to EO 11990; (d) evaluation of flood hazards in
floodplains in accordance with EO 11988; (e) assurance of
project consistency with the approved State management
program developed under the Coastal Zone Management
Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§1451 et seq.); (f) conformity of
Federal actions to State (Clean Air) Implementation Plans
under Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act of 1955, as
amended (42 U.S.C. §§7401 et seq.); (g) protection of
underground sources of drinking water under the Safe
Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended (P.L. 93-523);
and, (h) protection of endangered species under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (P.L. 93-
205).

12. Will comply with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of
1968 (16 U.S.C. §§1271 et seq.) related to protecting
components or potential components of the national
wild and scenic rivers system.

13. Will assist the awarding agency in assuring compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. §470), EO 11593
(identification and protection of historic properties), and
the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of
1974 (16 U.S.C. §§469a-1 et seq.).

14, Will comply with P.L. 93-348 regarding the protection of
human subjects involved in research, development, and
related activities supported by this award of assistance.

15. Will comply with the Laboratory Animal Welfare Act of
1966 (P.L. 89-544, as amended, 7 U.S.C. §§2131 et
seq.) pertaining to the care, handling, and treatment of
warm blooded animals held for research, teaching, or
other activities supported by this award of assistance.

16. Will comply with the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning
Prevention Act (42 U.S.C. §§4801 et seq.) which
prohibits the use of lead-based paint in construction or
rehabilitation of residence structures.

17. Will cause to be performed the required financial and
compliance audits in accordance with the Single Audit
Act Amendments of 1996 and OMB Circular No. A-133,
"Audits of States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit
Organizations."

18. Will comply with all applicable requirements of all other
Federal laws, executive orders, regulations, and policies
governing this program.

* SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED CERTIFYING OFFICIAL

*TITLE

|Holly Carter

|Assistant Superintendent,Office of Assessment

* APPLICANT ORGANIZATION

* DATE SUBMITTED

|Oregon Department of Education

los/14/2012 |

Standard Form 424B (Rev. 7-97) Back



DISCLOSURE OF LOBBYING ACTIVITIES

Approved by OMB
Complete this form to disclose lobbying activities pursuant to 31 U.S.C.1352

0348-0046

1. * Type of Federal Action: 2. * Status of Federal Action: 3. * Report Type:
|:| a. contract |:| a. bid/offer/application & a. initial filing
& b. grant & b. initial award I:‘ b. material change

c. cooperative agreement |:| c. post-award

|:| d. loan

|:| e. loan guarantee

|:| f. loan insurance

4. Name and Address of Reporting Entity:

g Prime I:‘ SubAwardee

* Name ]
Oregon Department of Education
* Street 1 ] Street 2
255 Capitol St NE
*City State Zip
Salem OR: Oregon 97310-1300

Congressional District, if known: |OR-005 |

5. If Reporting Entity in No.4 is Subawardee, Enter Name and Address of Prime:

6. * Federal Department/Agency: 7. * Federal Program Name/Description:

U.S. Department of Education

Grants for Enhanced Assessment Instruments

CFDA Number, if applicable: |84 .368

8. Federal Action Number, if known: 9. Award Amount, if known:

$ | |

10. a. Name and Address of Lobbying Registrant:

Prefix I:I * First Name | Middle Name | |
N/B
N/A

* Street 1 Street 2
N/B

City |N/A | State |

Zif
OR: Oregon | P | |

b. Individual Performing Services (including address if different from No. 10a)

Prefix I:I First Name N/A |Mldd/e Name | |

* Last Name | | Suffix I:I
N/A
* Street 1 | | Street 2 | |
N/A
City |N/A | State |OR: Oregon | Zip | |

1q. [Information requested through this form is authorized by title 31 U.S.C. section 1352. This disclosure of lobbying activities is a material representation of fact upon which

reliance was placed by the tier above when the transaction was made or entered into. This disclosure is required pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1352. This information will be reported to
the Congress semi-annually and will be available for public inspection. Any person who fails to file the required disclosure shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than
$10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure.

* Signature: |Holly Carter |

*Name: Prefix I:I * First Name |Doug | Middle Name |

Kosty
Title: [assistant Superintendent,Office of Assessment| Telephone No.: |Date: |O6/14/2012
Authorized for Local Reproduction
Federal Use Only: Standard Form - LLL (Rev. 7-97)




OMB Control No. 1894-0005 (Exp. 01/31/2011)

NOTICE TO ALL APPLICANTS

The purpose of this enclosure is to inform you about a new
provision in the Department of Education's General
Education Provisions Act (GEPA) that applies to applicants
for new grant awards under Department programs. This
provision is Section 427 of GEPA, enacted as part of the
Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 (Public Law (P.L.)
103-382).

To Whom Does This Provision Apply?

Section 427 of GEPA affects applicants for new grant
awards under this program. ALL APPLICANTS FOR
NEW AWARDS MUST INCLUDE INFORMATION IN
THEIR APPLICATIONS TO ADDRESS THIS NEW
PROVISION IN ORDER TO RECEIVE FUNDING UNDER
THIS PROGRAM.

(If this program is a State-formula grant program, a State
needs to provide this description only for projects or
activities that it carries out with funds reserved for State-level
uses. In addition, local school districts or other eligible
applicants that apply to the State for funding need to provide
this description in their applications to the State for funding.
The State would be responsible for ensuring that the school
district or other local entity has submitted a sufficient

section 427 statement as described below.)

What Does This Provision Require?

Section 427 requires each applicant for funds (other than an
individual person) to include in its application a description
of the steps the applicant proposes to take to ensure
equitable access to, and participation in, its
Federally-assisted program for students, teachers, and
other program beneficiaries with special needs. This
provision allows applicants discretion in developing the
required description. The statute highlights six types of
barriers that can impede equitable access or participation:
gender, race, national origin, color, disability, or age.

Based on local circumstances, you should determine
whether these or other barriers may prevent your students,
teachers, etc. from such access or participation in, the
Federally-funded project or activity. The description in your
application of steps to be taken to overcome these barriers
need not be lengthy; you may provide a clear and succinct

description of how you plan to address those barriers that are
applicable to your circumstances. In addition, the information
may be provided in a single narrative, or, if appropriate, may
be discussed in connection with related topics in the
application.

Section 427 is not intended to duplicate the requirements of
civil rights statutes, but rather to ensure that, in designing
their projects, applicants for Federal funds address equity
concerns that may affect the ability of certain potential
beneficiaries to fully participate in the project and to achieve
to high standards. Consistent with program requirements and
its approved application, an applicant may use the Federal
funds awarded to it to eliminate barriers it identifies.

What are Examples of How an Applicant Might Satistfy the
Requirement of This Provision?

The following examples may help illustrate how an applicant
may comply with Section 427.

(1) An applicant that proposes to carry out an adult literacy
project serving, among others, adults with limited English
proficiency, might describe in its application how it intends to
distribute a brochure about the proposed project to such
potential participants in their native language.

(2) An applicant that proposes to develop instructional
materials for classroom use might describe how it will make
the materials available on audio tape or in braille for students
who are blind.

(3) An applicant that proposes to carry out a model science
program for secondary students and is concerned that girls
may be less likely than boys to enroll in the course, might
indicate how it intends to conduct "outreach"” efforts to girls,
to encourage their enroliment.

We recognize that many applicants may already be
implementing effective steps to ensure equity of
access and participation in their grant programs, and
we appreciate your cooperation in responding to the
requirements of this provision.

Estimated Burden Statement for GEPA Requirements

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information

unless such collection displays a valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information collection

is 1894-0005. The time required to complete this information collection is estimated to average 1.5 hours per response,

including the time to review instructions, search existing data resources, gather the data needed, and complete and review
the information collection. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate(s) or suggestions
for improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C.

20202-4537.

Optional - You may attach 1 file to this page.

GEPA section 427 (2) .pdf

| Delete Attachment | View Attachment




Oregon Department of Education

English Language Proficiency Assessment
for the 21* Century State Consortium (ELPA21)

General Education Provisions Act (GEPA)
This provision is Section 427 of the U. S. Department of Education’s General Education Provisions Act (GEPA),

enacted as part of improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (Public Law (P.L.) 103-382).

The English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21* Century (ELPA21) will be a collaborative effort led by
Oregon, as the lead state and fiscal agent, in coordination with the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), 11
member states, and nationally-recognized experts and organizations. The ELPA21 consortium will develop a new set
of English language assessments to better serve Limited English Proficient (LEP) students. The project is designed to
enhance English language proficiency (ELP) practices and adopt a common set of English proficiency standard aligned
to the Common Core State Standards. This will enhance the usage of assessment results to improve teaching of and
performance of LEP students in English language acquisition and, ultimately, in core content areas. The ELPLA21

assessments will be designed to conform to industry standards and the professional Standards for Educational and

Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, and NCME, 1999). These Standards provide technical guidance for ensuring

fairness in testing. For example, the ELPA21 will use practices to ensure assessments will be unbiased toward any
subgroup (e.g., disability, gender, and native language) and designed to be administered so LEP students with
disabilities are included in the assessment. The ELPA21 proposal provides for accommodations for LEP students with
disabilities and addresses the need to develop strategies to assess those LEP students with the most severe cognitive
disabilities who are eligible to participate in alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards.
Oregon will require an assurance from the CCSSO and any testing vendors, to be identified during the course of the

grant, to meet the compliance requirements of GEPA.

Oregon assures equitable access and participation in all grant opportunities or activities, regardless of any barriers,

including:
e Gender
e Race

PR/Award # S368A120002
Page e10



National origin
Language
Color
Disability

Age

Oregon Department of Education does not discriminate on the basis of sex, race/ethnicity, religion, national origin,
age, or disability in its services and activities. It provides reasonable and appropriate accommodations for all activities

affiliated with this project to meet the needs of a diverse group of participants.

PR/Award # S368A120002
Page e11



CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING

Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperative Agreements

The undersigned certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:

(1) No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the undersigned, to any
person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of an agency, a Member of
Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with
the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any Federal grant, the making of any Federal loan, the
entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or
modification of any Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement.

(2) If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for
influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an
officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with this Federal
contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard
Form-LLL, "Disclosure of Lobbying Activities," in accordance with its instructions.

(3) The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be included in the award documents
for all subawards at all tiers (including subcontracts, subgrants, and contracts under grants, loans, and
cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients shall certify and disclose accordingly. This certification
is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this transaction was made or
entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for making or entering into this transaction
imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the required certification shall be
subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,00 0 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure.

Statement for Loan Guarantees and Loan Insurance
The undersigned states, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:

If any funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer
or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of
a Member of Congress in connection with this commitment providing for the United States to insure or
guarantee a loan, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, "Disclosure of Lobbying
Activities," in accordance with its instructions. Submission of this statement is a prerequisite for making or
entering into this transaction imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the
required statement shall be subjec t to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than $100,000
for each such failure.

* APPLICANT'S ORGANIZATION

|Oregon Department of Education

* PRINTED NAME AND TITLE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

Prefix: |:| * First Name: [Poug

| Middle Name: |

* Last Name: |Kosty

* Title:

Assistant Superintendent,Office of Assessment

* SIGNATURE: [fol 1y carter

| * DATE: |O6/14/2012




Close Form

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
REQUIRED FOR
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION GRANTS

1. Project Director:

Prefix: * First Name: Middle Name: * Last Name: Suffix:

Doug Kosty

Address:

*Street1:|255 Capitol St NE

Street2: |

County: |

|
|
* City: |Salem |
|
|

* State: |OR: Oregon

* Zip Code: (97310-1300

*Country:| USA: UNITED STATES |

* Phone Number (give area code) Fax Number (give area code)

Email Address:

2. Applicant Experience:

Novice Applicant |:| Yes |:| No |Z Not applicable to this program

3. Human Subjects Research

Are any research activities involving human subjects planned at any time during the proposed project Period?
|Z Yes |:| No

Are ALL the research activities proposed designated to be exempt from the regulations?

|:| Yes Provide Exemption(s) #:

|Z No Provide Assurance #, if available: N/A

Please attach an explanation Narrative:

Human Subjects Narrative.pdf Delete Attachment View Attachment




B. Nonexempt Research Narrative.

If you marked “No” for item 3 a. you must provide the “nonexempt research” narrative. The narrative
must address the following seven points. Although no specific page limitation applies to this section of
the application, be succinct.

(1) Human Subjects Involvement and Characteristics: Provide a detailed description of the proposed
involvement of human subjects. Describe the characteristics of the subject population, including their
anticipated number, age range, and health status. Identify the criteria for inclusion or exclusion of any
subpopulation. Explain the rationale for the involvement of special classes of subjects, such as children,
children with disabilities, adults with disabilities, persons with mental disabilities, pregnant women,
prisoners, institutionalized individuals, or others who are likely to be vulnerable

Human subjects will participate in the development of this assessment system. Because the assessments
to be developed are for students in grades K-12 who are English language learners, it is essential that
these instruments be piloted with this population. These assessments will not be able to be validated,
otherwise. Students involved in this research will likely be between the ages of 5 and 19 years of age.
They will be drawn from a population of students who speak another language other than English in the
home. Some of these students will be immigrants to the U.S. Others will be American-born sons and
daughters of immigrants to the U.S. The exact number of students who will participate in pilot testing is
unknown at this time. They are likely to be drawn from the populations of several states including
Arkansas, Connecticut, Florida, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Michigan, Nebraska, New York, Ohio, Oregon,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Washington, and West Virginia.

(2) Sources of Materials: Identify the sources of research material obtained from individually
identifiable living human subjects in the form of specimens, records, or data. Indicate whether the
material or data will be obtained specifically for research purposes or whether use will be made of
existing specimens, records, or data.

Several sources of research material will be obtained from individually identifiable living human
subjects. The first source of research material consists of data from home language surveys that the
parents/guardians of students in grades K-12 complete prior to their entry into a school system. If the
home language survey indicates that a language(s) other than English is spoken in the home, this data
will be recorded. The data from the home language survey will not be collected specifically for research
purposes. This is data that school districts must collect in order to assist them in properly placing
students who may be in need of English learner services. Secondly, the tests that are taken by the human
subjects will be collected and data will be recorded for purposes of validation of the assessment. The test
data to be collected will be collected solely for research purposes.

(3) Recruitment and Informed Consent: Describe plans for the recruitment of subjects and the consent
procedures to be followed. Include the circumstances under which consent will be sought and obtained,
who will seek it, the nature of the information to be provided to prospective subjects, and the method of
ocumenting consent. State if the Institutional Review Board (IRB) has authorized a modification or
waiver of the elements of consent or the requirement for documentation of consent. Subjects will be
recruited from a sample of districts from across the consortium states. State representatives from the
Department of Education will reach out to districts with known ELL populations and ask for their
assistance in identifying a pool of students to take the assessments. Districts will then send letters to the
parents of all identified students describing the research and asking for their consent. All students who
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meet the criteria (i.e. are in grades K-12 and who speak a language(s) other than English in the home)

and return signed consent letters will be included in the research activities.

4) Potential Risks: Describe potential risks (physical, psychological, social, legal, or other) and assess

their likelihood and seriousness. Where appropriate, describe alternative treatments and procedures that
might be advantageous to the subjects.

There are no real or perceived risks associated with students’ participation in this research. Their
participation will entail taking one or more English language proficiency assessments. They will be
made aware of the fact that the scores from these assessments will not be used in making any educational
or programmatic decisions. Nor will anyone other than the researchers and test developers have access
to the results. The data will strictly be used to determine the reliability and validity of the assessments in
terms of measuring English language proficiency. Therefore, no physical, psychological, social, or legal
harm will come to subjects as a result of their participation in this research.

(5) Protection Against Risk: Describe the procedures for protecting against or minimizing potential
risks, including risks to confidentiality, and assess their likely effectiveness. Where appropriate, discuss
provisions for ensuring necessary medical or professional intervention in the event of adverse effects to
the subjects. Also, where appropriate, describe the provisions for monitoring the data collected to ensure
the safety of the subjects.

As mentioned above, the risks to human subjects involved in this research is near zero. Nevertheless,
precautions will be taken to prevent the disclosure of individual students’ test scores to individuals who
are not a part of the research or test development team. In particular, all data (whether collected in
paper or electronically) will be treated with the utmost sensitivity. If paper, it will be kept in a locked file
cabinet in a secure location until such data can be entered into a spreadsheet, statistical software
program, or online database. If electronic, the data will be stored on a secure server that is password
protected and to which only a few key individuals on the research team have access. No one from
students’ school districts will have access to the test data. Such precautions are likely to be highly
effective in preventing the misuse of the data. In terms of monitoring the data that is collected, test
proctors will be trained to ensure that recorded responses are not shared with other students, nor with
individuals who are not a part of the research or test development team.

(6) Importance of the Knowledge to be Gained: Discuss the importance of the knowledge gained or to
be gained as a result of the proposed research. Discuss why the risks to subjects are reasonable in relation
to the anticipated benefits to subjects and in relation to the importance of the knowledge that may
reasonably be expected to result.

There is much to be gained from the development of a valid and reliable assessment of English language
proficiency for English language learners. While English language proficiency tests have been used for
years in determining appropriate placement and progress of English language learners, they have not
been closely aligned with content area standards (e.g., English language arts standards, math standards,
etc.) to which all students are held accountable. The adoption of the new Common Core State Standards
in English language arts and mathematics and the Next Generation Science Standards by a majority of
the 50 states make the development of a new English language proficiency assessment imperative. The
results of such an assessment system will provide states, districts, and schools with critical information on
the degree to which students are receiving language-related instruction that is appropriate to the
academic content they are learning. The new Common Core State Standards and the Next Generation
Science Standards place an unprecedented emphasis on the important role that language plays in meeting
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content standards. The development of this new English language proficiency assessment will be the
yardstick to help us determine how well we are preparing students to meet the linguistic challenges
associated with the new standards.

(7) Collaborating Site(s): If research involving human subjects will take place at collaborating site(s) or
other performance site(s), name the sites and briefly describe their involvement or role in the research.

Research involving human subjects will likely take place in all of the states that are a part of the
assessment consortium. They are: Arkansas, Connecticut, Florida, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Michigan,
Nebraska, New York, Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Washington, and West Virginia. The
selection of school districts from each state which will participate in the piloting of the assessments has
not yet been made. The districts will play a major role in helping us to collect the data as they will be
responsible for helping us to identify subjects for the study and they will also be responsible for helping
us identify potential scorers for the open-ended response sections of the assessment.

Copies of the Department of Education’s Regulations for the Protection of Human Subjects, 34 CFR Part
97 and other pertinent materials on the protection of human subjects in research are available from the
Grants Policy and Oversight Staff, Office of the Chief Financial Officer, U.S. Department of Education,
Washington, DC 20202-4250, telephone. (202) 245-6120, and on the U.S. Department of Education’s
Protection of Human Subjects in Research Web Site:
hitp://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocfo/humansub.html

NOTE: The State Applicant Identifier on the SF 424 is for State Use only. Please complete it on the OMB
Standard 424 in the upper right corner of the form (if applicable).
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English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21* Century (ELPA21)
Grant Proposal Abstract

The English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21™ Century consortium (ELPA21), led by Oregon
as the governing state in partnership with twelve other states, Stanford University, and CCSSO, has
formed to develop an English Language Proficiency Assessment that is aligned to the Common Core
State Standards (CCSS). ELPA21’s proposed assessment design is intended to ensure the valid, reliable,
and fair assessment of the critical elements associated with English language acquisition and mastery of
the linguistic skills linked to success in mainstream classroom environments. In addition, ELPA21’s
proposed assessment will support ongoing improvements in instruction and learning that are useful for all
members of the educational enterprise, including students, parents, teachers, school administrators,
members of the public, and policymakers. This assessment will incorporate principles of Universal
Design and will comply with Accessible Portable Item Profile (APIP) standards. ELPA21 development
will be based upon the prior successes of member states (for example, the Kansas writing tool, the
Michigan diagnostic screener, test items from lowa and Louisiana, and online test delivery specifications

from Oregon).

The deliverables for the diagnostic screener and summative components of ELPA21 will include open-
source: performance level descriptors, item banks for practice and for operational delivery, psychometric
scale, performance levels (cut scores), test design and delivery specifications, test specifications and
blueprints, professional development resources, and administration and security protocols.

With participating states who are currently part of PARCC, Smarter, NCSC, and DLM, ELPA21 will
strive to work with these consortia to maximize compatibility and interoperability across user platforms.
These resources as well as model Request for Proposal language will be available to states for use
(individually or in multi-state partnerships) to contract with vendors for operational assessment in the

2016-2017 school year.
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APPLICATION NARRATIVE

The purpose of this proposal is to enhance the quality of assessment instruments and systems used by
states for measuring the development of students’ English language proficiency (ELP). It is our belief that
no ELP assessment currently exists which corresponds in deep and meaningful ways to the Common Core
State Standards (CCSS) in mathematics and English language arts/literacy.

Our proposed project, the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21" Century (ELPA21),
will use multiple measures of students’ English language proficiency—among them a diagnostic/screener
test, elective interim benchmark assessments, and an annual summative assessment. Not to be
undervalued is information that is gleaned from individual teachers’ formative assessment practices. The
assessment design ensures that instruments for measuring students’ ELP are comprehensive and include
assessment items that are performance-based as well as technology-delivered.

The ELPA21is valid, reliable, and fair for its intended purposes; will be used by multiple states who
have agreed to a common definition of English Learner, including common criteria for entry, placement,
and exit; and will correspond to a set of English proficiency assessment standards which in turn
correspond to college- and career-ready standards in English language arts (ELA) and mathematics.

ABSTRACT

The English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21* Century consortium (ELPA21), led by
Oregon as the governing state in partnership with twelve other states, Stanford University, and CCSSO,
has formed to develop an English Language Proficiency Assessment that is aligned to the Common Core
State Standards (CCSS). ELPA21’s proposed assessment design is intended to ensure the valid, reliable,
and fair assessment of the critical elements associated with English language acquisition and mastery of
the linguistic skills linked to success in mainstream classroom environments. In addition, ELPA21’s
proposed assessment will support ongoing improvements in instruction and learning that are useful for all
members of the educational enterprise, including students, parents, teachers, school administrators,
members of the public, and policymakers. This assessment will incorporate principles of Universal

Design and will comply with Accessible Portable Item Profile (APIP) standards. ELPA21 development
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will be based upon the prior successes of member states (for example, the Kansas writing tool, the
Michigan diagnostic screener, test items from lowa and Louisiana, and online test delivery specifications
from Oregon).

The deliverables for the diagnostic screener and summative components of ELPA21 will include
open-source: performance level descriptors, item banks for diagnostic/screener, for practice and for
operational delivery, psychometric scale, performance levels (cut scores), test design and delivery
specifications, test specifications and blueprints, professional development resources, and administration
and security protocols.

With participating states who are currently part of PARCC, Smarter, National Center and State
Collaborative, and Dynamic Learning Maps, ELPA21 will strive to work with these consortia to
maximize compatibility and interoperability across user platforms. These resources as well as model
Request for Proposal language will be available to states for use (individually or in multi-state
partnerships) to contract with vendors for operational assessment in the 2016-2017 school year.

RESPONSE TO SELECTION CRITERIA AND SUB-CRITERIA

a. Theory of Action

The proposed assessment system is based on the tenet that in order for resulting data to be used in
meaningful ways, strong alignment must exist between college- and career-ready standards, English
language proficiency (ELP) standards, language instruction, and multiple measures of English language
proficiency. As a way of anchoring this alignment, a framework developed by the Council of Chief State
School Officers (CCSSO), and the ELP/D Framework Committee, titled Framework for English
Language Proficiency/Development Standards Corresponding to the Common Core State Standards and
the Next Generation Science Standards, hereinafter referred to as the “Framework,” will be used to guide
the development of common ELP assessment standards that will be adopted for use by all of the
consortium states. The Framework authors, experts in the field of ELA, mathematics, science, English
language acquisition, and English language learner (ELL) education, will ensure that the ELP assessment

standards correspond to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in English language arts and
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mathematics (and additionally science in anticipation of the next generation science standards). These
ELP assessment standards will in turn align with the ELP assessment system described in this proposal.

Furthermore, data produced by the ELP21 will inform language instruction in the classroom on an
ongoing basis as students progress toward college- and career-readiness. Specifically, the assessment
system will (for multiple grade bands: k, 1, 2-3, 4-5, 6-8, 9-12) include a screener/diagnostic test, an item
bank from which interim benchmark assessments may be locally constructed, a summative assessment,
recommendations to teachers with respect to formative assessment practices that can be integrated into
classroom instruction, and a secure consortium student outcome data cooperative for reporting and
research. The work supported by this grant will first develop the screener diagnostics and summative
assessments to be used by this multi-state consortium. The development of interim benchmark
assessments, supporting professional development, recommendations on formative assessment practices,
and the cooperative data reporting will begin, but will not be completed during this grant period.
Additional grant money will be sought from other sources to complete the development of these
components of the assessment system. The assessment system to be developed has been designed to
ensure that it is logical, coherent, credible, and capable of resulting in improved student outcomes. The
following section provides a description of how the proposal meets these qualifications.
1. How will the assessment results be used?

The assessment results will be used to make determinations of school, local educational agency

(LEA), and state effectiveness for the purposes of accountability under Title I and Title III of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). More specifically, state departments of education will
use summative assessment data to determine which districts are meeting annual measurable achievement
objectives (AMAO) targets, and identify school districts in need of assistance. At the LEA level,
summative assessment data will help determine which schools are effectively moving students at various
levels of English proficiency forward. Schools that are not moving students to proficiency should be

carefully reviewed and corrective action taken. LEAs can also use summative assessments over time to
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determine program effectiveness for various subgroups of students and adjust educational programming
as needed.

The practices of successful instruction can then be observed, analyzed, and shared with others. At
the classroom level, teachers will use formative assessment data as a part of their instructional practice to
give students immediate feedback and determine whether instruction results in positive outcomes and
whether grouping strategies result in success (Heritage, 2001). At the student level, data from interim
benchmark assessments will be used to set goals and monitor progress during the school year. Students
will become familiar with assessment rubrics written in student-friendly language in advance of testing so
that when they receive their scores they will understand what the scores mean.

2. How will the assessment and assessment results be incorporated?

All ELPA21 assessments will be aligned to common ELP assessment standards which in turn
correspond to college- and career-ready standards. All tests across the 13 states in the consortium will
therefore measure progress on the same constructs. ELPA21 consortium states will adopt common cut
scores and performance levels on screener and summative assessments for purposes of determining
program entry, ELP level, and program exit. This facilitates a cohesive assessment system across states
which will be particularly valuable in responding to high student mobility. An ELL who is a level 2 in
one state who moves to another district or even to another state within the consortium will have his/her
ELP data available within the requirements of the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974
(FERPA). The student will be more properly placed in his/her new school, thereby enabling the student to
continue benefiting from appropriate standards-based instruction.

3. How will these educational systems as a whole improve student achievement?
Each assessment component plays a critical role with one building on another and each contributing
to the overall efficacy of the assessment system and then ultimately to student achievement. For example:
e Accurate screening facilitates the proper identification and placement of students, which results in

appropriate instruction;
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¢ Interim benchmark assessments, state or locally drawn from the ELPA21 secure assessment item
bank, provide teachers with timely data as to the effectiveness of instruction throughout the
academic year and allow them to re-group students to receive better targeted instruction; and
¢ Formative assessment practices allow teachers, on a day-to-day basis, to determine which
students need additional assistance in meeting specific standards.
The assessment system, therefore, establishes a continuous feedback loop to districts, schools, and
teachers who are better able to adapt instruction, improve teacher training, restructure programs, and/or
adopt better materials to respond to students’ developing needs. The following is the sequence of EL.LPA21

assessments administered throughout the academic year.

Classroom Instruction

Student receives appropriate to ELP level and

. . informed by formative assessment
ELP designation d

Diagnostic/Screencr Interim benchmark
Assessment  Summative assessment and re-leveling
Assessment (Fall)

English
(Spring) Profici
= roficicne
Student enters Y

Classroom Instruction
appropriatc to ELP level and

Classroom Instruction e . .
informed by formative asscssment

appropriate to ELP level and

. . . Interim benchmark
mformed by formative assessment

assessment and

re-leveling (Winter)

b. Assessment Design
The purpose of this project is to develop an English language proficiency assessment system that
provides reliable and valid measures of students’ level of English proficiency in the four domains of

reading, writing, speaking, and listening. The ELLPA21 resources will be available for all ELL students K-
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12 in the consortium states for use individually or in multi-state partnerships to contract with vendors for
operational assessments in the fall of the 2016-2017 school year for diagnostic and summative purposes.
1. Number and Types of Assessments

The proposed assessment system includes one diagnostic screener and 2 forms of a summative
assessment of English language proficiency for each of six grade bands. The assessments will include
selected-response and performance items delivered via advanced technology as much as feasible.
2. Measuring Student Knowledge and Skills

At every point feasible and valid in structuring the assessment design, the ELPA21 consortium
will make use of consortium states' already existing materials, artifacts, assessment items, procedures, and
protocols after engaging in a valid and rigorous vetting process. The consortium will leverage the good
ELP assessment work already implemented in consortium states in order to conserve precious
development costs, build on successful and proven ELP assessment tools and practices for the required
screener and summative assessments, and provide additional, no-cost supporting components of a
complete ELP assessment, such as formative instruction guidelines and administration training for ELL
teachers.

The ELPA21 consortium states have had individual, well-established, and operationally defined
ELP standards for many years. Our preliminary review of the ELP standards from the participating states
as well as the national Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) ELP standards
shows a substantial commonality among state ELP standards. As no national or widely held ELP
standards exist, the participating states and organizations working on this project are currently
establishing a common set of ELP assessment standards as the basis of the work of this grant.

Appropriate attention will be paid to the need to develop proficiency in the discipline-specific
language students will encounter in their academic content classrooms. In the context of assessments,
language proficiency tests could vary in the degree to which they measure such discipline-specific
language. Therefore, it is essential that ELP tests correspond to the college- and career- ready standards

and measure the type of language proficiency needed to be successful in the academic content classrooms.
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The term “correspond” indicates that ELP assessment items should include the language that facilitates
content and learning, not to be aligned with the technical academic content. Thus, the ELP assessments
should not be a measure of students’ content knowledge (e.g., math and science), but rather a measure of
English proficiency that facilitates content learning.

The ELPA21 test blueprint will correspond to college- and career-ready standards as defined by
the CCSS in mathematics and ELA, literacy in history/social studies, science, and technical subjects.
Decisions about item types will be directly related to the ELPA assessment standards to be assessed and
the best options that technology allows to provide the most authentic form of assessment. We will
incorporate the use of technology-enhanced assessment items and performance tasks where necessary for
valid assessment of particular standards. The blueprints will detail the standards appropriate to assess, as
well as the number and types of assessment items that will be used to measure them.

ELL students arrive with wide ranges of English and academic proficiency, so it will be important
that each grade band assessment assesses a wide range of ability. A vertical psychometric scale of ELP
will allow ELPA21 to capture the progress students make between annual administrations of the
summative assessment. With the subsequent addition of interim assessments, the vertical scale will allow
progress to be monitored within school years.

3. How the assessments will produce the required student performance data

Student performance data produced by ELPA21 will include raw scores, scale scores, and
performance levels. Data will be reported for each of the four domains, as will as a composite ELP score
that will place students on a vertical ELP scale that goes from K-12 and tracks student progress over time.
Performance levels will be defined through the bookmark standard setting process to establish cut scores
separately for each grade level that create ELP performance levels such as Pre- Emergent, Basic,
Intermediate, and Proficient (National Research Council, 2011). The standard setting team will include a
diverse and representative group of teachers, administrators, and other key stakeholders from ELPA21
states who have expertise in areas such as language acquisition and serving LEP students with disabilities.

The cut scores obtained through the standard setting process will be validated using external criteria such
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as students’ scores on states’ current ELP and reading language arts assessments and teacher evaluations
of students’ ELP levels.

Decisions about including any additional subscores is unlikely, but will be considered and will be
based on the relevance of the subscore for making educational decisions and the number of assessment
items that would be available to support a reliable and meaningful score.

4. How and when during the academic year different types of data will be available

The diagnostic screener will be scored primarily by computer though some parts of the writing
and speaking assessments will be scored by local educators who have been trained to do so. Results of the
diagnostic screener will be available quickly and used for initial identification and placement into
programs. The outcomes of this assessment will also be made available to teachers to inform instruction
and curriculum planning.

The ELPA21 summative assessment will be administered near the end of the academic year
depending on each member state’s controlling state assessment schedule. Results of this assessment will
be used as a measure of student learning which can provide data for accountability systems. The
summative assessment results will be used to measure ELL students’ progress toward acquiring ELP
(AMAOI) as well as their attainment of ELP (AMAQ?2). At the student level, the annual summative
assessment will inform decisions about student reclassification for the subsequent school year, and will
provide critical information about students’ ELP levels to the following year’s teachers. Because all
summative ELP assessments will occur in the same window, and because the summative tests will be
moderately longer than the screener, some more complex item formats may be used, and external scoring
will be utilized to manage the turn-around time which will be marginally longer than for the diagnostic
screener.

5. The types of data that will be produced by the assessments
The assessment system will produce data that meet all of the criteria specified in Absolute

Priority #5, and will take into consideration, to the extent possible, the varying contexts, conditions,
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practices, and policies of the individual states. The consortium will develop materials and protocols to
guide the standardized administration of the assessments.

The data will include student attainment of English proficiency as well as student progress, and
can be disaggregated. Data will be collected in each of the four domains, as well as a comprehensive
score based on all domains. Each domain will contribute significantly to scores at each proficiency level.
Decisions about how the domains will contribute to a comprehensive score (e.g., weighting) will be
finalized once field test data are available. One consideration is the dimensionality of the data. If the data
support a unidimensional trait of English proficiency, a compensatory model based on a composite of all
four domains will be meaningful. However, if the domain scores are not unidimensional, then a
conjunctive model based on both domain scores and total scores will be considered.

Research has shown that in a compensatory model, ELL students may reach proficiency by being
proficient in some, but not all, of the ELP domains of reading, writing, speaking, and listening. For
example, ELL students who are above proficient in listening and speaking but below proficient in reading
and writing may be deemed proficient in English because their high scores in listening and speaking
compensate for their low scores in reading and writing (Abedi, 2008a). ELPA21 will study methodologies
for creating composite scores and adopt a policy based on the results of that study to ensure the validity of
reporting ELP assessment results.

Students can be classified by English proficiency status, and data will be collected on the
effectiveness of schools, LEAs, and states. Data may be aggregated at the school, LEA, or state level for
use in accountability systems. Furthermore, data tagging will allow information to be aggregated for all
students of a particular teacher or principal.

The data-tagging capacity noted will apply the agreed-upon English proficiency standards to
report at what level students are considered English learners and whether they qualify for particular
interventions; how much their English proficiency has progressed; and what their current proficiency
level is relative to the performance standards for their grade level. The tagging system will allow users to

drill down to various ELL subgroups including the number of years in a language instruction educational
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program, interruption in formal education, etc. Options will also exist to allow individual states to specify
some disaggregation categories that are meaningful to their specific populations.
6. The uses of the data

i. Determining student achievement and progress: Data from the ELPA21 will serve multiple
purposes. At the individual student level, data will include the student’s scale score on the k-12 vertical
scale of overall English language proficiency, the amount of growth the student made from the previous
annual administration, the student’s performance level in relation to grade-level ELP performance
standards, and more detailed information for each domain. The aggregation of data is a useful measure for
identifying professional development needs, and for informing a teacher about the instructional needs of
his/her students.

ii. Informing teaching, learning, and program improvement: The ELPA21 information reporting
templates on the performance of individual students will allow teachers and parents to monitor the
student’s progress, make placement/reclassification decisions, and adjust instructional strategies as
needed. The project intends to specify results formats to inform families in ways that will help them
understand their children’s progress. Where possible, that means that student results would be translated
into the language that makes them most accessible to families. Focus groups will be conducted with
parents to explore the best format for presenting the assessment results.

Aggregate data at the teacher and principal levels can help educators to know what is working
and what needs to be improved. The data can help teachers develop more effective instruction for ELL
students, and it can help school officials know the types of professional development and/or support that
will help teachers to better address the needs of their students.

The ELPA21 will draw on existing materials, artifacts, and protocols from consortium states to
provide professional development modules for all teachers (including academic content teachers) on how
to best use the ELPA21 assessment results, including how to discuss them with families and students.

As appropriate, data regarding student progress on acquiring ELP may also be used as one of multiple

measures to contribute to a state's own developed educator effectiveness system. At the consortium level,
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a wealth of data will be available allowing for research to be conducted across states with substantially
larger pools of students than is typically available when states operate their assessment systems
independently.

7. Frequency and timing of assessment administration and rationale

The ELPA21 includes two assessments: (1) a diagnostic screening assessment will provide
information for identification and placement, and (2) the summative assessment will be used to monitor
student progress, accountability, reclassification, and instructional improvement.

The ELPA21 diagnostic screener will be administered at the time a student enters the school
system, k-12, and may be re-administered as needed. The primary purpose is to determine whether, and at
what level, the student requires services to develop his/her English proficiency. The diagnostic screener is
a more brief assessment than the summative assessment, but it does assess the four domains. Both the
diagnostic screener and the summative assessment will be administered by computer, using primarily
selected-response assessment items for reading and listening. The writing and speaking portions of the
diagnostic screener and the summative assessment will require students to produce output that is more
validly captured using constructed responses.

The summative assessment will be administered annually near the end of the school year
consistent with each state’s test schedule. We believe that a comprehensive assessment system for ELLs
should include formative assessment at the time of instruction and interim assessments to monitor
progress throughout the school year. While these components are beyond the fiscal scope of this proposal,
we hope to subsequently develop them through leveraging existing, contributed resources from
consortium states and refine them with funding from other sources.

Once a student is identified as an ELL and therefore eligible for placement in an English learner
program, he or she will be assessed annually using the annual summative assessment. Two forms of the
annual summative assessment will be available for each of the six grade bands. The computer-based

summative assessment will more fully assess the same four domains as the diagnostic screener. The item
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types, however, will be more varied on the summative assessment, taking full advantage of the
opportunities presented by technology to offer more extensive and richer performance tasks.

The rationale for the proposed ELPA21 has many advantages over the existing ELP assessments
developed based on ESEA Title III guidelines. The proposed ELPA21 will produce assessments that
serve multiple purposes and whose outcomes can be used to improve curriculum planning and instruction.
The use of vertically articulated grade band assessments will provide additional information to teachers
and administrators. Results from vertically articulated summative ELP assessments can inform teachers
about students’ areas of strength and weakness and can also be used by teachers to plan instruction based
on individual students’ knowledge and understanding of English. The outcomes of ELP assessments that
are used diagnostically can help identify areas in which ELL students need assistance in order to succeed
in core academic subjects and the corresponding assessments.

8. The number and types of assessment items

The question of how to measure that content (e.g., how many assessment items of what types)
will follow through the collaborative development of a test blueprint which will serve as the basis for item
development. For each of the four domains, content advisory panels of seven subject-matter experts will
be convened from ELPA21 consortium states. They will be charged with describing the mix of
assessment items, by item type and cognitive demand, which will best assess the ELP assessment
standards of the domain.

Since the exact test blueprint will be developed under this project, specifics will evolve from
those discussions. We do expect, however, that different ELP domains will require different item types to
fully assess the constructs they represent. To the extent practicable, constructed-response or performance-
based assessment items will be included in the assessment of all four domains.

Abedi (2010) suggests that performance-based assessment items may provide more opportunity for ELL
students to present what they know and are able to do. These types of assessment items encourage more
participation and reduce guessing. Generally speaking, given the make-up of validated assessment items

contributed to the item bank by ELPA21 consortium states, we anticipate a listening test which is 25%
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constructed-response following technologically delivered prompts; a speaking test which is 80% rubric-
controlled rating from student constructed response; a reading test which is 20% rubric-controlled reader
rating from student constructed response; and a writing test which is 80% rubric-controlled scoring of an
extended writing sample and 20% rubric-controlled scoring of short-answer written responses.
Following are two sample assessment items, one selected-response and one performance-based. Both are
based on the CCSSO-commissioned Framework.

Sample Item: Selected-Response. The CRSS response item that follows is a speaking task intended for

middle grades.

Vitamins and Minerals L . . .
Using the infommation provided in the

Vitamins Minerals Venn diagram, please answer the

following questions. Use scratch

to prepare yvour answer before recording,

if necessary.

Help immune

[norganic

Source: plants and system

1. Compare vitamuns and minerals.

animals

Support growth and Help bone health and bricfly tell what they do for

development of body vourbody.

Water or fat soluble

Help body work

Water soluble
2 . S daifferences N .
correctly 2. Name 2 differences between

Organic

vitanuns and minerals.

Help to create

Source: soil and water

Help immunc system
strong bones

Record vour responsc when ready:

.1
_

Once the test blueprint is finalized, the project will harvest appropriate secure items from ELPA21

same

different different

consortium states for possible screener or summative assessment use and non-secure items for inclusion
in the interim benchmark test bank. After assessment items have been harvested and a gap analysis
conducted, the project will enter into the item development process to complete the requisite assessment

item pool.
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9. The assessments’ administration mode

The ELPA21 will employ computer-based delivery. While the assessments could be presented in
a paper-pencil format if required, the computer-based mode is preferable because it will enhance
standardized administration of the assessments across multiple states while providing unique
opportunities to present accommodations recommended in the Individualized Education Program (IEP)
and Section 504 plans of LEP students with disabilities. These accommodations, consistent with the
planned common core test administration of the future state assessment systems (e.g., PARCC and
Smarter-Balanced), would be difficult to apply through paper-pencil delivery. Rater training can be
facilitated quickly and economically through computer-based practice and feedback. Innovative items and
ELP assessment standards difficult to assess using paper-pencil would be available through computer
delivery.

We are mindful of issues raised by researchers about the reality of the “digital divide.” Students’
and families’ socio-economic background and students’ access to computers at home are worthy of
consideration (Goode, 2007; U.S. Department of Education, 2007). As access to technology continues to
widen across all schools through the impacts of the other assessment development consortia, especially
Smarter-Balanced and PARCC, we believe these issues will have less impact by the time the ELPA21 test
is ready for administration in the 2016-17 school year. The ELPA21 project team will ensure that it is
possible to take the ELPA21 using a paper-pencil version of the test and will verify the comparability
between the computer version and the paper-pencil version.

10. Methods for scoring student performance, turnaround times, and rationale

The computer-based mode will allow for selected-response assessment items and some
constructed-response assessment items to be scored in real time. Other assessment item types will be
scored according to rubrics developed in conjunction with the development of those assessment items.
For the diagnostic-screener, quick turn-around time is critical. Students entering school need to be
appropriately placed and receiving the services they need as soon as possible. Assessment items that

necessarily require human scorers, predominantly in the areas of speaking and writing, will be scored by
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trained local educators. As soon as educator ratings are entered into the computer, reports will be
available summarizing scores for each domain and an overall English language proficiency level.

For the annual summative assessment the premium is on information with the highest technical
quality possible. Where constructed response, even extended response, assessment items can do a better
job of assessing the desired construct, we will make every effort to incorporate those assessment items
into the testing blueprint. We understand that such assessment items require extended time and resources
for scoring. States may choose to use an external vendor for scoring the annual summative assessment, or
they may have groups of educators trained to work online, over weekends, or possibly in the early
summer. Because ELPA21 is providing the materials and protocols for the assessments, their
administration, scoring, and reporting, the conduct of those activities continues to rest with the individual
state to be best managed as their assessment programs have identified through their years of experience.

To ensure scalable, accurate, and consistent scoring of assessment items, any person scoring the
ELPA21 (including teachers) must have completed the ELPA21 scoring certification course. The course
will be developed after rubrics are finalized and exemplar responses for each item type are determined.
The course will include a calibration component requiring participants to obtain a minimal percent perfect
agreement and not exceed a pre-set maximum score bias in either direction (scores on a reference set of
responses will be set by a group of expert raters).

11. Reports on the assessments will include key data, its use, target audience, and presentation

Materials and protocols for a web-based reporting system will be architected for access from an
interactive platform for different audiences to access a variety of indicators at multiple levels of
aggregation from existing practices and tools in the ELPA21 states. Other consortium members will be
able to access/adapt as their own existing state systems by leveraging the data structures and process flow
described in the ELPA21 tool.

Individual Student Reports will provide the overall composite ELP score on the k-12 vertical
scale, scores for each of the four domains, a composite score, the student’s performance level in relation

to grade level expectations, a representation of the student’s growth over time, and suggested
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interventions for a typical student scoring at the student’s level. As is required by FERPA, information
about students will be carefully protected through a tiered system of secure passwords and permissions.
Roster reports will provide lists of students and their associated scores (as described for the student
report). Groups of students for roster reports can be defined based on many different criteria (e.g.,
students of a particular teacher, students that have exited the English language instruction program,
students with a particular first language). Roster reports containing student names are again closely
protected through security protocols.

Summary Reports will provide aggregate data only for groups of students. Performance can be
aggregated as average proficiency scores, average growth from the previous annual summative
assessment, and percentages by proficiency levels. Summary reports for groups such school, district, or
state will be useful for accountability purposes.

In order to ensure that reports are providing useful and understandable information, and that the
system provides user-friendly access, a series of focus groups will be held separately with families,
teachers, and administrators to gather feedback to guide revisions to the system. To the extent practicable,
student reports will be printable and translated into the language that is most accessible to the student and
his/her parent(s).
¢. Assessment development plan

Validity is the main concern in assessment development, and the current unified theory of validity
will be used. Item development and validation is the most important activity in this section because items
are the building blocks of any test. Technical reports, validity studies, and external, third-party evaluation
provide a basis for evaluating the quality of this assessment system and ensure that valid interpretations
and uses of these scores will be attained.

As often stated in this proposal, the assessment system produces test scores for summative
evaluation that may qualify an ELL for exit from the ELL program, if other data (multiple-measures) also
provide satisfactory evidence of English proficiency. Consortium states will decide how and what

combination of multiple measures will be used, and recommendations will be made as to how this is best
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done. Additionally, the assessment system will produce data for other purposes, and the design of the
system will address the validity of these different uses.

Important influences on the development of this assessment system are: The Standards for
Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999); the unified approach to validity
(Kane, 2006a, 2006b; Messick, 1989) which addresses the accuracy of test score interpretations and uses;
and, the Handbook of Test Development (Downing and Haladyna, 2006).

1.i. The approaches for developing assessment items: The current technology for item and test
specifications appropriately considers complexities of the ELP assessment standards. The item and test
specifications document will direct the item development phase of this project and enable test design.

For each of the four language domains, content advisory panels of seven subject-matter experts
will convene from member states. Each member will be highly qualified by experience and education.
One of the first tasks is to develop test specifications that identify the content categories by which tests
are designed and the appropriate cognitive demands. A simple taxonomy for cognitive demand will be
used that has three categories: recall, comprehension, and application. The test specifications will provide
a basis for filling the item bank with appropriate numbers for both the summative and screening tests. The
ELP assessment standards will emphasize application, which entails the use of knowledge and skills in
complex ways to perform tasks that have a decidedly higher cognitive demand. For instance, reading will
involve testlets that are content oriented; writing will have a specific task objective or purpose.

Item formats include selected-response (multiple-choice) (SR), constructed-response with
objective scoring (CROS), and constructed-response with subjective scoring (CRSS). SR item formats are
numerous and very effective for measuring knowledge and many cognitive skills; this format will be used
where appropriate. The CROS format is similar to the SR format, but generally requires higher cognitive
engagement. The CRSS format is appropriate for content with a high cognitive demand, such as that
involved with performance testing, but requires human scoring. Speaking and most writing items will use

the CRSS formats.
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The final step is the development of a plan for satisfying the item and test specifications leading
up to a calculation of the number of items needed for the summative and screener item banks. The most
valuable property in any assessment system is the bank of test items. According to Haladyna and
Rodriguez (2012), the cost of a professionally developed item ranges between $800 and $2,200 each. The
value of an item bank for this project will exceed six million dollars. Fortunately, economies and
strategies will enable the production of these many validated items at a much lower cost by harvesting
from states’ existing assessment item banks those items which have sufficiently high psychometric
properties, and then engaging new and targeted item writing activities following thorough gap analyses.
This project intends to develop a validated item bank of considerable size that will be useful for screener
and summative evaluation. In fact, this aspect of the assessment system is a primary activity. For instance,
if a grade band summative test contains 50 items and two forms are needed for each of the six grade
bands, the bank needs to minimally have 600 validated items arrayed to match the controlling test
blueprint. For writing, the item bank concept will be different as most items will be in a CRSS format
supplemented with some CROS formatted items. For the listening and reading domains, SR and CROS
items will be used. CCSSO has successtully used a three-point CROS format for its speaking test, but
new technologies using speech recognition promise superior results.

ii. Types of personnel involved in each development phase and process

Consortium states’ ELP assessment specialists and psychometricians will contribute existing
items and statistics. The Item Development Task Management Team in conjunction with the Lead State’s
dedicated staff and contracted vendors will align the existing items to the ELP assessment standards,
identify gaps, and develop any necessary additional items.

2. Approach and strategy for accommodations

Accommodations will be provided in instances where student performance is affected by
construct-irrelevant factors that diminish performance under regular administration practices. Such
guidance on accommodations will be provided in consultation with experts via NCEO. Key questions

about Accessible Test Item Characteristics for English Learners include:
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Does the item:
a) Meet general criteria for measuring what it is intended to measure?
b) Have an overall appearance that is clean and organized?
¢) Have clear format for the text?
d) Have clear pictures and graphics (when essential to item)?
e) Allow changes to its format (and manipulatives, if used) without changing its meaning or
difficulty (including visual or memory load)?

f) Have flexible, easy-to-navigate presentation and response formats (for computer-based testing)?

3. Approach and strategy for ensuring scalable, accurate, and consistent scoring of assessment items

Vertical scales will be constructed for screener tests for each of the four language domains. Thus,
any ELL can have progress accurately measured as they move upward through benchmarks. The screener
tests will also measure each domain but will be grade-level appropriate and have diagnostic capabilities.
Vertical scales will be constructed for the composite total score for many purposes including evaluating
the progress of groups of students, evaluating programs, for research, and for evaluating staff
performance. This composite score will be weighted as determined by an expert panel defined by a task
management team (please see proposal section on Competitive Preference Priority 1 for further
information) and informed by performance data. The vertical scaling will have test forms that are grade-
band-appropriate, but also have some overlapping items so that continuous scales can be formed. Our
member states have extensive experience in building vertical scales that will provide valid interpretations
of measured growth from grade to grade.

Benchmark progress points will be set for each screener test using contrasting groups (grade
appropriate) and expert judgment using the Bookmark method. This combination provides an empirical
and judgmental basis for cut scores that identify levels of progress in ELP. The use of two methods

provides a convergent validation of any cut score recommended by the expert committee for the
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respective domain being measured. Cizek (in Downing & Haladyna, 2006) provides useful information
about the desirability of both methods for standard setting. It is our intention to use both methods as a
means of cross-checking and validating any decision made about student assignment to the regular
classroom instruction.

This team will determine the weighting for the combination of language domain scores that
comprise the total score. The team will also recommend the cut score for determining English
proficiency. Determining cut scores follows standards in the Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999). Finally, the team will recommend how a
combination of measures will be used to arrive at the final determination of English proficiency.

For SR items, scoring is automated. The degree of random error is very small. But it is important
to note instances in which a student omits or fails to respond to items. ELL students have a higher
frequency of non-response, as reported in National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) studies.
When non-response occurs, a test score can be invalidated or scored on the basis of items tried.

CROS items may be used for the speaking and writing domains. CCSSO has found that its listening test
for ELLs is highly reliable, but newer technologies may be superior. Thus, the CROS item may be used
for the efficient measuring of speaking ability using speech-recognition software.

The CRSS format will be used for speaking and writing. Range finding methodology will help
mitigate any risk to validity, and we intend to respond with e-rating technology wherever feasible and
practical.

4. The approach and strategy for developing the reporting system

Score reports will be developed that are responsive to the specific purposes of this assessment
system and in consultation with the users of these score reports. ELPA21 will develop a straightforward
reporting system by which student data may be securely accessed and reports, aggregated by user role
(e.g., teachers may aggregate for their own classroom) may be downloaded. However, we anticipate that

nearly all consortium states will prefer to download the student data directly into their own state
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assessment reporting platforms. Therefore, significant attention will be paid to defining data structures to
enable this.
5. Overall approach to quality control

The most effective means for quality control is multi-fold. First, a well-developed project
management plan should identify tasks, timelines, and personnel responsible for outcomes. Second,
validity evidence will be collected during the project. Third, a Technical Advisory Council (see proposal
section on Competitive Preference Priority 1) will be convened three times during each project year by
the third party evaluation contractor to evaluate the assessment program. Finally, the Standards (AERA,
APA, & NCME, 1999) address the need for documentation. We will produce summaries, minutes, and
reports that are dated and titled for the activities of this project. Not only does this body of information
contribute to the annual technical report, it also constitutes validity evidence supporting the development
of the test. Our third-party evaluator needs this information to complete their work.
d. Research and evaluation
1. Plan for identifying and employing psychometric techniques

The national Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST) will
serve as the independent evaluator for the proposed Consortium EAG effort. Under the direction of
CRESST co-director, Dr. Li Cai, CRESST’s effort will focus on validation of the comprehensive
assessment system and particularly the two components targeted for development, a diagnostic screener,
for initial identification and placement of new English languages learners, and summative assessment to
measure the ELP performance of all students, including students with disabilities.

Validity is the overarching concept that defines quality in educational measurement. In essence,
validity concerns the extent to which a variety of evidence demonstrates that an assessment measures
what it is intended to measure, provides sound evidence for its intended decision-making purpose(s), and
well serves that purpose(s). Tests themselves are neither valid nor invalid. Rather, it is specitic

interpretations and uses of test scores as evidence that are subject to validation. From the CRESST
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perspective, validity is built into a test from its initial design and development and validation is an
ongoing process throughout the test development and use cycle.

Validation involves first defining the interpretive argument that justifies the use of a measure for a
specific purpose and then gathering evidence to evaluate the argument (Kane, 2004, 2006). The
interpretative argument is comprised of a series of propositions that link scores from an assessment to
specific interpretations of the meaning of the scores and to specific conclusions or decisions and uses to
be made on the basis of test performance. For example, backward chaining from the ultimate use of EL.P
summative assessment results to measure school effectiveness in promoting individual student growth,
relevant propositions at the most general level might be:

e Assessment instruments are designed to accurately and fairly measure ELP that students are

expected to develop;

e Scores from individual instruments accurately and fairly represent students’ ELP performance;

e Scores accurately and fairly reflect the ELP that students have developed over the course of the

school year, or from one school year to the next; and

o Student growth based on the assessments can be accurately and fairly attributed to the

contributions of schools.

Claims underlying each proposition provide fundamental criteria for substantiating each proposition.
For example, claims for proposition #1 may include that the assessment items are aligned with ELP
assessment standards and college readiness standards, the instruments reflect the depth and breadth of
intended standards, they are designed to be developmentally appropriate, they are designed to be
accessible for students with disabilities, they are free from design flaws that could introduce construct
irrelevant variance, etc.; while claims for proposition #2 involve those related to the psychometric
characteristics of the scores and their instructional sensitive. Appropriate designs, samples, and measures
and/or evidence sources that can be used to evaluate each claim then are identified and implemented

throughout the test development and validation process.
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The interpretive argument thus is the measurement version of the consortium’s theory of action and a
tool for guiding and providing feedback for the Consortium’s development efforts and for informing the
design of on-going validity studies that can be used to strengthen the effort. CRESST’s first task will be
to work with ELPA21’s Consortium Council and Executive Board (please see proposal section on
Competitive Preference Priority 1 for further information) to specify the interpretative argument justifying
each of the ELP assessments (diagnostic screener and summative).

2. Plan for determining whether assessments are implemented as designed and theory of action

The CRESST team will be a critical friend to the ELPA21’s Council and Executive Board during
the first two years of the project to help the Consortium support and substantiate claims that the
assessment instruments are appropriately designed to meet their intended purposes. Substantiating these
claims, in general, involves systematic expert review with established protocols and quantitative analysis
of review results. We would expect that there would be systematic reviews of alignment, accessibility,
fairness, and the technical soundness of item design, and that such feedback would be used to improve
test items and instruments. As part of initial reviews, we also would recommend that intended score
reports be reviewed for usability and utility by intended users. Attending early to score reporting
requirements helps to ensure that utility is built into the instrument design and that the assessment can
deliver technically sound scores at the desired grain size — or that realistic expectations are established
early on.

During years 2 and 3, we will collaborate with the Council on planning for appropriate pilot
and/or field test designs to evaluate both the psychometric and other technical qualities of ELP scores and
scales and construct evidence supporting intended score interpretations and use. Feedback about item and
instrument design and reporting also will be solicited from participating teachers. We anticipate
representative field test samples of at least 20 schools with high proportions of English learners and,
where possible, diverse language and SES groups, from each state, for each level of each assessment.

CRESST would act as advisors in design, sampling, and data collection and would provide

oversight and independent analysis of technical findings. Among these would be psychometric analyses
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including the range and distribution of scores, means, standard deviations, and standard errors of
measurement. We will report item difficulties (P-values) and interrater reliability for constructed-response
items scored by teachers and/or project staff, and we will compute IRT and generalizability statistics to
evaluate item characteristics and score reliability. Appropriate dichotomous or polytomous IRT models
will be applied to the item response data, and model fit will be examined to ensure that the items are
contributing to the measurement of the construct. Mistitting items will be amended or dropped. Location
parameters within the polytomous items will be examined to ensure that the items and the scoring rubrics
are successfully distinguishing among different levels of ELP performance. As a measure of convergent
validity, we will test the difference between the scores of students who are rated by their teachers as
exhibiting high levels of English proficiency and with those of students who are judged to be low science
achievers. Analysis of variance or independent t tests will be used to test these differences. Cognitive labs
in which a sample of students think aloud as they respond to items will also be considered for new item
formats.

During years 3-4, CRESST will advise on standard setting studies and implement additional field
studies to evaluate the psychometric quality, validity, utility, and use of the assessments by intended
stakeholders (e.g., district and school administrators, teachers) and will supervise review and feedback for
professional development materials for teachers, specialists, and other stakeholders. Drawing on
performance level descriptors, student test performance data, and predictive relationships with school
success, CRESST will support appropriate standard setting and level setting in each of the four specified
language domains, as well as identifying mastery of linguistics.

In addition to student responses, teachers also would be asked for data on students’ opportunity to
learn relative to ELP performance standards, and to provide collateral indicators of individual student
language proficiency and progress so that issues of instructional sensitivity and convergent validity could
be further studied. Studies of utility and use would involve interviews and surveys of intended users.
Protocols will be specially developed to evaluate and provide feedback on professional development

protocols and surveys designed to elicit feedback from users.
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e. Professional capacity and outreach

Ensuring stakeholders are informed and invested is key to the success of any education transition —
particularly when that transition involves assessment policy and practice. The ELPA21 will affect not
only students in their classrooms, but teachers, administrators, parents, communities, districts, legislators,
and state education agency staff.

Two key resources will be utilized in outreach and communications with teachers and administrators
for implementation of the assessments and improving and informing instructional practice, and with the
public and key stakeholders: the consortium states’ education communication and assessment directors,
and an expert-led task management team specific to communications and outreach made up of 2-4 SEA
staff from the consortium states.

1. Plan for supporting teachers and administrators

The phases of support for teachers and administrators will follow the development and
implementation of the assessments. Engagement with district-level staff will begin early using the
experience and expertise of the ELPA21 communications and outreach task management team (please see
proposal section on Competitive Preference Priority 1 for further information). Information disseminated
through various media such as email, school meetings, online networks, web-based information sessions,
and newsletter articles will focus on explaining the project timeline and the adjustments to the
assessments and its resulting data. Identifying and training teacher and administrator advocates for
ELPAZ?21 is another key element in the plan. These advocates can support the assessments for their peers
and can share their instructional practices and successes with the broader LEA, SEA, and consortium
states.
2. Strategy and plan for informing the public and key stakeholders in the consortium states

Similar to the outreach plan for teachers and administrators, the outreach to the public and key
stakeholders must begin early in the assessment system development process and must be phased. The
strategy will highlight the benefits of the system to students, teachers, and ultimately the community and

state. Leveraged resources, higher standards, college- and career-readiness, and multiple measures of
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student achievement are all topics the public and key stakeholders will understand to be the resulting
benefits of ELPA21.

Existing ELP programmatic and test-related communications from consortium states will be
collected and gaps will be identified. New messaging materials will be developed or existing materials
will be refined to address identified gaps in message or means of delivery. A comprehensive media
package will be developed to communicate to the public and key stakeholders the essential features
(including changes), benefits, and values of ELPA21. This package will include materials across multiple
media to guide SEAs and LEAs in informing their various constituencies about the progress,
implementation, and outcomes of the new assessment system. Various messages, built around these

central themes, will be developed for dissemination within states specific to their state context and needs.

f. Technology approach
Technology will be used to provide quality, accessible, cost-effective, and efficient means of

assessing ELLs. To the maximum extent feasible, the ELPA21 consortium will make extensive use of
technology in test development and test administration, as well as for scoring and reporting, always with
an eye to compatibility with other large-scale assessment consortia efforts.
1. Description and rationale for the ways technology will be used

The two primary technology-based issues that will be addressed as part of the development effort
are interoperability and test item bank management. ELPA21 products include test items and blueprints
for validated, calibrated test forms, not a software platform from which the tests may be delivered. There
are already several significant delivery platforms on which the ELPA21 assessments may be delivered.
The ELPA21 consortium will communicate regularly with PARCC and Smarter-Balanced consortia to
understand the emerging plans for delivery; this will help ensure that the ELPA21 assessments can be
administered using these platforms with the minimum of adaptation.

To maximize the likelihood of interoperability, it is important to develop and encode test items

using a common standard. The APIP standard has become the industry standard for formatting and
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encoding test items, and it focuses on item presentation accessibility, providing specifications for how to
encode accommodations for special populations (e.g., Braille and tools). Item development will be
facilitated through a digital banking and management system. The assessments will be designed to be
computer-delivered, computer adaptive, and conform to UDL standards and APIP specifications with
paper- pencil alternatives available. However, this grant’s limited resources will provide only two fixed
from assessments per grade band.

Recognizing that some schools may not have the technology to deliver the new ELP assessments,
we will develop a paper-pencil alternative for any items that require the use of technology. Items
developed for this effort that do not specifically require technology will already be XML-encoded to the
APIP standard, allowing production of paper-pencil tests. This approach is consistent with the approach
currently being considered by both the PARCC and Smarter-Balanced consortia.

Technology will play a significant role in the scoring and reporting process. Both individual
student results and summary reports at the student, class, school and district level will be provided with a
basic ELPA21 reporting software module. Students, with appropriate permission and following the
security protocol will be able to obtain their results online via a secure website. Similarly, teachers and
school or district administrators will obtain summary reports (rosters and summary data) online. Teachers
or administrators, with appropriate permission and a secure log-in will follow security protocol to obtain
these summary reports online via a secure website. The data structures in the ELPA21 reporting package
will be freely shared with consortium member states so that those who wish may import the ELPA21
student performance information into their own report packages for display and dissemination.

2. How technology-related barriers will be addressed

To provide accessibility to all students, the ELPA21 consortium will employ the principles of
Universal Design (UDL). In short, UDL in this context means the design of a computer interface that is
usable to all students. More importantly, this usability will be provided without the need for special
adaptations for individuals or subgroups; the accessibility accommodations will be built into the design of

the item. The focus on UDL is to help ensure that each item is accessible to all students and that items
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include tools and adaptations within to avoid the need for separate interfaces or platforms for students
with special needs.
g. Project management

Project management expertise and oversight will be provided by CCSSO, which has developed
resource management plans, budgets, and timelines with both phased and incremental development
philosophies, oversight constructs, and numerous project checkpoints to bring the proposed ELPA21
system to fruition. The project will be managed by a PMI-Certified Project Manager using a variety of
widely accepted and successful methodologies (PMI, 2008; Office of General Commerce, 2009), as

appropriate at each stage of the project lifecycle.

1. Project workplan and timeline, including each key deliverable

The ELLPA21 project will be managed as a series of sub-projects, each one phased and managed
toward a single critical deliverable — the output(s) of each of the expert-led Task Management Teams
(TMTs). These deliverables include:

¢ Multi-state English Language Proficiency Assessment Standards — Spring 2013

e Item Bank platform — Fall 2013

¢ Field Test Forms — Spring 2014

¢ Final Summative and Diagnostic Test Forms — Fall 2015

e Performance (Benchmark) Standards, Weighting, Cut Scores — Summer 2015

e Report Templates — Winter 2014

e Data Protocols — Spring 2013

e Professional Dev. Field Tests, including ELPA21 Scoring Certification Course — Spring 2014

¢ Final Professional Development Materials — Fall 2015

¢ Media Package — Summer 2015
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Each of these critical deliverables will be managed on its own timeline with its own sub-deliverables
and discrete tasks. This timeline allows SEAS and LEAs within the consortium to do either a pilot or a
wholesale adoption in the second half of year four of the assessments, scoring components, assessment
item bank, reports, and professional development program developed by the consortium as a result of this
project. This also allows project leadership to serve in an advisory role through the year four, to facilitate

ease of implementation. A more detailed timeline follows on the next two pages.

English Language Proficiency Assessment System

Timetable of Major Deliverables

SY 2012-13 | SY 2013-14 | SY 2014-15 | SY 2015-16

MAJOR DELIVERABLE
411 (2314123141 (2]|3[4]|1]2|3

Proficiency Assessment Standards (TMT)

Amass EL Proficiency standards

Compile proposed multi-state list

Submit for public comment

Finalize list of multi-state standards

Consortium states adopt standards

Item Acquisition and Development (TMT)

Establish item-sharing agreements

Convene content advisory panels

Specity item requirements

Inventory submitted items; gap analysis

Develop necessary new items

Finalize and hand off item bank

Technology Utilization (TMT)
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Develop secure hosting platform
Collect incoming item data
Ensure correct APIP-tagging

Specity data management protocols

Data and Reporting (TMT)

Compile reporting best practices

Survey audiences and define needs
Specity reporting requirements

Develop report templates

Refine reporting with field test feedback

Create RFPs for reporting platforms

Assessment Design (TMT)

Develop assessment blueprints
Construct field test forms

Analyze field test data

MAJOR DELIVERABLE

SY 2012-13

SY 2013-14

SY 2014-15

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

Assessment Design (TMT), continued

Conduct item analysis and cull
Refine and vertically scale items

Produce final forms

Field Testing (TMT)

Establish field test parameters
Secure field test sites
Conduct field test

Compile field test data

Accommodation and Accessibility (TMT)

QC review items under development
Review field test data
Advise on final forms

Advise on PD materials

Standard Setting (TMT)

Set Benchmark Standards
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Determine domain sub-score weighting

Determine cut scores

Professional Development Support (TMT)

Assemble best practices

Perform gap analysis

Produce ELPA21 Scoring Certif. Course

Develop materials for field testing

Conduct training field test

Analyze field test feedback; refine PD

Distribute PD materials

Communications/Qutreach Dev. (TMT)

Identify key messaging

Develop new messaging materials

Present media package

Develop communication website

2. Approach to identifying, managing, and mitigating risks

All development has inherent risks. The key to effective project management is to identify risks
early, to put mitigations into place, and to constantly reassess risks and the effectiveness of mitigations.
Risks fall into three major categories: timeline, resources, and quality.

The major risk associated with timeline is slippage — drag created on a project schedule by
missed deadlines, slow communication, poorly developed specifications, and similar obstructions.
Slippage is nearly inevitable, but in its predictability lies its remedy — anticipation.

The Project Management Partner, CCSSO, has put careful consideration into timelines to
incorporate flexibility and stagger major deadlines. The availability and scarcity of various human
resources have been assessed, and the result of this assessment was the workflow structure that will be
undertaken by the TMTs and their agents, with oversight and guidance residing with the Consortium
Council guided by CRESST acting in its 3rd Party Evaluation Partner role. Frontline communication will

be frequent and specific, allowing the Project Management Partner to keep a tight rein on each TMT’s
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development cycles and foresee any derailments. This foresight allows the project manager to shift
resources and apply contingency plans when necessary to maintain the timeline.

The ELPA21 consortium has consciously refrained from naming vendors for key functions until
such time as a thoughtful, competitive RFP process can be put in place, following notice of grant award.
The use of vendors for key tasks, such as Item Acquisition and Development and Field Testing, will be
critical to project success. The most demanding day-to-day responsibilities in the project rest on these
contracts. Vendors bring the necessary technical and professional competence to bear and are accustomed
to managing projects, reporting to constituents, documenting specifications, and communicating to all
stakeholders. They are effective custodians of the timeline — and their financial compensations is tied to
on-time, budget-or-better delivery. This places responsibility for the timeline (as well as for meeting
specification and budget) in the hands of those entities most experienced in managing it.

Risks also exist around resources. Resources can be human—the often overtaxed and in high-
demand SEA leadership that will make up the Consortium Council and Executive Board. Budget and
space are also resources. The best way to manage resources is constant monitoring. Budgetary resources
can be monitored by monthly invoice reconciling, forecasting, and cash flow management. Human
resources are best managed through communication, accountability, and creativity. Planning the review of
major deliverables to coincide with in-person meetings is one effective technique—travel costs are
conserved and the members’ availability is maximized. Triggers will be defined in advance, so that, when
a resource meets a certain level of constraint, a contingency plan goes into effect.

A third area of risk concern is quality. Any project on an accelerated timeline or restricted budget
runs the risk of quality impairment. Constraints in timeline can lead to poor specification gathering or
problematic execution. Constraints of budget can create a lack of viable vendor options, leaving a project
to choose among second-rate or inexperienced vendors. A well-managed project, even one on a restricted
budget, can still be managed in such a way as to maintain multiple, viable vendor choices. Work can be
re-bundled, budgets can be shifted to higher priority targets while reducing scope in less critical

components, and timelines can be extended to allow for higher quality to prevail.

33
PR/Award # S368A120002
Page e52



3. Extent to which the budget is adequate to support the development of assessments

ELPAZ21 has carefully designed its work tasks to provide maximum output to consortium states at
a minimum cost in project dollars. Grant funds will be used to develop screener and summative ELP
assessment forms sufficient for states to operate their Title III assessment programs for two years
following the conclusion of the grant. To do this successfully and within funds available, consortium
states will need to harvest and contribute to the ELPA21 project validated ELP assessment items
complete with UDL and APIP meta-tags as well as requisite psychometric data. These harvested items
will be mapped against the ELP assessment standards and test blueprints, and where gaps exist, new items
will be commissioned. Consortium states will likewise leverage materials and protocols already existing
and previously vetted to construct the necessary professional development modules around test
administration and classroom formative assessment strategies and techniques.

ELPAZ21 states will continue to advertise and competitively secure test delivery contracts, paying
for those as they always have from state/local funding. Thus, the project’s costs are lessened (by
comparison with the large assessment consortia (Smarter-Balanced and PARCC) with states continuing to
pay test delivery costs. Consortium states costs are also lessened (by comparison with normal state test
program operations) when ELPA21 absorbs the assessment development costs. We will ensure funding is
sufficient to reach our consortium targets for providing screeners, an interim test item bank, a summative
test, and materials and protocols to support professional development sessions locally delivered by SEA
and/or LEA personnel. Additionally, ELPA21 will work with the Assessment Solutions Group (ASG) for
their services to develop cost models for current state ELP assessment progams, ELPA21 state EL.P
assessment programs, and to help the consortium complete final negotiations with vendors for project
deliverables at the lowest cost possible.

4. Estimated costs for each consortium state and how it will be sustained over time

The ELPA21 delivery model consolidates and leverages development costs while leaving

delivery costs to the member states. During the ELPA21 development years, member states will continue

to deliver their current ELP assessments. When the ELPA 21 products are completed and validated,
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member states—individually or in groups or even as an intact consortium—will be able to engage the
vendor community in competitive RFP processes to select the best option for their needs. Thus, states
maintain responsibility for and control of their own assessment programs.

ELPAZ21 is taking focused, proactive steps to arm states with empirical data about EL.P
assessment cost projections. ASG will gather current fiscal data on states' ELP assessment costs and then
use their highly accurate proprietary software to analyze current practice and generate future cost models.
The consortium members all want robust discussion and wise decisions about the future of the ELPA21
work beyond USED funding. There are key issues to be resolved around the benefits of maintaining the
consortium structure, and if so, governance, maintenance, and funding in the longer term. Future
governance policy options will be formulated by the Executive Board and then vetted and passed on to
the member states by the Consortium Council in democratic debate. With this key information, states will
be well positioned to make the best individual and group decisions about future governance structures,
working relationships, and assessment maintenance.

5. Quality and commitment of personnel

Project Director - Doug Kosty - Mr. Kosty is Assistant Superintendent in the Oregon Department of
Education (ODE) responsible for assessment, accountability, and data functions. Prior to joining ODE he
was an operations systems consultant with Deloitt. He brings significant large scale project development
and implementation experience, including guiding the launch of the country’s first online adaptive state
assessment program.

Principal Investigator - Kenji Hakuta - Dr. Hakuta is Director of the Understanding Language
Initiative housed at Stanford University. He is an internationally recognized expert in language
acquisition and one of the lead contributors to the CCSSO commissioned document, Framework for the
Creation and Evaluation of ELP Standards Corresponding to the CCSS and Next Generation Science
Standards.

Project Management Partner - Council of Chief State School Officers - ODE has identified the

Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) as their intended General Project management partner.
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Founded in 1927, CCSSO is a nonpartisan, nationwide, nonprofit organization of the public officials who
head departments of elementary and secondary education throughout the U.S. and beyond. CCSSO
provides leadership, advocacy, and technical assistance on major educational issues. CCSSO seeks its
members’ consensus on major educational issues and expresses their views to civic and professional
organizations, federal agencies, Congress, and the public. Through its structure of standing and special
committees, CCSSO responds to a broad range of concerns about education and provides leadership and
technical assistance on major educational issues.
CCSSO is qualified to assume the role of Project Management Partner for ELPA21. CCSSO has a proven
track record of managing Enhanced Assessment Grant (EAG) projects, serving as the primary
management partner for six EAGs. CCSSO along with member states has successfully developed and
managed an operational English Language Acquisition assessment through its English Language
Development Assessment (ELDA) EAG. ELDA is a battery of tests designed to allow schools to measure
annual progress of non-native English speaking students in grades 3-12 in acquiring ELP skills.
CCCSO has a long-standing history of supporting and facilitating collaborative work that empowers state
education leaders to come together to address common challenges, share resources, and produce work that
ultimately supports all states as they strive to improve the educational outcomes of all children. A
majority of CCSSO consortia/collaboratives bring states, thought leaders, and funders together in long-
term, multi-year work. These state consortia encompass content-specific, subgroup, and technically
relevant interests in areas such as accountability systems, assessment for LEP students, teacher and
leadership standards development, comprehensive assessment system for ESEA Title I, and extended
learning opportunities.

The ELPA21 scope of work will connect with the Council’s established on-going state collaborative
efforts to include the college- and career- ready standards, Implementing the Common Core Standards
(ICCS), the State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards (SCASS) system, and access to all

member chief state school officers. These established connections create a ready mechanism for
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conducting and disseminating the work; providing administrative, meeting, and logistical support; and
ultimately helping to inform a larger transformational agenda in education policy and practice.
o (CCSSO SCASS Director - Robert M. (Bob) Olsen - Mr. Olsen directs the State Collaboratives
on Assessment and Student Standards (SCASS) system at CCSSO, of which the ELL SCASS is
one group. Prior to joining CCSSO he served in three different LEAs as director of testing and
evaluation and was an associate research professor in the Oregon University System.
e (CCSSO SCASS Budget Manager - Adam Petermann - Mr. Petermann oversees the fiscal
aspects of CCSSQ’s involvement in cooperative projects operating as the liaison between
ELPA21, CCSSO, and ODE’s fiscal interactions. He will assist and coordinate contractual
negotiations with project subcontractors.
¢ ELP-EAG Project Manager: Cathryn (Cat) Still -- Ms. Still is a PMI-trained project manager
with over 15 years of experience shepherding education and assessment initiatives to fruition.
Prior to joining CCSSO, Ms. Still managed multi-year contracts with SEAs and LEAs for an
assessment development and testing platform vendor.
TMT Advisor/Leads: TMTs are lead by contracted experts in each area. TMTs are not work teams.
Their role in the project success is oversight of the competitively selected vendor who will undertake and
complete the work assignments necessary to deliver the products and/or protocols. For example, the Field
Testing TMT, working with the Assessment Design TMT will develop the criteria for the field test,
arrange the release of the RFP by the Executive Board, vet proposals and recommend the most effective
and cost efficient vendor, and then oversee and monitor that vendor's work to successful completion,
resulting in sufficient data collected from a valid sample, in secure, consistently administered settings,
finally producing full spectrum item statistics sufficient to support item selection for screener and
summative test construction.

The project has identified ten (10) work components for TMT action. Those TMTs are shown in

the table following. A short description of the key deliverable products/protocols for each is noted along
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with the consultant arranged to advise/lead the group. Advisor/leader resumes are included in this

proposal.

Task Management Key Deliverable Products/Protocols Advisor/Lead
Team
ELP Assessment Implementation of ELP Assessment Standards Dr. Kenji Hakuta

Standards Development/

Implementation

corresponding with college and career-ready

common core standards

Stanford University

Item Acquisition and

Development

Tagged bank of items [a] acquired from member
states' existing assessment collections and [b]

newly written.

Steve Marban

Latin American

Educational Services

Assessment Design

The specifications for assessment items including
meta-data tags, test blueprints, administration
delivery and timing, validation procedures and

thresholds, reporting criteria, security and release.

Dr. Tom Haladyna
Professor Emeritus,

Arizona State University

Accommodations and

Accessibility

ELPA21 assessments accessible by all students;
UDL and APIP tags ensure accommodated

delivery to special needs students.

Dr. Martha Thurlow

National Center on

Educational Outcomes

ELP Performance

Standard Setting

Multi-state benchmark proficiency standards

definitions and values.

Dr. Bill Auty, Ed.

Measurement Consulting

Field Testing Validly and reliably gathered and analyzed, full Dr. Scott Elliot
spectrum item statistics sufficient to support item | SEG Measurement
selection for screener and summative test
construction.

Technology ELPAZ?21 test delivery and reporting which is fully | Dr. Scott Elliot
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Integration/Utilization

integrable with and leverages the technology

specifications of Smarter and PARCC.

SEG Measurement

Data System and

A secure, state-accessible, bank of ELPA21

Dr. Jay Pfeifter

Reporting screener and summative test forms with meta-tags | Consultant
for online delivery, central repository of student Former Deputy Chief
performance data with data architecture Florida Dept. of
specifications. Education
Professional Materials and protocols to support member states' | Dr. Charlene Rivera

Development Support

professional development activities to ensure

valid and reliable assessment administration.

George Washington

University

Communications and

Outreach

A communications plan to inform various
stakeholder audiences about the impacts of

ELPA2I.

Kara Schlosser
Consultant
Former Communications

Director, CCSSO

DESCRIPTION OF HOW PROPOSED PROJECT ADDRESSES THE ABSOLUTE PRIORITIES

Absolute Priority 1: Collaborations. Collaborating with institutions of higher education, other

research institutions, or other organizations to improve the quality, validity, and reliability of state

academic assessments beyond the requirements for such assessments described in section 1111(b)(3) of

the ESEA.

The consortium’s leadership assets include national experts from high ranking institutions of higher

education and nationally known research organizations in English language acquisition, in assessment and

accommodations of LEP students along with experts from the ELPA21 states. These organizations

include Stanford University's Understanding Language Initiative; CCSSO; the National Center for

Research on Evaluation, Standards and Student Testing (CRESST) at UCLA; the National Center on
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Educational Outcomes (NCEOQ); and thirteen states. This expert leadership directly addresses issues
concerning the content and psychometric quality of the assessment system.

Absolute Priority 2: Use of Multiple Measures of Student Academic Achievement. Measuring student
academic achievement using multiple measure of student academic achievement from multiple sources.

The assessment system that we are proposing entails use of multiple measures, in the four language
domains, of students’ English language proficiency—collected at various times and with different
instruments, among them a diagnostic/screener test, individual teachers’ formative assessments, interim
benchmark assessments, and an annual summative assessment. These multiple measures provide
information and data that can be used to identify students as ELLs, impact decisions about whether a
student should exit from ELL instructional programs, and inform determinations of school, LEA, and
SEA effectiveness for the purposes of accountability. And at the consortium level, the results of multiple-
measures will be collected allowing for research to be conducted across states with substantially larger
pools of students than are typically available when states operate their assessment systems independently.

Absolute Priority 3: Charting Student Progress Over Time.

The psychometric scale and performance standards will be a strong basis for charting students’
longitudinal progress. The data from this grant will be available for states’ and researchers’ use.
Absolute Priority 4: Comprehensive Academic Assessment Instruments. Evaluating student academic
achievement through the development of comprehensive academic assessment instruments such as
performance and technology-based academic assessments.

ELP standards and assessments have always had alignment to the academic content standards. This
has been a requirement of ESEA for ELP assessments. However, with the adoption of the common core
state standards, the ground has shifted considerably with respect to the content-specific language demands
featured in the new standards. As analysis by the Understanding Language Initiative of the language
underlying the common core state standards in English language arts and mathematics, as well as the
Next Generation Science Standards makes amply clear, the new standards give pronounced attention to

the language demands contained therein. A similar conclusion was reached by the team of experts who
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developed the Framework for the Creation and Evaluation of English Language Proficiency Standards.
This analysis explicitly delineates the language demands separately for each of the academic content
areas.

The result of these efforts to establish correspondence between the content standards and ELP
standards reveals the multiple ways in which language is part of academic content, and therefore an ELP
assessment that is based on standards that correspond to academic assessments will necessarily evaluate
student academic assessment. Naturally, there are aspects of academic content that are not covered by
language; however, the new standards place an unprecedented emphasis on language as it is used in the
context of the content. We will not be generating an academic achievement score per se. Rather we will
be generating a language proficiency score which is likely to be predictive of (or at least correlate with)

students’ linguistic readiness to achieve the standards.

Absolute Priority 5: Developing an English language proficiency assessment system.
a. Design Principles

1. ELPA21 which will be developed under this project will be based on states’ current products
and protocols, and designed in collaboration with and for implementation in 13 states.

2. A common definition of English learner will be defined, clarified, and adopted by all
consortium states. Among the initial tasks will be the adoption of common performance level
descriptors for classifying students as English learners for purposes of eligibility for targeted
services. These descriptors will subsequently be utilized in the process of setting performance
standards for levels of proficiency. The ELP Performance Standards TMT will ensure this is
completed successfully.

3. ELPA21 will include a diagnostic screener and a summative assessment. A strong,
comprehensive assessment system, will also include formative and interim components.
However, due to resource limitations, we are proposing to develop only the diagnostic screener

and summative assessment through the funding for this grant. Consortium member states will
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contribute, without cost, existing materials, artifacts, and protocols and so add to the
components and functioning of a complete assessment system. Additionally, the ELPA21
consortium will pursue grant money from other sources to support and supplement specific
refinements and enhancements to the “donated” resources to complete development of a
comprehensive assessment system.

4. The system will measure students’ English performance against common ELP assessment
standards. CCSSO has developed a Framework to support states as they strive for
correspondence between ELP assessment standards and standards for college- and career-
readiness, as defined in the CCSS. This Framework will serve as a guide as the participating
states work to establish an agreed-upon set of ELP standards and common ELP assessment
standards that will guide test development.

5. The assessment will measure students against ELP standards that correspond to a common set of
college- and career-ready standards.

6. The assessment will cover the full range of ELP standards across the four domains of reading,
writing, speaking, and listening. The CCSSO Framework will guide development of the full
range of ELP standards.

7. The assessment will consider the students’ control over the linguistic components of language.

8. The assessment will produce results that indicate whether individual students are ready for
instruction in English and whether they are meeting college-career readiness standards. These
benchmark decisions will be pivotal in the process employed to set standards for English
proficiency levels.

9. The system will provide an annual measure of English proficiency as well as progress in
English proficiency for each English learner in grades k-12 in each of the four domains based
on vertical scaling techniques.

10.The system will accommodate participation of all English learners, including those with

disabilities and those with a limited formal education. We understand that the students with the
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most significant cognitive disabilities may be placed in an alternate assessment based on

alternate achievement standards.

11.The system will be accessible to all English learners by taking full advantage of the

accommodations that are available through a computer-based assessment delivery model.

b. Technical quality:

The assessment system will measure English proficiency in ways that:

c. Data

1.

Are consistent with nationally recognized professional and technical standards. Three of the
sources we will rely on are Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA,
APA, & NCME, 1999); the unified approach to validity (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Kane,
2006a, 2006b; Messick, 1989); and The Handbook of Test Development (Downing and
Haladyna, 2006).

Elicit complex student demonstrations of comprehension and production of academic English
through the use of a variety of item types, including constructed response designed to elicit

complex student responses.

The assessment system will produce data that includes student attainment of English
proficiency and student progress in learning English and that can be disaggregated by
subgroup.

The system will provide a valid and reliable measure of students’ abilities in each of the four
language domains and a comprehensive English proficiency score based on all four.

The data can be used for (i) identification of students as ELLs, (ii) decisions about whether a
student is ready to exit the English language instruction program, and (iii) determinations of
schools, LEA, and state effectiveness for accountability purposes.

Data can be provided to consortium states for use as one of multiple measures included in the
state’s own system of educator effectiveness to inform (i) evaluation of individual principals

and teachers to determine effectiveness, (ii) to determine professional development and
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support needs, and (iii) to improve teaching, learning, and language instruction education
programs.
d. Compatibility

The assessment system will use compatible approaches to technology, assessment administration,
scoring, reporting, and other factors that facilitate the coherent inclusion of the assessments within states’
assessment systems.

Rather than developing a completely different set of applications and resources to support
ELPAZ?21, this grant will leverage the work of the assessment consortia to the extent practicable. The
Consortium has established within its system architecture a multi-Tenancy approach such that additional
assessments beyond mathematics and ELA may be supported. For example, ELPA21 will leverage the
Smarter item bank/authoring tool, test administration platform, and reporting systems necessary to deliver
an ELP assessment. In addition to saving scarce development dollars, collaboration like this will provide
states with the option of using a single set of tools for delivering the federally required summative
assessments. This grant will be used to conduct a gap analysis and to make enhancements such as to the
applications user guides as necessary to support the additional uses required by the ELP Assessment. In
addition, monies will be allocated for hosting and help-desk support that are required to complete the field
tests necessary for the design of ELPA21.

e. Students with the most significant cognitive disabilities

ELPA21 consortium states will be critical for ensuring that accessibility features and
accommodations policies are an aspect of every phase of the development and implementation process.

Accessibility for all students who take the ELPA21 is a cornerstone of ensuring that the assessment
is valid, reliable, and supports appropriate inferences. Accessibility has been defined in a variety of ways.
In the initial notion of universally designed assessments, the kernel of the concept emerged in the
definition that the assessment was designed and developed from the beginning to allow participation of
the widest range of students, and that would result in valid inferences about student performance

(Thompson & Thurlow, 2002; Thompson, Thurlow, & Malouf, 2004). The definitions and early work of
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researchers nearly always mentioned all students, including English learners, yet invariably focused on
students with disabilities.

Accommodations are changes in the materials and procedures of an assessment that provide the
student with a way to show knowledge and skills rather than the effects of their limited English. In 2007,
Albus and Thurlow examined state accommodation policies for English learners with disabilities taking
ELP assessments. They found that states varied considerably in their policies, and that the
accommodation allowed by most states was the “repeat, reread, and clarify directions” accommodation.

With the development of common assessments, there is a need for states to weigh in on the
development of the policies for the new ELP assessment (see NCEO, 2011a). It will be helpful to develop
a set of principles to guide the development of accommodations policies and practice, similar to what has
been created by the National Center on Educational Outcomes (Thurlow et al., 2008) and by the National
Accessible Reading Assessment Projects (Thurlow et al., 2009).

Implications for ELPA21. States working through Task Management Teams will be critical for
ensuring that ELPA21 accessibility features and accommodations policies are an aspect of every phase of
the development and implementation process. The Accessibility and Accommodations TMT, with NCEO
observing, monitoring, and supporting its work, will be at the table as a critical friend during all aspects of
the project. NCEO will synthesize and report to the TAC on observations and recommendation for

accessibility and accommodations.

DESCRIPTION OF HOW PROPOSED PROJECT ADDRESSES
COMPETITIVE PREFERENCE PRIORITY 1
Sixteen state education agencies have expressed active commitment to joining with their colleagues
to form the ELPA21 consortium.
Of these states, MOUSs have been enacted and received from AR, CA, FL, IA, KS, NE, SC, WA, and

WYV. Lacking sufficient time to yet fully enact MOUSs through their state’s required processes, six
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additional states have submitted indicated interest and support. These states include: CT, LA, MI, NY,
OH, and TN.

These states have participated in the development of the governance model. They have identified a
project management partner and collaborated with that partner in developing this proposal.

Because it is both evidence of collaborative commitment and of a strong and efficient mangement
structure, we devote significant text to the consortium’s structure and operation including methods and
processes for decision-making, protocols, and the process and timeline by which the consortium will
operate including the consortium’s plan for managing grant funds received.

Each participating state (please see the memorandum of understanding included in this submission)
agrees to adopt the recommendations of the consortium at the conclusion of the project. ELPA21 states
will adhere to the governance structure of the consortium, participate in the development and decision-
making processes surrounding the development of the item bank and assessments, and will agree to
follow established timelines. These states will adopt the common set of English Language Proficiency
assessment standards, which will be CCSS aligned, that are identified as the foundation of the new
English Language Proficiency assessments. Consortium states will effect a statewide implementation of
the consortium summative assessment in grades k-12 at the conclusion of the assessment development
grant with the first full year of Consortium-wide implementation planned for the 2016-17 school year.

The consortium will create and deliver a complete and inclusive system of diagnostic/screener and
summative assessments, consisting of a variety of item types strategically aligned with the mission of this
grant around English L.anguage Proficiency. These assessments will have a scope sufficient to assess the
full range of foundational CCSS around the four language domains of English Language Proficiency
(reading, writing, speaking and listening) and to identify mastery in linguistics. The finished outputs of
the consortium will be as follows:

¢ A diagnostic screener at each grade band for initial identification and placement of new ELLs.
¢ T'wo linear forms of a summative assessment at each grade band that provides accurate
performance information as described above for all ELLs, including students with disabilities.
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e ELP performance standards and performance level descriptors benchmarked across the
consortium.

¢ Field test scoring for individual students and groups that is fair, reliable, and statistically valid.
This scoring will be the basis for future evaluation of growth at the student level and aggregate
growth at the classroom, school, and district level.

¢  Secure item banks underpinned by psychometrically sound scaling and equating procedures to
provide comparable scoring across consortium states.

e A data reporting architecture that will articulate benchmarks and goals to audiences consisting of
students, families, teachers, principals, LEAs, and SEAs and develop and increase understanding
of student progress toward ELP.

e Professional development protocols and materials focused on the examination and scoring of
students’ work in alignment with the assessment system, to guide and positively impact
curriculum and lesson development.

¢ A phased communication plan and supporting materials across multiple media, to guide SEAs
and LEAs in informing their various constituencies about the progress, implementation, and
outcomes of the new assessment system.

¢ A timeline and resources for adoption and implementation at the state and district level, including
boilerplate contracts and Request for Proposals (RFP)s to assist states in the selecting of and
contracting with necessary vendors and consultants to launch and execute the operational
ELPA21 in 2016-2017.

The consortium will be structured as to allow for the identification, collection, codification, and

dissemination of best practices from member states; it will also provide a platform to incorporate

input from state administrators, policymakers, school practitioners, and technical advisors to ensure

an optimal balance of assessment quality, efficiency of development and implementation, and
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maximum possible conservation of costs and time. The organizational structure of the consortium
includes the following and is discussed in depth below:

¢ Governance — Executive Board

¢  Consortium Council

e Task Management Teams (TMTs)

e Project Management Partner

e Technical Advisory Council (TAC)

e Third-party Evaluation Partner
Governance — Executive Board: Thought and Policy Leadership

Governance of the ELLPA21 consortia will be vested in a seven-member Executive Board comprised
of a Chairperson, the Project Director from the Lead State (Oregon), the Deputy Superintendent of Public
Instruction lead of the 2011 EAG Lead State (California), and four at-large representatives from state
membership. The five non-lead state members, in addition to the state leads (2011 (CA) and 2012 (OR))
will be selected by vote of the Consortium Council members; the Chairperson will be one of these seven
delegates, elected by vote of the Executive Board members. The 2012 lead state (OR) will facilitate the
Executive Board nominations so that the Board includes states with small and large EL. populations, and
active membership in all consortia (PARCC, Smarter, DLM and NCSC). Additional, ex-officio
Executive Board members will include the Principal Investigator, up to three principles designated from
the Project Management Partner, the Third-Party Evaluator, and the Technical Advisory Committee, as
deemed necessary by the Executive Board. The Executive Board will coordinate policy formulation with
the four current CCSS assessment consortia;: PARCC, Smarter-Balanced, and the two 1% Consortia,
National Center and State Collaborative (NCSC) and Dynamic Learning Maps (DLM).
The Executive Board will meet twice monthly for the duration of the project. Responsibilities

specific to the Executive Board include oversight of the English L.anguage Proficiency assessment

program’s development, the project’s expenditure of funds, and the Project Management Partner, as well
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as other ex-officio members. Using a collaborative approach and a consensus voting process, the
Executive Board will develop project plans and agendas and act on reports and recommendations from
project support members, such as the USED, CRESST, TAC and consortium states. The Executive Board
will also serve as the final voice and decision-making entity on all issues and decisions resulting from the
Consortium Council.

The Executive Board will benefit from extensive interaction with and input from the Understanding
Language Initiative, at Stanford University’s School of Education, the mission of which is to “heighten
awareness of the language and literacy issues embedded within the new Standards.” Dr. Kenji Hakuta,
co-chair, is one of the nation’s leading authorities on bilingual education and English language acquisition
by immigrant students; he has constructed the Theory of Action that will underpin all of the consortium’s
efforts and outputs.

Consortium Council

One member from each consortium state will make up the Consortium Council. These may be the
SEA’s chief state school officer or a designee. Members must have prior experience in one of the
following areas: curriculum or instructional supports to ELLs, assessment system policies, or assessment
implementation. Consortium Council members will meet twice monthly and will serve as the liaison
between the TMTs and the overall consortium activities.

The Consortium Council will bear the responsibility for determining the general scope of the
proposed assessment system and the review of the recommendations from the TMTs prior to submission
for approval to the Executive Board and Lead State (Oregon). The Council will receive regular reports
from the TMTs, Project Management Partner and various advisors throughout the project. In
collaboration with the Lead State, the Consortium Council will also be the initial point of contact for the
expenditure of funds within the project.

Decision making within the Executive Board and Consortium Council will be conducted with a goal
of consensus on all decisions. Each Consortium Council member will have one vote. Any vote of the

Consortium Council members that is split by three votes or fewer (voting outcomes of six-to-nine or
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seven-to-eight) will be referred back to the Consortium Council for further discussion and elaboration.
The Executive Board may, in these cases, prepare and provide additional information to the Consortium
Council to aid in these decisions.

Task Management Teams

In order to provide a mechanism for the creation and dissemination of the best ideas and practices of
the consortium states around the development of the comprehensive ELLPA21, a Task Management Team
(ITMT) structure will form the foundation of the project. Each TMT will consist of 2-4 State Education
Agency (SEA) members from the ELPA21 consortium states. These TMTs will be led by an Advisor-
Expert with industry-leading experience in the specific area of responsibility charged to each TMT. The
Project Management Partner, CCSSO, has identified an Advisor-Expert to lead each TMT and direct their
outputs; they are listed, in the table beginning on page 41.

State representatives to the TMTs may also serve as members of the Consortium Council or the
Executive Board, or may be other SEA employees with expertise and skills in the target area. All
consortium states are expected to commit support toward one of more of the TMTs, based on the skills,
expertise, and interest within the state, in order to maximize contributions and distribute expertise and
responsibilities effectively. TM'T membership will be appointed by the Consortium Council, taking into
account the recommendation of the Project Managing Partner and each TMT’s Advisor-Expert.

To the extent practicable the scope of RFPs will encompass the tasks of two or more TMTs. Each TMT
(or joint TMT) will create specifications around its responsibility area and will competitively select,
through an RFP process, contractor(s) to complete the TMT’s identified tasks. Each TMT will manage
and hold accountable its respective contractors, and will be responsible for all communication around its
mission-specific progress and outputs. State participation in a TMT will require a minimal amount of
engagement to review task progress and materials developed to support project outcomes. ELPA21 has
identified the following list of task areas around which TMTs will be built:

. Proficiency Assessment Standards Development

. Item Acquisition and Development
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. Technology Utilization

. Data Systems and Reporting

. Assessment Design

. Field Testing

. Accommodations and Accessibility
. Standards Setting

. Professional Development Support
. Communications and Outreach

The TMT for ELP Assessment Standards Development and Implementation is charged with
recommending a comprehensive set of multi-state standards that will inform the development of the
ELPA21 assessment across the four domains of reading, writing, listening and speaking. In cooperation
with a pre-existing team of language acquisition experts who are consortium states and leading institutes
of higher learning, this TMT will conduct a series of meetings both to identify those multi-state standards
critical to building English Language Proficiency and to specify processes and sub-tasks for the amassing
and refining of a final compiled list of multi-state assessment standards.

These standards will be submitted for public comment, which the working group will review and
weigh, refining toward a complete list of proposed multi-state standards, which will be submitted to the
Executive Board for approval. The TMT will then move forward with the approved set of standards for
adoption by the consortium states and hand off to the TMTs for Item Acquisition and Development,
Assessment Design, and Accommodations and Accessibility for development of an item bank and
assessments. The team will ultimately identify and adopt a set of standards for English language
proficiency development assessment that correspond to the CCSS in English language arts and
mathematics. The standards will be adopted in sufficient time as to inform the development of the

assessment.
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The soon-to-be-released Framework for the Creation and Evaluation of English Language
Proficiency Standards Corresponding to the Common Core Standards and the Next Generation Science
Standards from CCSSO will be used to identify and determine the standards. The Framework contains a
specific protocol to determine correspondence that will be followed. The standards will be drawn from the
products of the following set of activities: (1) a multi-state analysis of how the English Language
Proficiency standards in 16 states (including most of the states in ELPA21 consortium) correspond to the
CCSS work conducted by the Assessment and Accountability Comprehensive Center and the MidAtlantic
Comprehensive Center on behalf of the ELL. SCASS at CCSSO; (2) the California State Department of
Education revision of its English Language Development Standards, which has made significant progress
on the development of standards that correspond to the Common Core and is scheduled for completion in
October, 2012; (3) a revision of the WIDA Standards that utilizes the CCSSO Framework to determine
the correspondence of the WIDA Standards to the College and Career-Ready Standards; and (4) any
efforts that may be separately funded to develop a set of ELP assessment standards that build upon the
Framework.

Kenji Hakuta and Martha Castellon of Stanford University will advise this TMT. Several individual
ex-officio expert consultants may be invited, Edynn Sato (WestEd), Gary Cook and Marianna Castro
(UW-Madison/WIDA), and Charlene Rivera (GWU-CEEE). The TMT will consider all of the possible
components of ELP standards made available from the above sources, and will gain consensus among
member states on standards.

The TMT for Item Acquisition and Development is charged with the identification and refinement
of the assessment items that will be used to build the screeners and summative assessments, and populate
the assessment item bank which users will access to construct such benchmark assessments as they chose
to employ.

This TMT will kick-off with the identification of a working team of language acquisition experts and
SEA representatives who, over the course of a series of meetings, will develop ELPA21 item

requirements and characteristics and communicate those descriptors, as well as identified multi-state

52
PR/Award # S368A120002
Page e71



proficiency assessment standards, to consortium states. Item acquisition and development will originate
with both the execution of cooperative agreements with consortium states, which will agree to share their
existing item banks, and the specification and competitive selection of an item development contractor.

The Item Development contractor will harvest assessment items and their performance statistics
from state item banks. Under the guidance of the TMT, the contractor will secure reviewers and writers
and establish item review teams who will evaluate assessment items based on criteria including, but not
limited to, linguistic complexity, content demand, cognitive demand, and accessibility. These review
teams will also conduct bias and fairness reviews and a gap analysis to identify any standards or skill
areas that require additional assessment items. The contractor will hire and train and manage item writers,
and will work with the Technology Utilization and the Accommodations and Accessibility TMTs to
ensure that harvested and newly written items are UDL and APIP meta-data compliant, and are developed
to be accessible to students requiring accommodations.

The Item Development contractor(s) shall also identify CCSS alignments of each item, and will
provide mapping back to corresponding state standards. The expertise of the TMT will guide and inform
the entirety of the item identification and development processes. The process of reviewing and
refinement of the item bank will recur until the TMT has collected a sufficient number of items to
comprise a multi-state item bank in support of the new assessments. The final deliverable of the Item
Acquisition and Development TMT will be an item bank, complete with metatags, which will be handed
off to the Assessment Development TMT for construction into field test forms for screeners and
summative assessments, and ultimately, final test forms.

The TMT for Item Development and Acquisition will be helmed by Steve Marban,

Steve Marban, the advisor for this TMT brings large-scale, multi-year item and assessment develop
expertise to ELPA21 through his project working with the Mexican ministry of education on the two
essential skills of the Twenty-first Century: English and Computing.Management. His project there is
assessing the progress in English-language proficiency among 64,000 public school students and 630

teachers using custom instruments developed for the project.
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Final forms and remaining items will be made accessible on a secure item and assessment hosting
platform, which will be a major output of the Technology Utilization TMT. This team will kick off by
soliciting and compiling specifications on Consortium states’ data management systems and reporting
platforms. These compiled specifications will serve two purposes: to inform ease of use and access in the
design of the item and assessment platform, and to ensure compatibility of outbound data, meta tags and
other test statistics into the reporting platforms of the consortium SEAs and LEAs. Recommendations of
the TMTs for Accommodation and Accessibility, Field Testing, and Data and Reporting will also
contribute to the specification and development of this platform.

The Technology Utilization TMT will also oversee the collection of the incoming data itself — items
and their associated statistics. As the final list of multi-state standards evolves, the Technology Utilization
TMT will ensure that all items are UDL- and APIP-compliant and properly tagged. In this capacity, the
Technology Utilization TMT will act as a quality control partner to the TMT for Item Acquisition and
Development.

Lastly, this TMT will collaborate with ELPA21 consortium SEA data system teams to ensure
seamless inbound and outbound integration, transparent access and ease of coordination with their
existing Student Information Systems and assessment reporting platforms. Data structure components will
be informed by the data systems evolving from the work of the four CCSS-focused Consortia: PARCC,
Smarter Balanced, the National Center and State Collaborative Partnership (NCSC) and the Dynamic
Learning Maps Alternate Assessment System Consortium (DLM).

Dr. Scott Elliot will serve as Technology advisor to this TMT. Dr. Elliot has considerable experience
with educational assessment technology dating to the first installation of a computer-based state
assessment program in the US. He is currently working with vendors developing the SBAC and PARCC
assessments, and will provide a vital and robust linkage to their related work.

The reporting, data management and security specifications amassed by the Technology Utilization
TMT will be shared with the Data and Reporting TMT, whose efforts will inform assessment data

reports to serve the data needs of assorted audiences. The TMT for Data and Reporting will retain and
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manage a contractor or consultant with expertise in assessment data management to survey policy experts,
SEAs, LEAs, teachers, parents, and students from ELLPA21 states to determine both universal reporting
requirements and those specific to just one or a handful of key audiences.

This TMT will then oversee the specification and development of report templates that will compile
and display the data elements required by each audience in user-friendly formats. A final output of this
TMT will be a set of turn-key RFPS that SEAs and LEAs can use to solicit contractors to build or
augment reporting platforms at the district and state level. Jay Pfeiffer, former Deputy Commissioner in
the Florida Department of Education and lead architect of that state’s seminal data system, will advise this
TMT.

Assessment Design will be managed by a TMT consisting of consortium state members with
appropriate expertise to act as an assessment design and construction review panel. In collaboration with
the TMTs for Item Acquisition and Development, Accommodations and Accessibility, Field Testing, and
Technology Utilization, the TMT for Assessment Design will oversee the development of blueprints for
each assessment instrument that address domains and grade band. Using the secure item bank developed
by the Item Acquisition and Development TMT, the Assessment Design TMT will construct assessment
forms for field testing. Upon conclusion of field testing, the Assessment Design Contractor(s) will
conduct item analyses to identify and cull poorly performing items while vertically scaling items that
performed as expected. This final set of assessment items will be deployed into one (1) screener and two
(2) summative test forms per domain and grade band, and will incorporate placeholders for future field
test assessment items. All test forms and meta-data will be loaded into the secure item bank, as will any
identified interim assessment items.

Tom Haladyna, Professor Emeritus, Arizona State University, will advise the Assessment Design
TMT. Tom is the author of multiple books on item and test design, lead developer for state assessments,
as well as a frequent consultant to complex performance test based licensing examinations such as the

American Board for Facio-Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery.
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Field test parameters will be defined by the Field Testing TMT, which will also be responsible for
the collection and management of field test data. This TMT will identify and contract with vendor(s) with
the expertise to conduct field testing, and will establish LEA field test sites in the consortium states. This
TMT and its supporting workgroups will facilitate field testing with states’ existing virtual testing
platforms and make available paper and pencil test forms where necessary. Dr Scott Elliott will also lead
this TMT, to ensure consistency in item data throughout the development, field test and final deployment
stages of the project.

The development of each item and the composed assessments will also be informed and guided by
the Accommodations and Accessibility TMT, operating in a “critical friend” role as a kind of internal
audit to ensure assessment items are accessible for all, including students with special needs. This TMT
will observe all phases of the project and provide guidance to ensure that established, standard practices
around accommodation and accessibility figure prominently in all appropriate aspects of design,
development, and deployment. This TMT will also participate in each meeting of the TAC to share
observations and make recommendations.

Martha Thurlow, Executive Director for the National Center on Educational Objectives (NCEO) will
advise this TMT, lending her expertise of 35 years research and advocay for equal access to the
education enterprise, including valid assessments. Dr. Thurlow has published extensively on all of these
topics, authoring numerous books and book chapters, and publishing more than 200 articles and reports.
In 2003, she completed her 8-year term as co-Editor of Exceptional Children, the research journal of the

Council for Exceptional Children.

As item statistics and other field test data are collected, they will be transmitted to the TMT for
Standard Setting. Working with a user-based standard-setting committee, this TMT will oversee the
determination of cut scores to identifying progress and English language proficiency. The TMT for
Standard Setting will follow processes for setting benchmark standards, selecting required experts, and

overseeing their workflow and outputs. Process requirements will include combining contrasting groups
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and applying expert judgment using the Bookmark method to identify benchmark standards, and the
determination of weighting for domain (reading, writing, listening and speaking) scores to form a total
composite score. This TMT will also review and apply all relevant processes cited in the AERA/APA
Joint Standards for Educational Psychological Testing to the data review, benchmarking and score
weighting processes.

Dr. Bill Auty, former Assessment and Research Director in the Oregon Department of Education
will advise the Field Test TMT. Bill's 35 years experience in all levels of student assessment, program
evaluation and data analysis, his leadership building Oregon's state assessment program during its
transition to computer-based delivery and his participation with the NAEP standard-setting ideally
position him to lead this group.

Professional Development Support will be managed by a TMT that will identify a contractor or
contractors to develop and distribute Professional Development materials, curricula, scoring rubrics,
protocols, and supporting tools, such as training manuals, communication plans and online videos.
Working closely with the Assessment Development TMT and its experts, the Professional Development
Support TMT will survey and document the testing process at the LEA and SEA level, including
adherence to AERA/APA Joint Standards requirements. This TMT will be responsible for the production
of a Professional Development curriculum, which will include the ELPA21 Scoring Certification Course,
which will assist in developing continuity across states in the scoring of open-response items.

The proposed Professional Development curriculum will be field tested in six sites, in collaboration
with the Field Test TMT. These field test sites will involve, at minimum, four (4) teachers and/or test
administrators at each site who agree to pilot the training materials, videos and protocols developed by
this TMT. For purposes of fidelity, 25% of the trained participants must administer at least three
assessments each.

The Field Test TMT will collect post-training and post-testing participant data from the field test, as
well as student performance data. The Professional Development Support TMT will compile participant

and observer input to identify areas for improvement in materials, protocols or supporting tools. Based on
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these dual analyses, PD materials will be refined, and the final outputs will be produced and packaged in
preparation for distribution.

Dr. Scott Elliot will advise the TMT for field test work. Scott's expertise and experience with
sampling structures to ensure valid and reliable field test results, his in-depth experience building web-
accessible item banks, and his psychometric expertise are all assets to this TMT. Additionally Scott's
experience as chief operations officer in an educational testing company will be invaluable to the team's
monitoring responsibilities.

The identification of best practices and the creation of new recommendations around messaging will
be overseen by the TMT for Communications and Outreach. This TMT will direct the solicitation and
collection of existing ELP programmatic and test-related communications from ELPA21 states and
conduct a gap analysis to identify missing components. In consultation with the Executive Board, this
group will manage the identification of key messaging that will be disseminated proactively to essential
program participants, partners, and consumers. New messaging materials will be developed or existing
materials will be refined to address identified gaps in message or means of delivery. This group will also
manage the compilation of a media package, consisting of compiled and newly created materials, which
will be used to communicate to SEAs, LEAs, teachers, parents and policy makers about the essential
features, uses and values of the English Language Proficiency Assessment Program. Messaging and the
final media package will be submitted to the Executive Board for approval prior to dissemination. Third,
the TMT for Communications and Outreach will, upon commencement, work with the Technology
Utilization TMT to identify and retain a web developer to build a public-facing, informational website to
serve as a communications scaffold for project vision, tactical information, findings, and key decisions as
they develop. This will help ease the transition and adoption of the new standards set by member-states
and will help build consensus and buy-in as the project unfolds. This website would also house a
restricted-access component through which consortium members can store and access internal

documentation, discussions, and decisions related to the execution of the project.
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Kara Schlosser will lead this TMT. She has over 15 years of professional communications
experience and previously served as the communications director for CCSSO. A former teacher, she also
holds a master’s degree in education and is currently consulting with national nonprofits in
communications strategy and planning.

Project Management Partner

Project Management expertise will be provided by CCSSO, the Council for Chief State School
Officers, whose mission is to “lead and facilitate collective state action to transform our public education
system.” CCSSO has established a leadership position in the areas of education legislation and advocacy,
workforce, information systems, research, next generation learners, standards, assessment and
accountability, all of which dovetail into the mission of ELPA21. Furthermore, CCSSO’s role in the
CCSS initiative showcases the organizations’ depth of familiarity with the details and climate around
adoption and implementation of the standards.

The project will be managed using standard, widely accepted and historically successful project
management methodology, as described by the Project Management Institute, a worldwide standard-
setting and credential-granting organization. CCSSO will not only leverage experience in management of
large scale projects, but will also draw upon a wealth of resources and tactics developed while leading
similar, SEA-based projects under their State Collaboratives on Assessment and Student Standards
(SCASS) initiatives.

The Project Management Partner will sit in oversight on the Planning Phase, which will rely on pre-
scheduled and frequent check-ins to assess progress, constant communication to manage scope change
and requirement creep, and daily plan management to monitor timelines and control slippage. Stopgaps
and flexibility have been built into the timeline, as solid project management acknowledges inevitable
realities such as communication delays and member schedule conflicts at start-up.

At the point of vendor selection, each sub-project will move to its own timeline, as described in the
Timetable on pages 33-34. Sub-projects will primarily be developed and managed with a Waterfall

methodology, which allows one complete phase of development to cascade into the next. So a
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deliverables such as the development of field test forms, cannot commence until an earlier deliverable —
the creation and approval of assessment blueprints — ends. Some of the sub-task timelines are aggressive,
waterfall project development will keep the TMT focused on one specific task area at a time, which tends
to facilitate consistent forward motion.

The presentation of critical deliverables for most of the TMTs is timed to occur in October, February
or June, which are when CCSSO’s ELPA21 consortium holds its meetings. Since the majority of the
members of ELPA21 will be involved in the ELP Assessment System Consortium, this plan minimizes
time constraints on members by leveraging their presence at these thrice-yearly meetings; this also
reduces travel costs. There is sufficient flexibility built into the TMTs timelines and the overall project
plan to allow for adjustment while still meeting major deadlines, should a critical deliverable fall behind.
There are, however, numerous checkpoints and communication intervals built into the sub-project plans
so as to avoid “surprises” and minimize slippage.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

ELPA21 will also establish a TAC. This TAC will operate in the conventional sense, as advisor
around assessment psychometrics. Convened by the third party evaluation contractor, CRESST, the TAC
will also be charged with a broader mission: to act as a pervasive quality control partner. The Technical
Advisory Council will act in an advisory capacity to all of the entities in the project, and will make itself
available to inform and guide any of the decisions and processes developed and executed by the TMTs —
not only around questions of assessment design, psychometrics and test validity, but also in the arenas of
hardware and software requirements and applications as they affect the design and development of the
ELP assessment system.

To maintain the organizational linkages in this project, the TAC membership will be recommended

by CRESST to the Executive Board who will review, select, and appoint the members.

Third-Party Research and Validation
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Third-party research and evaluation will be performed by CRESST, the Center for Research,
Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing at The University of California, Los Angeles. CRESST has
led efforts around the improvement of learning and education in the US for over forty years, and is a
widely respected authority in scientifically based evaluation and testing techniques.

CRESST will act as a trusted but critical friend to the Consortium, scrutinizing all aspects of the
Consortium’s decisions about students’ assessment data and the conclusions drawn from these data.
Specifically, CRESST will review the project’s resulting formative and summative reports, and all related
processes and outputs, through the lenses of technical quality, wisdom of process, utility, and impact.
CRESST will also conduct independent external validation of field test assessment data, for purposes of

replicating and corroborating the Consortium’s findings and recommendations.
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Memorandum of Understanding
English Language Proficiency Assessment
for the 21° Century State Consortium (ELPA21)

Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program
— English Language Proficiency (ELP) Competition
CFDA number 84.368A-1

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into as of 06/07/2012, by and between the
English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% Century State Consortium, hereafter
referred to as the “Consortium”, and the State of Arkansas, which has elected to participate in the
Consortium pursuant to the requirements of the Enhanced Assessment Grant (EAG; CFDA
84.368A-1) competition for 2012, proposals due June 14, 2012.

The purpose of this MOU is to:
A. Describe the Consortium vision and principles,
Detail the responsibilities of States in the Consortium,
Detail the responsibilities of the Consortium,
Describe the management of Consortium funds,
Describe the governance structure and activities of States in the Consortium,
Describe State entrance, exit, and status change, and
Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following signature blocks:

EMMOOow

A. Consortium Vision and Principles

The Consortium's priorities for a new generation English language proficiency assessment
system are rooted in a concern for the valid, reliable, and fair assessment of the critical
elements associated with English language acquisition and mastery of the linguistic skilis linked
to success in mainstream classroom environments. These priorities are also rooted in a belief
assessment must support ongoing improvements in instruction and learning, and must be
useful for all members of the educational enterprise: students, parents, teachers, school
administrators, members of the public, and policymakers.

The Consortium intends to build a flexible system of assessment based upon a common set of
English language proficiency assessment standards aligned with the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS).

The Consortium acknowledges the need for a system comprised of a summative assessment
and diagnostic screener, using the common English language proficiency assessment
standards as the basis. Additionally, the Consortium acknowledges the value of formative and
interim assessment tools for use in the classroom that can assist educators monitoring student
progress toward English language proficiency. These assessment tools must support high-
quality learning, demands of accountability, and balance desires for innovative assessment
tools against the need for a fiscally sustainable system. The efforis of the Consortium will strive
to accomplish these goals with priority placed on the summative assessment and screener.
The assessment system developed by the Consortium will include the following key elements
and principles:
1. A Comprehensive Assessment System grounded in a thoughtfully integrated leaming
system of standards, curriculum, assessment, instruction, and teacher development that
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will inform decision-making by including formative strategies, interim assessments, and
summative assessments.

The assessment system will measure the full range of the common English language
proficiency assessment standards adopted by the Consortium. The system will
emphasize the critical elements of English language acquisition and the skills required to
master the linguistic demands of the English language.

The assessment system will employ technology wherever possible and feasible to
optimize the testing experience for the student and response time on reporting resuits.
The Consortium will explore the extent to which computer-based delivery systems
provide the appropriate levels of student engagement with the assessment and support
the enhancement of English language proficiency measures. Technology applications
will be designed to maximize interoperability across user platforms, including platforms
emerging from the Smarter Balanced and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for
College and Career (PARCC) consortia, and will utilize open-source development to the
greatest extent possible.

A sophisticated design will yield scores to support evaluations of student language
proficiency growth, as well as efficiently provide input to states' educator effectiveness
systems.

. On-demand and curriculum-embedded assessments will be explored to support teachers

in determining where students are on the continuum of English language acquisition and
progress foward proficiency.

All components of the system will incorporate principles of Universal Design that seek to
remove construct-imelevant aspects of tasks that could increase barriers for students
with other specific leamning needs.

B. Responsibilities of States in the Consortium

While a continuing member of the Consortium, each State agrees to the following elements of the
Consortium’s proposed assessment system:

1.

Adopt a common set of English language proficiency assessment standards that are
aligned to the Common Core State Standards and selected as the foundation for the
development of the new English language proficiency assessment,

Fully implement statewide the Consortium’s summative assessment in grades K-12
during the first school year following the conclusion of the assessment development
grant (projected to be the 2016-2017 school year),

Adhere to the Consortium’'s governance structure as outlined in this document,
Participate in the decision-making process and uphold the decisions of the Consortium,

Agree to follow agreed-upon timelines, and
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6.

Identify and implement a plan to address barriers in State law, statute, regulation, or
policy to implementing the proposed assessment system and address any such barriers
prior to full implementation of the summative assessment components of the system.

C. Responsibilities of the Consortium

At the conclusion of the project grant period, the Consortium will provide the following:

1.

A comprehensively designed system of assessments including a strategic variety of item
types and performance assessments of modest scope to assess the full range of the
common English language proficiency assessment standards in the four domains —
reading, writing, listening, and speaking, as well as identifying mastery of linguistics.

A system of assessments which includes a diagnostic screener, for initial identification
and placement of new English languages learners, and a required summative
assessment which provides accurate assessment of student achievement, including for
students with disabilities. The summative and screener assessments will be computer-
administered to the extent practically feasible.

Reliable, valid, and fair scores, for students and groups, which can be used to evaluate
student achievement and year-to-year growth; determine school/district/state
effectiveness for Title lll; and improve understanding of the effectiveness and
professional development needs of teachers and principals.

Achievement standards and achievement level descriptors benchmarked across the
widest feasible and practical array of recognized standards. :

Access for the State or its authorized delegate to secure item and task banks, which
include psychometrically sound scaling and equating procedures to provide comparable
scoring across member States.

Professional development materials and protocols focused on scoring and examination
of student work to impact curriculum and lesson development.

A representative governance structure that ensures a strong voice for State
administrators, policymakers, school practitioners, and technical advisors to ensure an
optimum balance of assessment quality, efficiency, costs, and time. The governance
structure will be responsible for implementing plans that are consistent with this Memo of
Understanding (MOU), but may make changes as necessary through a formal adoption
process. :

Documentation from a Project Management Partner (PMP) which will assist with
management, organization, logistics, and planning on behalf of the Consortium, and who
will monitor the progress of deliverables under the proposal for the U.S. Department of
Education.

A financial analysis, approved by member States, which details the efficacy, efficiency,
and sustainability of the assessment system. The analysis will propose options to
member States to ensure effective administration of an operational assessment during
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the school year following conclusion of the grant period (projected to be the 2016-2017
school year).

10.A consolidated data reporting system that enhances parent, student, teacher, principal,

district, and State understanding of student progress toward English language
proficiency.

D. Management of Consortium Funds

The laws and rules of the State of Oregon, acting in the role of Lead Procurement State/Lead
State, and in accordance with 34 CFR 80.36, will govern all financial activities. Additionally, the
State of Oregon will be legally responsible for the use of grant funds and for ensuring the
Consortium in accordance with Federal requirements carries out the project.

E. Governance Structure and Activities of States in Consortium

As described in the Gonsortium govemnance structure, all member States share in the efforts
and rewards of a collaborative team environment, where decisions on matters of policy,
finance, or design are determined in a consensus manner.

To be considered a continuing member of the Consortium, each State, by signing this MOU,
agrees it.

1.

Is committed to the goals and objectives of the Consortium and met the qualifications
specified in this document,

.

Will be active in policy decision-making for the Consortium,
Will provide a representative to serve on the Consortium Council,

Will assist, through representation on Task Management Teams, with the tasks
associated in developing and implementing the project,

Will approve, via a voting process, the election of the Executive Board.

Will participate in final decision-making of the following:

Changes in governance and other official documents,

Specific design elements

Financial adjustments from original budget in excess of $25,000, and

Other issues, deemed pertinent by the leadership body, for the total membership to
approve.

cpom

Organizational Structure

Consortium Council

The Consortium Council is comprised of one representative from each State in the
Consortium. Members may be a chief or his/her designee. Consortium Council
members must meet the following criteria:
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e Have prior experience in either the design or implementation of curriculum,
instructional supports to English language learners and/or assessment systems at
the policy or implementation level.

» Must have a willingness to serve as the liaison between the total State
membership and any established working groups.

s The Consortium Council shall meet bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Consortium Council Responsibilities

¢ Determine the broad picture of what the assessment system will look like,
Receive regular reports from the Project Management Partner, the Task
Management Teams, and/or other assigned advisory positions or groups,

o Qversee the expenditure of funds in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State,

e As necessary, review Task Management Team recommendations of successful
contract proposals for approval by the Executive Board and the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State.

Executive Board

The Executive Board is made up of a Chairperson, a representative from the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State, and three at-large representatives from the state
membership, for a total of five members.

All positions to the Executive Board, with the exception of the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State position, will be selected via voting process of the member states;
the Executive Board Chairperson will be elected by vote of the Executive Board
members and may not be the Lead Procurement State/Lead State representative.
Ex-officio members will include representatives from the Project Management Partner
(PMP), and other technical advisors as either the Consortium Council or the
Executive Board deem critical to guiding the work of the project.

In the initial selection of membership, a rotation plan will be established, aliowing the
four selected representatives to serve for alternating spans of time to provide
opportunity for broad state-member participation. The representatives with the two
highest vote counts will serve for two years, while the remaining representatives will
serve for one year. If an individual is unable to complete the full term of office, then
the above process will occur to choose an individual to serve for the remainder of the
term of office.

The Executive Board will meet at least bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Executive Board Responsibilities

Oversee development of English language proficiency assessment system,

Provide oversight of the Project Management Partner, and other ex-officio members,
Provide oversight of the Lead Procurement State/lead State,

Work to develop project plans and agendas, and to resolve identified issues,

Provide final determination on all issues/decisions brought forward from the
Consortium Council,
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e Oversee the expenditure of funds, in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State and Project Management Partner, and '

o Receive and act on special and regular reports from various project support members
(e.g., the Project Management Partner, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)),
the USED, and member State SEAs.

Decision-making

Consensus will be the goal of all decisions. Major decisions that do not reach consensus will
go to a simple majority vote. The Executive Board will determine what issues will originate
from the Consortium Council. Each Consortium Council member will have one vote; if any
decision has a difference of three or fewer votes, the issue in question will be re-examined
at the next regularly, or specially, scheduled meeting. The Executive Board may prepare
additional information as to the pros and cons of the issue to inform members of the
Consortium Council in reaching consensus and a final decision. The Executive Board will
specify decision-making responsibilities assigned to the Consortium Council and to the
Executive Board.

Task Management Teams

Task Management Teams (TMT) are comprised of an advisor/expert contracted consultant
skilled in the particular task area. Two to four state education agency (SEA) members from
ELPA21 Consortium States will complete each TMT. Each TMT will specify, guide, review,
and hold accountable contractors competitively selected to complete tasks within the TMT's
responsibility area. State representatives may be members of the Consortium Council, or
the Executive Board, or may other SEA employees with applicable experience and skills in
the target area. State participation in a TMT will require a minimal amount of engagement
to review task progress and materials developed to support project outcomes. Interested
individuals will submit inquiries in writing to the Project Management Pariner indicating a
preferred group. The Consortium Council upon the collaborative recommendation of the
PMP and each advisor/expert will appoint TMT members. All Member States are expected
to commit support toward one or more of the Task Management Teams based on skills,
expertise, and interest within the State to maximize contributions and distribute expertise
and responsibilities efficiently and effectively. ELPA21 has established the following working
list of Task Management Teams, which may be adjusted as project needs dictate:

Proficiency Standards Development TMT
item Acquisition and Development TMT
Assessment Design TMT
Accommodations and Accessibility TMT
Standard Setting TMT

Field Testing TMT

Technology Utilization TMT

Data System and Reporting TMT
Professional Development Support TMT
Communications and Outreach TMT

The Consortium will also establish a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and as deemed
necessary, other appropriate ex-officio members and/or groups as needed to advise the
Executive Board and/or the Consortium Council.
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F. State Entrance, Exit, and Status Change

This MOU shall become effective as of the date first written above upon signature by both the Lead
State designee and the Consortium state member applicant and remain in force until the
conclusion of the Program, unless terminated earlier in writing as set forth below.

Entrance into Consortium

Initial entrance into the Consortium as part of the EAG applicant group is assured when:

A signature is secured on the MOU from the State’s chief, or appropriate designee;
The signed MOU is submitted to the Consortium’'s identified Project Management
Partner,

The State is committed to implement a plan to identify any existing barriers in State
law, statute, regulation, or policy to implementing the proposed assessment system
and to addressing any such barriers prior to full implementation of the summative
assessment components of the system;

The State agrees to support all Consortium decisions made prior to the State joining
the Consortium.

After receipt of the grant award, the Executive Board must approve any request for entrance
into the Consortium. Upon approval, the Project Management Partner will then submit a
change of membership to the USED. A State may begin participating in the decision-making
process after acceptance of their MOU.

Exit from Consortium

Any State may leave the Consortium without cause, but must comply with the following exit
process:

A State requesting an exit from the Consortium must submit to the Project
Management Partner a written request and reasons for the exit request;

The written explanation must include the statutory or policy reasons for the exit;

The written request must be submitted to the Project Management Partner with a
signature from a person at the same or higher leve! of authority as originally signed
for entering the Consortium;

The Executive Board will act upon the request within one week of the request; and
The Project Management Partner will then submit a change of membership to the
USED.

(Rest of page left blank intentionally.)
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G. Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following sighature block.

MEMBER STATE Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program — English Language
Proficiency(ELP) Competition

As a Member State in the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21 Century State
Consortium (ELPA21), | have read and understand the roles and responsibilities of Member
States and agree to be bound by the statements and assurances made in the application.

| further certify in the continuing capacity of a Member State | am fully commiitted to the goals and
objectives of the grant application and will support its implementation.

State Name: ARKANSAS

Chief State School Officer/Designee: Telephone: (©)©)
(Printed Name): Dr. Tom W. Kimbrell
Commissioner of Education
Chief State School Officer/Designee: Date:
(Signature) (0)®)
6 1 /3 ;2012
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

STATE BOARDE OF EDUCATION

Gerard Robinson
Commissioner of Education

KATHLEEN SHHANAHARN, Chair
ROBERTO :\‘l:»\Il'i'IINEZ, Hiee Chair
Members T st Readd,
SALLY RRADSHAW s Fiorfoal
GARY CHARTRAND é:m—;‘

DR AKSHAY DESAL

BARBARA & FEINGOLD

JOHN R PADGET

June 8, 2012

Mr. Robert M. Olsen, Program Director
SCASS Systems

Council of Chief State School Officers

One Massachusetis Avenue, NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20001-1431

Dear Mr. Olsen:

The Florida Department of Education is pleased to confirm interest in partnering with the Council of State
School Officers, State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards (SCASS), and the
Understanding Language Initiative at Stanford University in the development of a Common Syster of
English Language Proficiency Assessments (CSELPA) initiative. As vou know, the closing date for the
2012 HEducational Assessment Grant {EAG) for English Language Proficiency (ELP) from the United
States Department of Education (1JSDE) s June 14, 2012, and it is my understanding that C8S0 is
establishing CSELPA, & consortium of 15 state departments of education, to jointly apply for the grant.

CSELPA’s goals and objectives correlate with our state’s ongoing initiative of establishing English
Language Proficiency (ELP) standards that will align with the common core standards. Currently, a
committee of teachers, administrators and practitioners from around the state are working on developing
Florida's ELP standards. This state effort would subsequently require assessments that are aligned to the
ELP standards. The expectation is that CSELPA’s focus on developing a system of assessments that
cortespond to 2 common set of college and career-ready standards for English Language would be the
logical follow up to the ELP standards,

Please contact Mary Jane Tappen, Deputy Chancellor for Curriculum, Instruction, and Student Services,
at (850) 245-0509 or Mary Tappentifidoe.org for related information and updates on the CSELPA
initiative.

(b)(®)
Sjffcerely,

Gerard Robinson &

GR/af
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

TE BOARD 0¥ EDUCATION ;
STA o Gerard Robinson

KATHLEEN SHANAHAN, Chair Commissioner of Education

ROBERTO MARTINEZ, Vice Chair

Members

SALLY BRADSHAW

GARY CHARTRAND
DR, AKSHAY DESAL
BARBARA S, FEINGOLD

JOHN R. PADGET

June 12, 2012

Honorable Susan Castillo

State Superintendent of Public Instruction
Oregon Department of Education

255 Capitol Street NE

Salem, OR 97310-0203

Subject: State of Oregon Submission for 2012 USDOE Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant
Program - English Language Proficiency {(ELP Competition)

Dear Superintendent Castillo:

The state of Florida is pleased to collaborate with the Oregon Department of Education’s leadership, the
Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), and other participating states in the proposal you are
submitting to the U.S. Department of Education for an Enhanced Assessment Grant, “English Language
Proficiency Assessment for the 21st Century State Consortium (ELPA21).” The project has the potential
to advance knowledge about, and the practice of, assessment to benefit the learning of all students.
Florida has a long-term interest in Limited English Proficient (LLEP) assessments, and we strongly support
the goals and objectives of this innovative and groundbreaking proposal.

Florida’s contribution will be for participation in the decision-making process, development, and
implementation of an English language proficiency assessment system based on a set of common English
language proficiency standards that are aligned to the Common Core State Standards.

We look forward to working with you on this very important project. Best wishes for the success of your
proposal.

Sincerely, (b)(6)
(b)(6)

Gerard Robinson

GR/mp
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Memorandum of Understanding
English Language Proficiency Assessment
for the 21 Century State Consortium (ELPA21)

Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program
- English Language Proficiency (ELP) Competition
CFDA number 84.368A-1

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into as of ;@/_@#2012, by and between
the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21%' Century State Consortium, hereafter
referred to as the "Consortium”, and the State of Florida, which has elected to participate in the
Consortium pursuant to the requirements of the Enhanced Assessment Grant (EAG; CFDA
84.368A-1) competition for 2012, proposals due June 14, 2012.

The purpose of this MOU is {o:

A. Describe the Consortium vision and principles,

B. Detail the responsibilities of States in the Consortium,

C. Detail the responsibilities of the Consortium,

D. Describe the management of Consortium funds,

E. Describe the governance structure and aclivities of States in the Consortium,

F. Describe State entrance, exit, and status change, and

G. Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the

application through the following signature blocks:
A. Consortium Vision and Principles

The Consortium's priorities for a new generation English language proficiency assessment
system are rooted in a concern for the valid, reliable, and fair assessment of the critical
elements associated with English language acquisition and mastery of the linguistic skills linked
to success in mainstream classroom environments. These priorities are also rooted in a belief
assessment must support ongoing improvements in instruction and learning, and must be
useful for all members of the educational enterprise: students, parents, teachers, school
administrators, members of the public, and policymakers.

The Consortium intends to build a flexible system of assessment based upon a common set of

English language proficiency assessment standards aligned with the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS).

The Consortium acknowledges the need for a system comprised of a summative assessment
and diagnostic screener, using the common English language proficiency assessment
standards as the basis. Additionally, the Consortium acknowledges the value of formative and
interim assessment tools for use in the classroom that can assist educators monitoring student
progress toward English language proficiency. These assessment tools must support high-
quality learning, demands of accountability, and balance desires for innovative assessment
tools against the need for a fiscally sustainable system. The efforts of the Consortium will strive
to accomplish these goals with priority placed on the summative assessment and screener.
The assessment system developed by the Consortium will include the following key elements
and principles:
1. A Comprehensive Assessment System grounded in a thoughtfully integrated learning
system of standards, curriculum, assessment, instruction, and teacher development that
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will inform decision-making by including formative strategies, interim assessments, and
summative assessments.

. The assessment system will measure the full range of the common English language

proficiency assessment standards adopted by the Consortium. The system will
emphasize the critical elements of English [anguage acquisition and the skilis required to
master the linguistic demands of the English language.

The assessment system will employ technology wherever possible and feasible to
optimize the testing experience for the student and response time on reporting results.
The Consortium will expiore the extent to which computer-based delivery systems
provide the appropriate levels of student engagement with the assessment and support
the enhancement of English language proficiency measures. Technology applications
will be designed to maximize interoperability across user platforms, including platforms
emerging from the Smarter Balanced and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for
Coliege and Career (PARCC) consortia, and will utilize open-source development to the
greatest extent possible.

A sophisticated design will yield scores to support evaluations of student language

proficiency growth, as well as efficiently provide input to states' educator effectiveness
systems.

On-demand and curriculum-embedded assessments will be explored to support teachers
in determining where students are on the continuum of English language acquisition and
progress toward proficiency.

All components of the system will incorporate principles of Universal Design that seek to
remove construct-irrelevant aspects of tasks that could increase barriers for students
with other specific learning needs.

B. Responsibilities of States in the Consortium

White a continuing member of the Consortium, each State agrees to the following elements of the
Consortium's proposed assessment system:

1.

Adopt a common set of English language proficiency assessment standards that are
aligned to the Common Core State Standards and selected as the foundation for the
development of the new English language proficiency assessment,

Fully implement statewide the Consortium's summative assessment in grades K-12
during the first school year following the conclusion of the assessment development
grant (projected to be the 20162017 school year),

3. Adhere fo the Consortium’s governance structure as outlined in this document,
4. Participate in the decision-making process and uphold the decisions of the Consortium,
5. Agree to follow agreed-upon timelines, and
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6.

Identify and implement a plan to address barriers in State law, statute, regulation, or
policy to implementing the proposed assessment system and address any such barriers
prior to full implementation of the summative assessment components of the system.

C. Responsibilities of the Consortium

At the conclusion of the project grant period, the Consortium will provide the following:

1.

A comprehensively designed system of assessments including a strategic variety of item
types and performance assessments of modest scope to assess the full range of the
common English language proficiency assessment standards in the four domains —
reading, writing, listening, and speaking, as well as identifying mastery of linguistics.

. A system of assessments which includes a diagnostic screener, for initial identification

and ptacement of new English languages learners, and a required summative
assessment which provides accurate assessment of student achievement, including for
students with disabilities. The summative and screener assessments will be computer-
administered to the extent practically feasible.

Reliable, valid, and fair scores, for students and groups, which can be used to evaluate
student achievement and vear-to-year growth; determine school/district/state
effectiveness for Title 11l ESEA; and improve understanding of the effectiveness and
professional development needs of teachers and principals.

Achievement standards and achievement level descriptors benchmarked across the
widest feasible and practical array of recognized standards.

Access for the State or its authorized delegate to secure item and task banks, which

include psychometrically sound scaling and equating procedures to provide comparable
scoring across member States.

Professional development materials and protocols focused on scoring and examination
of student work to impact curriculum and lesson development.

A representative governance structure that ensures a strong voice for State
administrators, policymakers, school practitioners, and technical advisors to ensure an
optimum balance of assessment quality, efficiency, costs, and time. The governance
structure will be responsible for implementing plans that are consistent with this Memo of

Understanding (MOU), but may make changes as necessary through a formal adoption
pProcess.

Documentation from a Project Management Partner (PMP) which will assist with
management, organization, logistics, and planning on behalf of the Consortium, and who

will monitor the progress of deliverables under the proposal for the U.S. Department of
Education.

. A financial analysis, approved by member States, which details the efficacy, efficiency,

and sustainability of the assessment system. The analysis will propose options to
member States to ensure effective administration of an operational assessment during
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the school year following conclusion of the grant period (projected to be the 2016-2017
school year).

10. A consolidated data reporting system that enhances parent, student, teacher, principal,

district, and State understanding of student progress toward English language
proficiency.

D. Management of Consortium Funds

The faws and rules of the State of Oregon, acting in the role of Lead Procurement State/lLead
State, and in accordance with 34 CFR 80.36, will govern all financial activities. Additionaily, the
State of Oregon will be legally responsible for the use of grant funds and for ensuring the
Consortium in accordance with Federal requirements carries out the project.

E. Governance Structure and Activities of States in Consortium

As described in the Consortium governance structure, all member States share in the efforts
and rewards of a collaborative team environment, where decisions on matters of policy,
finance, or design are determined in a consensus manner.

To be considered a continuing member of the Consortium, each State, by signing this MOU,
agrees it:

1.

Is committed to the goals and objectives of the Consortium and met the qualifications
specified in this document,

. Will be active in policy decision-making for the Consortium,

Will provide a representative {o serve on the Consortium Council,

Will assist, through representation on Task Management Teams, with the tasks
associated in developing and implementing the project,

. Will approve, via a voting process, the election of the Executive Board.

Will participate in final decision-making of the following:

a. Changes in governance and other official documents,

b. Specific design elements

¢. Financial adjustments from original budget in excess of $25,000, and
d.

Other issues, deemed pertinent by the leadership body, for the total membership to
approve.

Organizational Structure

Consortium Council

The Consortium Council is comprised of one representative from each State in the
Consortium.  Members may be a chief or his/her designee. Consortium Council
members must meet the following criteria:
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¢« Have prior experience in either the design or implementation of curriculum,
instructional supports to English language learners and/or assessment systems at
the policy or implementation level.

s Must have a willingness to serve as the liaison between the total State
membership and any established working groups.

¢ The Consortium Council shall meet bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Consortium Council Responsibilities

» Determine the broad picture of what the assessment system will look like,

¢« Receive regular reports from the Project Management Partner, the Task
Management Teams, and/or other assigned advisory positions or groups,

e Oversee the expenditure of funds in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/lead State,

*» As necessary, review Task Management Team recommendations of successful
coniract proposals for approval by the Executive Board and the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State.

Executive Board

The Executive Board is made up of a Chairperson, a representative from the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State, and three at-large representatives from the state
membership, for a total of five members.

All positions to the Executive Board, with the exception of the Lead Procurement
State/lL.ead State position, will be selected via voting process of the member states;
the Executive Board Chairperson will be elected by vote of the Executive Board
members and may not be the Lead Procurement State/Lead State representative.
Ex-officio members will include representatives from the Project Management Partner
(PMP), and other technical advisors as either the Consortium Councii or the
Executive Board deem critical to guiding the work of the project.

In the initial selection of membership, a rotation plan will be established, allowing the
four selected representatives to serve for alternating spans of time to provide
opportunity for broad state-member participation. The representatives with the two
highest vote counts will serve for two years, while the remaining representatives will
serve for one year. If an individual is unable to complete the full term of office, then
the above process will occur to choose an individual to serve for the remainder of the
term of office.

The Executive Board will meet at least bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Executive Board Responsibilities

» Oversee development of English language proficiency assessment system,
» Provide oversight of the Project Management Partner, and other ex-officio members,
¢« Provide oversight of the Lead Procurement State/Lead State,
« Work to develop project plans and agendas, and to resolve identified issues,
+« Provide final determination on all issues/decisions brought forward from the
Consortium Council,
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« Oversee the expenditure of funds, in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/t ead State and Project Management Partner, and
¢ Receive and act on special and regular reports from various project support members

{e.g., the Project Management Partner, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)),
the USED, and member State SEAs.

Decision-making

Consensus will be the goal of all decisions. Major decisions that do not reach consensus will
go to a simple majority vote. The Executive Board will determine what issues will originate
from the Consortium Council. Each Consortium Council member will have one vote; if any
decision has a difference of three or fewer votes, the issue in question will be re-examined
at the next regularly, or specially, scheduled meeting. The Executive Board may prepare
additional information as to the pros and cons of the issue to inform members of the
Consortium Council in reaching consensus and a final decision. The Executive Board will

specify decision-making responsibilities assigned to the Consortium Council and to the
Executive Board.

Task Management Teams

Task Management Teams (TMT) are comprised of an advisor/expert contracted consultant
skilled in the particular task area. Two to four state education agency (SEA) members from
ELPAZ21 Consortium States will complete each TMT. Each TMT will specify, guide, review,
and hold accountable contractors competitively selected to complete tasks within the TMT's
responsibility area. State representatives may be members of the Consortium Council, or
the Executive Board, or may other SEA employees with applicable experience and skills in
the target area. State participation in a TMT will require a minimal amount of engagement
to review task progress and materials developed to support project outcomes. Interested
individuals will submit inquiries in writing to the Project Management Partner indicating a
preferred group. The Consortium Council upon the collaborative recommendation of the
PMP and each advisor/expert will appoint TMT members. All Member States are expected
to commit support toward one or more of the Task Management Teams based on skills,
expertise, and interest within the State to maximize contributions and distribute expertise
and responsibilities efficiently and effectively. ELPA21 has established the following working
list of Task Management Teams, which may be adjusted as project needs dictate:

¢ Proficiency Standards Development TMT
ltem Acquisition and Development TMT
Assessment Design TMT
Accommodations and Accessibility TMT
Standard Setting TMT

Field Testing TMT

Technology Utilization TMT

Data System and Reporting TMT
Professional Development Support TMT
+ Communications and QOutreach TMT

The Consortium will also establish a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and as deemed
necessary, other appropriate ex-officio members and/or groups as needed to advise the
Executive Board and/or the Consortium Council.

English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% Century State Consortium MOU Page 6 of &
PR/Award # S368A120002

Page €97



F. State Entrance, Exit, and Status Change

This MOU shall become effective as of the date first written above upon signature by both the Lead
State designee and the Consortium state member applicant and remain in force until the
conclusion of the Program, unless terminated earlier in writing as set forth below.

Entrance into Consortium

Initial entrance into the Consortium as part of the EAG applicant group is assured when:

[ ]

A signature is secured on the MOU from the State’s chief, or appropriate designee;
The signed MOU is submitted to the Consortium’s identified Project Management
Partner;

The State is committed to implement a plan to identify any existing barriers in State
law, statute, regulation, or policy to implementing the proposed assessment system
and to addressing any such barriers prior to full implementation of the summative
assessment components of the system;

The State agrees to support all Consortium decisions made prior to the State joining
the Consortium.

After receipt of the grant award, the Executive Board must approve any request for entrance
into the Consortium. Upon approval, the Project Management Partner will then submit a
change of membership to the USED. A State may begin participating in the decision-making
process after acceptance of their MOU.

Exit from Consortium

Any State may leave the Consortium without cause, but must comply with the following exit
pProcess:

A State reguesting an exit from the Consortium must submit to the Project
Management Partner a written notice;

The written notice must include the statutory or policy reasons for the exit;

The written request must be submitted to the Project Management Partner with a

signature from a person at the same or higher level of authority as originally signed
for entering the Consortium; and

The Project Management Partner will then submit a change of membership to the
USED.

{Rest of page left blank intentionally.)
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G. Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following signature block.

MEMBER STATE Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program - English Language
Proficiency(ELP) Competition

As a Member State in the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% Century State
Consortium (ELPAZ21), 1 have read and understand the roles and responsibilities of Member
States, and agree to be bound by the statements and assurances made in the application.

| further certify in the continuing capacity of a Member State | am fully committed to the goais and
objectives of the grant application and will support its implementation.

State Name: Fiorida

Chief State School Officer/Designee: Telephone:
(Printed Name): Gerard Robinson

éﬂmmzssmner of Education
le?é IWS T~

Chief State School Officer/Designee: Date:
(Signature)®®)

® (2’ / [ / 2012

(6)

—

b)(6)

=

English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% Century State Consortium MCU
PR/Award # S368A120002

Page €99

Page 8 of 8



Memorandum of Understanding
English Language Proficiency Assessment
for the 21% Century State Consortium (ELPA21)

Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program
— English Language Proficiency (ELP) Competition
CFDA number 84.368A-1

This' Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into as of June 6, 2012, by and between
the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 215 Century State Consortium, hereafter
referred to as the “Consortium”, and the State of lowa, which has elected to participate in the .
Consortium pursuant to the requirements of the Enhanced Assessment Grant (EAG; CFDA
84.368A-1) competition for 2012, proposals due June 14, 2012, '

The purpose of this MOU is to:

Describe the Consortium vision and principles,

Detail the responsibilities of States in the Consortium,

Detail the responsibilities of the Consortium,

Describe the management of Consortium funds,

Describe the governance structure and activities of States in the Consortium,

Describe State entrance, exit, and status change, and _

: Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the -
application through the following signature blocks:

O@mMmMoUoOm>

A. Consortium Vision and Principles

The Consortium's priorities for a new generation English language proficiency assessment
system are rooted in a concern for the valid, reliable, and fair assessment of the critical
elements associated with English language acquisition and mastery of the linguistic skills linked
to success in mainstream classroom environments. These priorities are also rooted in a belief
assessment must support ongoing improvements in instruction and learning, and must be
useful for ail members of the educational enterprise: students, parents, teachers, school
administrators, members of the public, and policymakers.

The Consortium intends to build a flexible system of assessment based upon a common set of

English language proficiency assessment standards aligned with the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS).

The Consortium acknowledges the need for a system comprised of a summative assessment
~and diagnostic screener, using the common English language proficiency assessment
standards as the basis. Additionally, the Consortium acknowledges the value of formative and
interim assessment tools for use in the classroom that can assist educators monitoring student
progress toward English language proficiency. These assessment tools must support high-
quality learning, demands of accountability, and balance desires for innovative assessment
tools against the need for a fiscally sustainable system. The efforts of the Consortium will strive
to accomplish these goals with priority placed on the summative assessment and screener.
The assessment system developed by the Consortium will include the following key elements
and principles: _
1. A Comprehensive Assessment System grounded in a thoughtfully integrated learning
system of standards, curriculum, assessment, instruction, and teacher development that

English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21° CEAWMAHREBAHEMRIm MoU : ' -Page 1 of 8
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will inform decision-making by including formative strategies, interim assessments, and
summative assessments.

The assessment system will measure the full range of the common English language.
proficiency assessment standards adopted by the Consortium. The system will
emphasize the critical elements of English language acquisition and the skills required to
master the linguistic demands of the English language.

. The assessment system will employ technology wherever possible and feasible to

optimize the testing experience for the student and response time on reporting results.
The Consortium will explore the extent to which computer-based delivery systems
provide the appropriate levels of student engagement with the assessment and support
the enhancement of English language proficiency measures. Technology applications
will be designed to maximize interoperability across user platforms, including platforms
emerging from the Smarter Balanced and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for

College and Career (PARCC) consortia, and will utilize open- source development to the
greatest extent possible.

A sophisticated design will yield scores to support evaluations of student language

proficiency growth, as well as efficiently provide input to states' educator effectiveness
systems.

On-demand and curriculum-embedded assessments will be explored to support teachers
in determining where students are on the continuum of English language acquisition and
progress toward proficiency.

All components of the system will incorporate principles of Universal Design that seek to
remove construct-irrelevant aspects of tasks that could increase barriers for students
with other specific learming needs. -

B. Responsibilities of States in the Consortium

While a continuing member of the Consortium, each State agrees to the following elements of the
Consortium’s proposed assessment system:

1.

Adopt a common set of English language proficiency assessment standards that are
aligned to the Common Core State Standards and selected as the foundation for the
development of the new Engllsh language proficiency assessment,

Fully implement statewide the Consortium’s summative assessment in grades K-12
during the first school year following the conclusion of the assessment development
grant (projected to be the 2016-2017 school year),

. Adhere to the Consortium’s governance structure as outlined in this document,

Participate in the decision-making process and uphold the decisions of the Consortium,,

Agree to follow agreed-upon timelines, and
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8.

Identify and implement a p!an to address barriers in State law, statute, regulation, or
policy to implementing the proposed assessment system and address any such barriers
prior to full implementation of the summative assessment components of the system.

C. Responsibilities of the Consortium

At the conclusion of the project grant period, the Conéortium will provide the following:

1,

A comprehensively designed system of assessments including a strategic variety of item
types and performance assessments of modest scope to assess the full range of the
common English language proficiency assessment standards in the four domains —
reading, writing, listening, and speaking, as well as identifying mastery of linguistics.

A system of assessments which includes a diagnostic screener, for initial identification
and placement of new English languages learners, and a required summative
assessment which provides accurate assessment of student achievement, including for
students with disabilities. The summative and screener assessments will be computer-
administered to the extent practically feasible.

Reliable, valid, and fair scores, for students and groups, which can be used to evaluate
student achievement and vyear-to-year growth; determine school/district/state
effectiveness for Title Il ESEA; and improve understanding of the effectiveness and
professional development needs of teachers and principals.

. Achievement standards and achievement level descriptors benchmarked across the

widest feasible and practical array of recognized standards.

Access. for the State or its authorized delegate to secure item and task banks, which

include psychometrically sound scaling and equating procedures to provide comparable
scoring across member States.

Professional development matei'ials and protocols focused on scoring and examination
of student work to impact curriculum and lesson development.

A representative governance structure that ensures a strong voice for State
administrators, policymakers, school practitioners, and technical advisors to ensure an
optimum balance of assessment quality, efficiency, costs, and time. The governance
structure will be responsible for implementing plans that are consistent with this Memo of

Understanding (MOU), but may make changes as necessary through a formal adoption
process. -

Documentation from a Project Management Partner (PMP) which will assist with

- management, organization, logistics, and planning on behalf of the Consortium, and who

will monitor the progress of deliverables under the proposal for the U.S. Department of
Education.

A financial analysis, approved by member States, which details the efficacy, efficiency,

-~ and sustainability of the assessment system. The analysis will propose options to

member States to ensure effective administration of an operational assessment during
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the school year following conclusion of the grant period (projected to be the 2016-2017
school year).

_10.A consolidated data reporting system that enhances parent, student, teacher, principal,

district, and State understanding of student progress toward Engllsh language
proficiency.

D. Management of Consortium Funds

The laws and rules of the State of Oregon, acting in the role of Lead Procurement State/lLead
State, and in accordance with 34 CFR 80.36, will govern all financial activities. Additionally, the
State of Oregon will be legally responsible for the use of grant funds and for ensuring the
Consortium in accordance with Federal requirements carries out the project.

E. Governance Structure and Activities of States in Consortium

As described in the Consortium governance structure, aill member States share in the efforts
and rewards of a collaborative team environment, where decisions on matters of policy,
finance, or design are determined in a consensus manner.

4

To be considered a continuing member of the Consortium, each State, by signing this MOU,
~ agrees it:

1. Is committed to the goals and objectives of the Consortium and met the qualifications
specified in this document,

2. Will be active in policy decision-making for the Consortium,
3. Will provide a representative to serve on the Consortium Council,

4. Will assist, through representation on Task Management Teams, with the tasks
associated in developing and implementing the project,

5. Will approve, via a voting process, the election of the Executive Board.

6. Wil participate in final decision-making of the following:

Changes in governance and other official documents,

Specific design elements

Financial adjustments from original budget in excess of $25,000, and .

Other issues, deemed pertinent by the Ieadershtp body,-for the total membership to
approve.

ooocw

Organizational Structure

Consortium Council

The Consortium Council is comprised of one representative from each State in the
Consortium. Members may be a chief or his/her designee. Consortium Council
members must meet the following criteria:

English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% WMW&%G%}%%%%m MOU Page 4 of 8
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e Have prior experience in either the desigh or implementation of curriculum,
~instructional supports to English language leamners and/or assessment systems at
the policy or implementation level.
e Must have a willingness to. serve as the liaison between the total State
membership and any established working groups.

¢ The Consortium Council shall meet bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Consortium Council Responsibilities

» Determine the broad picture of what the assessment system will look like, :
Receive regular reports from the Project Management Partner, the Task:
Management Teams, and/or other assigned advisory positions or groups,

o Oversee the expenditure of funds in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/L ead State,

o As necessary, review Task I\/Ianagement Team recommendations of successful

contract proposals for approval by the Executive Board and ‘the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State.

Executive Board

¢ The Executive Board is made up of a Chairperson, a representative from the Lead
‘Procurement State/Lead State, and three at-large representatives from the state
membership, for a total of five members.

o All positions to the Executive Board, with the exception of the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State position, will be selected via voting process of the member states;
the Executive Board Chairperson will be elected by vote of the Executive Board
members and may not be the Lead Procurement State/Lead State representative.

o Ex-officio members will include representatives from the Project Management Partner
(PMP), and other technical advisors as either the Consortium Council or the
Executive Board deem critical to guiding the work of the project.

« In the initial selection of membership, a rotation plan will be established, allowing the
four selected representatives to serve for alternating spans of time to provide
opportunity for broad state-member participation. The representatives with the two
highest vote counts will serve for two years, while the remaining representatives wil
serve for one year. If an individual is unable to complete the full term of office, then
the above process will occur to choose an individual to serve for the remainder of the
term of office.

¢« The Executive Board will meet at least bl—weekly on such. schedule as its members
shall determine.

Executive Board Responsibilities

Oversee development of English language proficiency assessment system,

L ]
* Provide oversight of the Project Management Partner, and other ex-officio members,
¢ Provide oversight of the Lead Procurement State/Lead State,
« Work to develop project plans and agendas, and to resolve identified issues,
o Provide final determination on all issues/decisions brought forward from the
Consortium Council,
English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21 %ﬂmﬁ@’;ﬁg%}%%q%m MOU _ Page 5of 8



¢« Oversee the expenditure of funds, in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
. State/Lead State and Project Management Partner, and _
¢ Receive and act on special and regular reports from various project support members
(e.g., the Project Management Partner, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)),
the USED, and member State SEAs.

Decision-making

Consensus will be the goal of all decisions. Major decisions that do not reach consensus will
go to a simple majority vote. The Executive Board will determine what issues will originate
from the Consortium Council. Each Consortium Council member will have one vote; if any
decision has a difference of three or fewer votes, the issue in question will be re-examined
at the next regularly, or specially, scheduled meeting. The Executive Board may prepare
additional information as to the pros and cons of the issue to inform members of the
Consortium Council in reaching consensus and a final decision. The Executive Board will

specify decision-making responsibilities assigned to the Consortium Council and to the
Executive Board.

Task Management Teams

Task Management Teams (TMT) are comprised of an advisor/expert contracted consultant
skilled in the particular task area. Two to four state education agency (SEA) members from
ELPA21 Consortium States will complete each TMT. Each TMT will specify, guide, review,
and hold accountable contractors competitively selected to complete tasks within the TMT's

. responsibility area. State representatives may be members of the Consortium Council, or
the Executive Board, or may other SEA employees with applicable experience and skills in
the target area. State participation in a TMT will require a minimal amount of engagement
to review task progress and materials developed to support project outcomes. Interested
individuals will submit inquiries in writing to the Project Management Partner indicating a
preferred group. The Consortium Council upon the collaborative recommendation of the
PMP and each advisor/expert will appoint TMT members. All Member States are expected
to commit support toward one or more of the Task Management Teams based on skills,
expertise, and interest within the State to maximize contributions and distribute expertise

- and responsibilities efficiently and effectively. ELPA21 has established the following working
list of Task Management Teams, which may be adjusted as project needs dictate:

Proficiency Standards Development TMT
ftem Acquisition and Development TMT
Assessment Design TMT

- Accommodations and Accessibility TMT
Standard Setting TMT
Field Testing TMT
Technology Utilization TMT
Data System and Reporting TMT
Professional Development Support TMT
Communications and Qutreach TMT

The Consortium will also establish a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and as deemed
necessary, other appropriate ex-officio members and/or groups as needed to advise the
Executive Board and/or the Consortium Council.
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F. State Entrance, Exit, and Status Change |

This MOU shall become effective as of the date first written above upon signature by both the Lead
State designee and the Consortium state member applicant and remain in force until the
conclusion of the Program, unless terminated earlier in writing as set forth below.

Entrance into Consortium
Initial entrance into the Consortium as part of the EAG applicant group is assured when:

* A signature is secured on the MOU from the State’s chief, or appropriate designee;
¢ The signed MOU is submitted to the Consortium’s |dent|f|ed Project Management
Partner;

- » The State is committed o implement a plan to-identify any existing barriers in State
law, statute, regulation, or policy to implementing the proposed assessment system
and to addressing any such barriers prior to full implementation of the summative
assessment components of the system;

» The State agrees to support all Consortium decisions made prior to the State joining
the Consortium.

After receipt of the grant award, the Executive Board must approve any requést for entrance
into the Consortium. Upon approval, the Project Management Partner will then submit a
change of membership to the USED. A State may begln participating in the decision- maklng
‘process after acceptance of their MOU.

Exit from Consortium

Any State may leave the Consortium without cause, but must comply with the following exit
process:

o A OState requesting an exit from the Consortium must submit to the Project
Management Partner a written request and reasons for the exit request; :
» The written explanation must include the statutory or policy reasons for the exit;
- The written request must be submitted to the Project Management Partner with a
signature from a person at the same or higher level of authorlty as orlglnaliy signed
‘for entering the Consortium;
e The Executive Board will act upon the request W|thm one week of the request; and

e The Project Management Partner will then submit a change of membership to the
USED.

(Rest of page left blank intentionally.) -
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G. Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following signature block.

MEMBER STATE Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program — English Language
Proficiency(ELP) Competition

As.a Member State in the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% Century State
Consortium (ELPA21), [ have read and understand the roles and responsibilities of Member
States, and agree to be bound by the statements and assurances made in the application.

I further certify in the continuing capacity of a Member State | am fully committed to the goals and
objectlves of the grant application and will support its implementation.

State Name: lowa

Chief State School Officer/Designee: Telephone:
(Printed Name): T
Jason E. Glass
Chig te School Ot"ﬂch:.@esxq nee: _ Date:
(Signatuie) i :
BG) _ June 6, 2012
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Memorandum of Understanding
English Language Proficiency Assessment
for the 21° Century State Consortium (ELPA21)

Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program
- English Language Proficiency (ELP) Competition
CFDA number 84.368A-1

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into as of _6 /12_ /2012, by and between
the Oregon Department of Education as the Lead State for the English Language Proficiency
Assessment for the 21 Century State Consortium, hereafter referred to as the “Consortium”, and
the State of Nebraska, which has elected to participate in the Consortium pursuant to the
requirements of the Enhanced Assessment Grant (EAG; CFDA 84.368A-1) competition for 2012,

proposals due June 14, 2012.

The purpose of this MOU is to:

Describe the Consortium vision and principles,

Detail the responsibilities of States in the Consortium,

Detail the responsibilities of the Consortium,

Describe the management of Consortium funds,

Describe the governance structure and activities of States in the Consortium,
Describe State entrance, exit, and status change, and

Signature Block

GMmMoOOwx»

A. Consortium Vision and Principles

The Consortium's priorities for a new generation English language proficiency assessment
system are rooted in a concern for the valid, reliable, and fair assessment of the critical
elements associated with English language acquisition and mastery of the linguistic skills linked
to success in mainstream classroom environments. These priorities are also rooted in a belief
assessment must support ongoing improvements in instruction and learning, and must be
useful for all members of the educational enterprise: students, parents, teachers, school
administrators, members of the public, and policymakers.

The Consortium intends to build a flexible system of assessment based upon a common set of
English language proficiency assessment standards aligned with the Common Core State

Standards (CCSS).

The Consortium acknowledges the need for a system comprised of a summative assessment
and diagnostic screener, using the common English language proficiency assessment
standards as the basis. Additionally, the Consortium acknowledges the value of formative and
interim assessment tools for use in the classroom that can assist educators monitoring student
progress toward English language proficiency. These assessment tools must support high-
quality learning, demands of accountability, and balance desires for innovative assessment
tools against the need for a fiscally sustainable system. The efforts of the Consortium will strive
to accomplish these goals with priority placed on the summative assessment and screener.
The assessment system developed by the Consortium will include the following key elements
and principles:
1. A Comprehensive Assessment System grounded in a thoughtfully integrated learning
system of standards, curriculum, assessment, instruction, and teacher development that
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will inform decision-making by including formative strategies, interim assessments, and
summative assessments.

The assessment system will measure the full range of the common English language
proficiency assessment standards adopted by the Consortium. The system will
emphasize the critical elements of English language acquisition and the skills required to
master the linguistic demands of the English language.

The assessment system will employ technology wherever possible and feasible to
optimize the testing experience for the student and response time on reporting results.
The Consortium will explore the extent to which computer-based delivery systems
provide the appropriate levels of student engagement with the assessment and support
the enhancement of English language proficiency measures. Technology applications
will be designed to maximize interoperability across user platforms, including platiorms
emerging from the Smarter Balanced and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for
College and Career (PARCC) consortia, and will utilize open-source development to the

greatest extent possible.

A sophisticated design will yield scores to support evaluations of student language
proficiency growth, as well as efficiently provide input to states' educator effectiveness

systems.

On-demand and curriculum-embedded assessments will be explored to support teachers
in determining where students are on the continuum of English language acquisition and
progress toward proficiency.

All components of the system will incorporate principles of Universal Design that seek to
remove construct-irrelevant aspects of tasks that could increase barriers for students

with other specific learning needs.

B. Responsibilities of States in the Consortium

While a continuing member of the Consortium, each State agrees to the following elements of the
Consortium's proposed assessment system:

1.

English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21® Century State Consortium MOU

Adopt a common set of English language proficiency assessment guidelines that are
aligned to the Common Core State Standards and selected as the foundation for the
development of the new English language proficiency assessment,

Fully implement statewide the Consortium’s summative assessment in grades K-12 not
later than the first school year following the conclusion of the assessment development
grant with approval with the Nebraska State Board of Education,

Adhere to the Consortium's governance structure as outlined in this document,

Participate in the decision-making process,

Agree to follow agreed-upon timelines, and
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6. Identify and implement a plan to address barriers in State law, statute, regulation, or
policy to implementing the proposed assessment system and address any such barriers
prior to full implementation of the summative assessment components of the system.

C. Responsibilities of the Consortium
At the conclusion of the project grant period, the Consortium will provide the following:

1. A comprehensively designed system of assessments including a strategic variety of item
types and performance assessments of modest scope to assess the full range of the
common English language proficiency assessment standards in the four domains —
reading, writing, listening, and speaking, as well as identifying mastery of linguistics.

2. A system of assessments which includes a diagnostic screener, for initial identification
and placement of new English languages learners, and a required summative
assessment which provides accurate assessment of student achievement, including for
students with disabilities. The summative and screener assessments will be computer-
administered to the extent practically feasible.

3. Reliable, valid, and fair scores, for students and groups, which can be used to evaluate
student achievement and year-to-year growth; determine school/district/state
effectiveness for Title lll ESEA; and improve understanding of the effectiveness and
professional development needs of teachers and principals.

4. Achievement standards and achievement level descriptors benchmarked across the
widest feasible and practical array of recognized standards.

5 Access for the State or its authorized delegate to secure item and task banks, which
include psychometrically sound scaling and equating procedures to provide comparable
scoring across member States.

6. Professional development materials and protocols focused on scoring and examination
of student work to impact curriculum and lesson development.

7. A representative governance structure that ensures a strong voice for State
administrators, policymakers, school practitioners, and technical advisors to ensure an
optimum balance of assessment quality, efficiency, costs, and time. The governance
structure will be responsible for implementing pians that are consistent with this Memo of
Understanding (MOU), but may make changes as necessary through a formal adoption

process.

8. Documentation from a Project Management Partner (PMP) which will assist with
management, organization, logistics, and planning on behalf of the Consortium, and who
will monitor the progress of deliverables under the proposal for the U.S. Department of

Education.

9. A financial analysis, approved by member States, which details the efficacy, efficiency,
and sustainability of the assessment system. The analysis will propose options to
member States to ensure effective administration of an operational assessment during
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the school year following conclusion of the grant period (projected to be the 2016-2017
school year).

10.A consolidated data reporting system that enhances parent, student, teacher, principal,
district, and State understanding of student progress toward English language

proficiency.
D. Management of Consortium Funds

The State of Oregon, acting in the role of Lead Procurement State/Lead State, and in
accordance with 34 CFR 80.36, will manage all financial activities. Additionally, the State of
Oregon will be legally responsible for the use of grant funds and for ensuring the Consortium in
accordance with Federal requirements carries out the project.

E. Governance Structure and Activities of States in Consortium

As described in the Consortium governance structure, all member States share in the efforts
and rewards of a collaborative team environment, where decisions on matters of policy,
finance, or design are determined in a consensus manner.

To be considered a continuing member of the Consortium, each State, by signing this MOU,

agrees it:
1. Is committed to the goals and objectives of the Consortium and met the qualifications

specified in this document,
2. Will be active in policy decision-making for the Consortium,
3. Will provide a representative to serve on the Consortium Council,

4. Will assist, through representation on Task Management Teams, with the tasks
associated in developing and implementing the project,

5. Will approve, via a voting process, the election of the Executive Board.

6. Will participate in final decision-making of the following:

Changes in governance and other official documents,

Specific design elements

Financial adjustments from original budget in excess of $25,000, and

Other issues, deemed pertinent by the leadership body, for the total membership to

approve.

cpow

Organizational Structure

Consortium Council

The Consortium Council is comprised of one representative from each State in the
Consortium. Members may be a chief or his/her designee. Consortium Council

members must meet the following criteria:
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e Have prior experience in either the design or implementation of curriculum,
instructional supports to English language learners and/or assessment systems at
the policy or implementation level.

e Must have a wilingness to serve as the liaison between the total State
membership and any established working groups.

e The Consortium Council shall meet bi-weekly on such schedule as its members

shall determine.
Consortium Council Responsibilities

Determine the broad picture of what the assessment system will look like,
Receive regular reports from the Project Management Partner, the Task
Management Teams, and/or other assigned advisory positions or groups,

e Oversee the expenditure of funds in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State,

e As necessary, review Task Management Team recommendations of successful
contract proposals for approval by the Executive Board and the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State.

Executive Board

e The Executive Board is made up of a Chairperson, a representative from the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State, and three at-large representatives from the state
membership, for a total of five members.

e All positions to the Executive Board, with the exception of the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State position, will be selected via voting process of the member states,
the Executive Board Chairperson will be elected by vote of the Executive Board
members and may not be the Lead Procurement State/Lead State representative.

o Ex-officio members will include representatives from the Project Management Partner
{PMP), and other technical advisors as either the Consortium Council or the
Executive Board deem critical to guiding the work of the project.

« In the initial selection of membership, a rotation plan will be established, allowing the
four selected representatives to serve for alternating spans of time to provide
opportunity for broad state-member participation. The representatives with the two
highest vote counts will serve for two years, while the remaining representatives will
serve for one year. If an individual is unable to complete the full term of office, then
the above process will occur to choose an individual to serve for the remainder of the
term of office.

o The Executive Board will meet at least bi-weekly on such schedule as its members

shall determine.
Executive Board Responsibilities

Oversee development of English language proficiency assessment system,

Provide oversight of the Project Management Partner, and other ex-officio members,
Provide oversight of the Lead Procurement State/Lead State,

Work to develop project plans and agendas, and to resolve identified issues,

Provide final determination on all issues/decisions brought forward from the
Consortium Council,
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e Oversee the expenditure of funds, in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State and Project Management Partner, and

¢ Receive and act on special and regular reports from various project support members
(e.g., the Project Management Partner, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)),
the USED, and member State SEAs.

Decision-making

Consensus will be the goal of all decisions. Major decisions that do not reach consensus will
go to a simple majority vote. The Executive Board will determine what issues will originate
from the Consortium Council. Each Consortium Council member will have one vote; if any
decision has a difference of three or fewer votes, the issue in question will be re-examined
. at the next regularly, or specially, scheduled meeting. The Executive Board may prepare
additional information as to the pros and cons of the issue to inform members of the
Consortium Council in reaching consensus and a final decision. The Executive Board will
specify decision-making responsibilities assigned to the Consortium Council and to the

Executive Board.

Task Management Teams

Task Management Teams (TMT) are comprised of an advisor/expert contracted consultant
skilled in the particular task area. Two to four state education agency (SEA) members from
ELPA21 Consortium States will complete each TMT. Each TMT will specify, guide, review,
and hold accountable contractors competitively selected to complete tasks within the TMT's
responsibility area. State representatives may be members of the Consortium Council, or
the Executive Board, or may other SEA employees with applicable experience and skills in
the target area. State participation in a TMT will require a minimal amount of engagement
to review task progress and materials developed to support project outcomes. Interested
individuals will submit inquiries in writing to the Project Management Partner indicating a
preferred group. The Consortium Council upon the collaborative recommendation of the
PMP and each advisor/expert will appoint TMT members. All Member States are expected
to commit support toward one or more of the Task Management Teams based on skills,
expertise, and interest within the State to maximize contributions and distribute expertise
and responsibilities efficiently and effectively. ELPA21 has established the following working
list of Task Management Teams, which may be adjusted as project needs dictate:

Proficiency Standards Development TMT
ltem Acquisition and Development TMT
Assessment Design TMT
Accommodations and Accessibility TMT
Standard Setting TMT

Field Testing TMT

Technology Utilization TMT

Data System and Reporting TMT
Professional Development Support TMT
Communications and Outreach TMT

The Consortium will also establish a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and as deemed
necessary, other appropriate ex-officio members and/or groups as needed to advise the
Executive Board and/or the Consortium Council.
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F. State Entrance, Exit, and Status Change

This MOU shall become effective as of the date first written above upon signature by both the Lead
State designee and the Consortium state member applicant and remain in force until the
conclusion of the Program, unless terminated earlier in writing as set forth below.

Entrance into Consortium
Initial entrance into the Consortium as part of the EAG applicant group is assured when:

e A signature is secured on the MOU from the State’s chief, or appropriate designee;
e The signed MOU is submitted to the Consortium’s identified Project Management

Partner,

e The State is committed to implement a plan to identify any existing barriers in State
law, statute, regulation, or policy to implementing the proposed assessment system
and to addressing any such barriers prior to full implementation of the summative

assessment components of the system;

After receipt of the grant award, the Executive Board must approve any request for entrance
into the Consortium. Upon approval, the Project Management Partner will then submit.a
change of membership to the USED. A State may begin participating in the decision-making
process after acceptance of their MOU.

Exit from Consortium

Any State may leave the Consortium without cause, at any time, but must comply with the
following exit process:

e A State exiting from the Consortium must submit a written notice to the Project
Management Partner,

e The written notice must be submitted to the Project Management Partner with a
signature from a person at the same or higher level of authority as originally signed
for entering the Consortium; and

e The Project Management Partner will then submit a change of membership notice to
the USED.

(Rest of page left blank intentionally.)
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G. Signature Block

MEMBER STATE Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program — English Language
Proficiency(ELP) Competition

As a Member State in the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21 Century State
Consortium (ELPA21), | have read and understand the roles and responsibilities of Member

States.

State Name: Nebraska

Chief State School Officer/Designee: Telephone: i
(Printed Name): Dr. Scott Swisher
Chief State School Officer/Designee: Date:
(Signature) (b)(6)
L 1 /7 12012
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Memorandum of Understanding
English Language Proficiency Assessment
for the 21%! Century State Consortium (ELPA21)

Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program
- English Language Proficiency (ELP) Competition
CFDA number 84.368A-1

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into as of June 12, 2012, by and between
the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% Century State Consortium, hereafter
referred to as the “Consortium”, and the State of OREGON which has elected to participate in the
Consortium pursuant to the requirements of the Enhanced Assessment Grant (EAG; CFDA
84.368A-1) competition for 2012, proposals due June 14, 2012.

The purpose of this MOU is to:

. Describe the Consortium vision and principles,

Detail the responsibilities of States in the Consortium,

Detail the responsibilities of the Consortium,

Describe the management of Consortium funds,

Describe the governance structure and activities of States in the Consortium,

Describe State entrance, exit, and status change, and

Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following signature blocks:

OTMMOO®P

A. Consortium Vision and Principles

The Consortium's priorities for a new generation English language proficiency assessment
system are rooted in a concern for the valid, reliable, and fair assessment of the critical
elements associated with English language acquisition and mastery of the linguistic skills linked
to success in mainstream classroom environments: These priorities are also rooted in a belief
assessment must support ongoing improvements in instruction and learning, and must be
useful for all members of the educational enterprise: students, parents, teachers, school
administrators, members of the public, and policymakers.

The Consortium intends to build a flexible system of assessment based upon a common set of
English language proficiency standards aligned with the Common Core State Standards
(CCSS).

The Consortium acknowledges the need for a system comprised of a summative assessment
and diagnostic screener, using the common English language proficiency standards as the
basis. Additionally, the Consortium acknowledges the value of formative and interim
assessment tools for use in the classroom that can assist educators monitoring student
progress toward English language proficiency. These assessment tools must support high-
quality learning, demands of accountability, and balance desires for innovative assessment
tools against the need for a fiscally sustainable system. The efforts of the Consortium will strive
to accomplish these goals with priority placed on the summative assessment and screener.
The assessment system developed by the Consortium will include the following key elements
and principles:
1. A Comprehensive Assessment System grounded in a thoughtfully integrated learning
system of standards, curriculum, assessment, instruction, and teacher development that

English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21 * ERmupycStateesnzartiam MOU Page 1 0of 8
Page e124



will inform decision-making by including formative strategies, interim assessments, and
summative assessments.

The assessment system will measure the full range of the common English language
proficiency standards adopted by the Consortium. The system will emphasize the critical
elements of English language acquisition and the skills required to master the linguistic
demands of the English language.

The assessment system will employ technology wherever possible and feasible to
optimize the testing experience for the student and response time on reporting results.
The Consortium will explore the extent to which computer-based delivery systems
provide the appropriate levels of student engagement with the assessment and support
the enhancement of English language proficiency measures. Technology applications
will be designed to maximize interoperability across user platforms, including platforms
emerging from the Smarter Balanced and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for
College and Career (PARCC) consortia, and will utilize open-source development to the
greatest extent possible.

A sophisticated design will yield scores to support evaluations of student language
proficiency growth, as well as efficiently provide input to states' educator effectiveness
systems.

On-demand and curriculum-embedded assessments will be explored to support teachers
in determining where students are on the continuum of English language acquisition and
progress toward proficiency.

All components of the system will incorporate principles of Universal Design that seek to
remove construct-irrelevant aspects of tasks that could increase barriers for students
with other specific learning needs.

B. Responsibilities of States in the Consortium

While a continuing member of the Consortium, each State agrees to the following elements of the
Consortium’s proposed assessment system:

1.

Adopt a common set of English language proficiency standards that are aligned to the
Common Core State Standards and selected as the foundation for the development of
the new English language proficiency assessment,

2. Fully implement statewide the Consortium’s summative assessment in grades K-12
during the first school year following the conclusion of the assessment development
grant (projected to be the 2016-2017 school year),

3. Adhere to the Consortium’s governance structure as outlined in this document,

4. Participate in the decision-making process and uphold the decisions of the Consortium,

5. Agree to follow agreed-upon timelines, and
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6.

Identify and implement a plan to address barriers in State law, statute, regulation, or
policy to implementing the proposed assessment system and address any such barriers
prior to full implementation of the summative assessment components of the system.

C. Responsibilities of the Consortium

At the conclusion of the project grant period, the Consortium will provide the following:

1.

A comprehensively designed system of assessments including a strategic variety of item
types and performance assessments of modest scope to assess the full range of the
common English language proficiency standards in the four domains - reading, writing,
listening, and speaking, as well as identifying mastery of linguistics.

A system of assessments which includes a diagnostic screener, for initial identification
and placement of new English languages learners, and a required summative
assessment which provides accurate assessment of student achievement, including for
students with disabilities. The summative and screener assessments will be computer-
administered to the extent practically feasible.

Reliable, valid, and fair scores, for students and groups, which can be used to evaluate
student achievement and vyear-to-year growth; determine school/district/state
effectiveness for Title lll ESEA; and improve understanding of the effectiveness and
professional development needs of teachers and principals.

Achievement standards and achievement level descriptors benchmarked across the
widest feasible and practical array of recognized standards.

Access for the State or its authorized delegate to secure item and task banks, which
include psychometrically sound scaling and equating procedures to provide comparable
scoring across member States.

Professional development materials and protocols focused on scoring and examination
of student work to impact curriculum and lesson development.

A representative governance structure that ensures a strong voice for State
administrators, policymakers, school practitioners, and technical advisors to ensure an
optimum balance of assessment quality, efficiency, costs, and time. The governance
structure will be responsible for implementing plans that are consistent with this Memo of
Understanding (MOU), but may make changes as necessary through a formal adoption
process.

Documentation from a Project Management Partner (PMP) which will assist with
management, organization, logistics, and planning on behalf of the Consortium, and who
will monitor the progress of deliverables under the proposal for the U.S. Department of
Education.

A financial analysis, approved by member States, which details the efficacy, efficiency,
and sustainability of the assessment system. The analysis will propose options to
member States to ensure effective administration of an operational assessment during
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the school year following conclusion of the grant period (projected to be the 2016-2017
school year).

10. A consolidated data reporting system that enhances parent, student, teacher, principal,
district, and State understanding of student progress toward English language
proficiency.

D. Management of Consortium Funds

The laws and rules of the State of Oregon, acting in the role of Lead Procurement State/Lead
State, and in accordance with 34 CFR 80.36, will govern all financial activities. Additionally, the
State of Oregon will be legally responsible for the use of grant funds and for ensuring the
Consortium in accordance with Federal requirements carries out the project.

E. Governance Structure and Activities of States in Consortium

As described in the Consortium governance structure, all member States share in the efforts
and rewards of a collaborative team environment, where decisions on matters of policy,
finance, or design are determined in a consensus manner.

To be considered a continuing member of the Consortium, each State, by signing this MOU,
agrees it
1. Is committed to the goals and objectives of the Consortium and met the qualifications
specified in this document,

2. Will be active in policy decision-making for the Consortium,
3. Will provide a representative to serve on the Consortium Council,

4. Will assist, through representation on Task Management Teams, with the tasks
associated in developing and implementing the project,

5. Will approve, via a voting process, the election of the Executive Board.

6. Will participate in final decision-making of the following:
a. Changes in governance and other official documents,
b. Specific design elements
c. Financial adjustments from original budget in excess of $25,000, and
d. Other issues, deemed pertinent by the leadership body, for the total membership to
approve,

Organizational Structure
Consortium Council
The Consortium Council is comprised of one representative from each State in the

Consortium. Members may be a chief or his/her designee. Consortium Council
members must meet the following criteria:
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e Have prior experience in either the design or implementation of curriculum,
instructional supports to English language learners and/or assessment systems at
the policy or implementation level.

e Must have a willingness to serve as the liaison between the total State
membership and any established working groups.

¢ The Consortium Council shall meet bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Consortium Council Responsibilities

Determine the broad picture of what the assessment system will look like,

¢ Receive regular reports from the Project Management Partner, the Task
Management Teams, and/or other assigned advisory positions or groups,

¢ Oversee the expenditure of funds in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State,

e As necessary, review Task Management Team recommendations of successful
contract proposals for approval by the Executive Board and the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State.

Executive Board

e The Executive Board is made up of a Chairperson, a representative from the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State, and three at-large representatives from the state
membership, for a total of five members.

¢ All positions to the Executive Board, with the exception of the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State position, will be selected via voting process of the member states;
the Executive Board Chairperson will be elected by vote of the Executive Board
members and may not be the Lead Procurement State/Lead State representative.

o Ex-officio members will include representatives from the Project Management Partner
(PMP), and other technical advisors as either the Consortium Council or the
Executive Board deem critical to guiding the work of the project.

¢ In the initial selection of membership, a rotation plan will be established, allowing the
four selected representatives to serve for alternating spans of time to provide
opportunity for broad state-member participation. The representatives with the two
highest vote counts will serve for two years, while the remaining representatives will
serve for one year. If an individual is unable to complete the full term of office, then
the above process will occur to choose an individual to serve for the remainder of the
term of office.

¢ The Executive Board will meet at least bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Executive Board Responsibilities

o Oversee development of English language proficiency assessment system,
¢ Provide oversight of the Project Management Partner, and other ex-officio members,
e Provide oversight of the Lead Procurement State/Lead State,
o Work to develop project plans and agendas, and to resolve identified issues,
¢ Provide final determination on all issues/decisions brought forward from the
Consortium Council,
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e Oversee the expenditure of funds, in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State and Project Management Partner, and

e Receive and act on special and regular reports from various project support members
(e.g., the Project Management Partner, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)),
the USED, and member State SEAs.

Decision-making

Consensus will be the goal of all decisions. Major decisions that do not reach consensus will
go to a simple majority vote. The Executive Board will determine what issues will originate
from the Consortium Council. Each Consortium Council member will have one vote; if any
decision has a difference of three or fewer votes, the issue in question will be re-examined
at the next regularly, or specially, scheduled meeting. The Executive Board may prepare
additional information as to the pros and cons of the issue to inform members of the
Consortium Council in reaching consensus and a final decision. The Executive Board will
specify decision-making responsibilities assigned to the Consortium Council and to the
Executive Board.

Task Management Teams

Task Management Teams (TMT) are comprised of an advisor/expert contracted consultant
skilled in the particular task area. Two to four state education agency (SEA) members from
ELPA21 Consortium States will complete each TMT. Each TMT will specify, guide, review,
and hold accountable contractors competitively selected to complete tasks within the TMT's
responsibility area. State representatives may be members of the Consortium Council, or
the Executive Board, or may other SEA employees with applicable experience and skills in
the target area. State participation in a TMT will require a minimal amount of engagement
to review task progress and materials developed to support project outcomes. Interested
individuals will submit inquiries in writing to the Project Management Partner indicating a
preferred group. The Consortium Council upon the collaborative recommendation of the
PMP and each advisor/expert will appoint TMT members. All Member States are expected
to commit support toward one or more of the Task Management Teams based on skills,
expertise, and interest within the State to maximize contributions and distribute expertise
and responsibilities efficiently and effectively. ELPA21 has established the following working
list of Task Management Teams, which may be adjusted as project needs dictate:

Proficiency Standards Development TMT
Item Acquisition and Development TMT
Assessment Design TMT
Accommodations and Accessibility TMT
Standard Setting TMT

Field Testing TMT

Technology Utilization TMT

Data System and Reporting TMT
Professional Development Support TMT
Communications and Outreach TMT

The Consortium will also establish a Technica! Advisory Committee (TAC) and as deemed
necessary, other appropriate ex-officio members and/or groups as needed to advise the
Executive Board and/or the Consortium Council.
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F. State Entrance, Exit, and Status Change

This MOU shall become effective as of the date first written above upon signature by both the Lead
State designee and the Consortium state member applicant and remain in force until the
conclusion of the Program, unless terminated earlier in writing as set forth below.

Entrance into Consortium

Initial entrance into the Consortium as part of the EAG applicant group is assured when:

A signature is secured on the MOU from the State's chief, or appropriate designee;
The signed MOU is submitted to the Consortium’s identified Project Management
Partner;

The State is committed to implement a plan to identify any existing barriers in State
law, statute, reguiation, or policy to implementing the proposed assessment system
and to addressing any such barriers prior to full implementation of the summative
assessment components of the system;

The State agrees to support all Consortium decisions made prior to the State joining
the Consortium.

After receipt of the grant award, the Executive Board must approve any request for entrance
into the Consortium. Upon approval, the Project Management Partner will then submit a
change of membership to the USED. A State may begin participating in the decision-making
process after acceptance of their MOU.

Exit from Consortium

Any State may leave the Consortium without cause, but must comply with the following exit
process:

A State requesting an exit from the Consortium must submit to the Project
Management Partner a written request and reasons for the exit request;

The written explanation must include the statutory or policy reasons for the exit;

The written request must be submitted to the Project Management Partner with a
signature from a person at the same or higher level of authority as originally signed
for entering the Consortium;

The Executive Board will act upon the request within one week of the request; and
The Project Management Partner will then submit a change of membership to the
USED.

(Rest of page left blank intentionally.)
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G. Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following signature block.

MEMBER STATE Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program — English Language
Proficiency(ELP) Competition

As a Member State in the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% Century State
Consortium (ELPA21), | have read and understand the roles and responsibitities of Member
States, and agree to be bound by the statements and assurances made in the application.

| further certify in the continuing capacity of a Member State | am fully committed to the goals and
objectives of the grant application and wil! support its implementation.

(b)(6)
State Name:
!Oregon
' Designated Procurement Officer: Telephone: |*©
(Printed Name): Lillie Gray
Designated Procurement Officer: Date:
(b)(6)
| June 12, 2012
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mick Zais 1429 Senate Street
Superintendent Columbia, South Carolina 2g201

June 11, 2012

The Honorable Susan Castillo
Superintendent of Public Instruction
255 Capito] Street NE

Salem, Oregon 97310

Subject: State of Oregon Submission for 2012 USED Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant
Program—English Language Proficiency (ELP Competition)

Dear Superintendent Castillo:

South Carolina is pleased to collaborate with the Oregon Department of Education’s leadership,
the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), and other participating states in the proposal you are
submitting to the U.S. Department of Education for an Enhanced Assessiment Grant, “English Language
Proficiency Assessment for the 21st Century State Consortium (ELPA21).” South Carolina has a long-
term interest in LEP assessments, and we strongly support the goals and objectives of this innovative and
groundbreaking proposal.

South Carolina’s contribution will be for participation in the decision-making process,
development, and implementation of an English language proficiency assessment system based on a set of

common English language proficiency standards that arc aligned to the Common Core State Standards.

We look forward to working with you on this very important project. Best wishes for the success
of vour proposal.

Sincerely,

(b)(8)

Mick Zais. Ph.D.
State Superintendent of Education

MZ/cn

cc: Nancy W. Busbee, Ph.D., Deputy Superintendent for Accountability
Elizabeth Jones, Director, Office of Assessment
Jennifer Clytus. Title II/ESOL Coordinator

PR/Award # S368A120002
phone: 803-734-8492 o [B%EI*%734-3380 e ed.scgov



Memorandum of Understanding
English Language Proficiency Assessment
for the 21° Century State Consortium (ELPA21)

Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program
- English Language Proficiency (ELP) Competition
CFDA number 84.368A-1

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered intoas of __June /12 /2012, by and
between the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% Century State Consortium,
hereafter referred to as the “Consortium”, and the State of __South Carolina

which has elected to participate in the Consortlum pursuant to the requirements of the Enhanced
Assessment Grant (EAG; CFDA 84.368A-1) competition for 2012, proposals due June 14, 2012.

The purpose of this MOU is to:

Describe the Consortium vision and principles,

Detail the responsibilities of States in the Consortium,

Detail the responsibilities of the Consortium,

Describe the management of Consortium funds,

Describe the governance structure and activities of States in the Consortium,

Describe State entrance, exit, and status change, and

. Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following signature blocks:

OMmMooOw»

A. Consortium Vision and Principles

The Consortium’s priorities for a new generation English language proficiency assessment
system are rooted in a concern for the valid, reliable, and fair assessment of the critical
elements associated with English language acquisition and mastery of the linguistic skills linked
to success in mainstream classroom environments. These priorities are also rooted in a belief
assessment must support ongoing improvements in instruction and learning, and must be
useful for all members of the educational enterprise: students, parents, teachers, school
administrators, members of the public, and policymakers.

The Consortium intends to build a flexible system of assessment based upon a common set of
English language proficiency assessment standards aligned with the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS).

The Consortium acknowledges the need for a system comprised of a summative assessment
and diagnostic screener, using the common English language proficiency assessment
standards as the basis. Additionally, the Consortium acknowledges the value of formative and
interim assessment tools for use in the classroom that can assist educators monitoring student
progress toward English language proficiency. These assessment tools must support high-
quality learning, demands of accountability, and balance desires for innovative assessment
tools against the need for a fiscally sustainable system. The efforts of the Consortium will strive
to accomplish these goals with priority placed on the summative assessment and screener.

The assessment system developed by the Consortium will include the following key elements
and principles:
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1. A Comprehensive Assessment System grounded in a thoughtfully integrated learning
system of standards, curriculum, assessment, instruction, and teacher development that
will inform decision-making by including formative strategies, interim assessments, and
summative assessments.

2. The assessment system will measure the full range of the common English language
proficiency assessment standards adopted by the Consortium. The system will
emphasize the critical elements of English language acquisition and the skills required to
master the linguistic demands of the English language.

3. The assessment system will employ technology wherever possible and feasible to
optimize the testing experience for the student and response time on reporting results.
The Consortium will explore the extent to which computer-based delivery systems
provide the appropriate levels of student engagement with the assessment and support
the enhancement of English language proficiency measures. Technology applications
will be designed to maximize interoperability across user platforms, including platforms
emerging from the Smarter Balanced and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for
Coliege and Career (PARCC) consortia, and will utilize open-source development to the
greatest extent possible.

4, A sophisticated design will yield scores to support evaluations of student language
proficiency growth, as well as efficiently provide input to states' educator effectiveness
systems.

5. On-demand and curriculum-embedded assessments will be explored to support teachers
in determining where students are on the continuum of English language acquisition and
progress toward proficiency.

6. All components of the system will incorporate principles of Universal Design that seek to

remove construct-irrelevant aspects of tasks that could increase barriers for students
with other specific learning needs.

B. Responsibilities of States in the Consortium

While a continuing member of the Consortium, each State agrees to the following elements of the
Consortium’s proposed assessment system:

1. Adopt a common set of English language proficiency assessment standards that are
aligned to the Common Core State Standards and selected as the foundation for the
development of the new English language proficiency assessment,

2. Fully implement statewide the Consortium’s summative assessment in grades K-12

during the first school year following the conclusion of the assessment development
grant (projected to be the 2016-2017 school year),

3. Adhere to the Consortium’s governance structure as outlined in this document,

4. Participate in the decision-making process and uphold the decisions of the Consortium,
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5.

Agree to follow agreed-upon timelines, and Identify and implement a plan to address
barriers in State law, statute, regulation, or policy to implementing the proposed
assessment system and address any such barriers prior to full implementation of the
summative assessment components of the system.

C. Responsibilities of the Consortium

At the conclusion of the project grant pericd, the Consortium will provide the following:

1.

9.

A comprehensively designed system of assessments including a strategic variety of item
types and performance assessments of modest scope to assess the full range of the
common English language proficiency assessment standards in the four domains —
reading, writing, listening, and speaking, as well as identifying mastery of linguistics.

A system of assessments which includes a diagnostic screener, for initial identification
and placement of new English languages learners, and a required summative
assessment which provides accurate assessment of student achievement, including for
students with disabilities. The summative and screener assessments will be computer-
administered to the extent practically feasible.

Reliable, valid, and fair scores, for students and groups, which can be used to evaluate
student achievement and year-to-year growth; determine school/district/state
effectiveness for Title Il ESEA; and improve understanding of the effectiveness and
professional development needs of teachers and principals.

Achievement standards and achievement level descriptors benchmarked across the
widest feasible and practical array of recognized standards.

Access for the State or its authorized delegate to secure item and task banks, which
include psychometrically sound scaling and equating procedures to provide comparable
scoring across member States.

Professional development materials and protocols focused on scoring and examination
of student work to impact curriculum and lesson development.

A representative governance structure that ensures a strong voice for State
administrators, policymakers, school practitioners, and technical advisors to ensure an
optimum balance of assessment quality, efficiency, costs, and time. The governance
structure will be responsible for implementing plans that are consistent with this Memo of
Understanding (MOU), but may make changes as necessary through a formal adoption
process.

Documentation from a Project Management Partner (PMP) which will assist with
management, organization, logistics, and planning on behalf of the Consortium, and who
will monitor the progress of deliverables under the proposal for the U.S. Department of
Education.

A financial analysis, approved by member States, which details the efficacy, efficiency,
and sustainability of the assessment system. The analysis will propose options to
member States to ensure effective administration of an operational assessment during
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the school year following conclusion of the grant period (projected to be the 2016-2017
school year).

10.A consolidated data reporting system that enhances parent, student, teacher, principal,
district, and State understanding of student progress toward English language
proficiency.

D. Management of Consortium Funds

The laws and rules of the State of Oregon, acting in the role of Lead Procurement State/Lead
State, and in accordance with 34 CFR 80.36, will govern all financial activities. Additionally, the
State of Oregon will be legally responsible for the use of grant funds and for ensuring the
Consortium in accordance with Federal requirements carries out the project.

E. Governance Structure and Activities of States in Consortium

As described in the Consortium governance structure, all member States share in the efforts
and rewards of a collaborative team environment, where decisions on matters of policy,
finance, or design are determined in a consensus manner.

To be considered a continuing member of the Consortium, each State, by signing this MOU,
agrees it:
1. Is committed to the goals and objectives of the Consortium and met the qualifications
specified in this document,

2. Will be active in policy decision-making for the Consortium,
3. Will provide a representative to serve on the Consortium Council,

4. Will assist, through representation on Task Management Teams, with the tasks
associated in developing and implementing the project,

5. Will approve, via a voting process, the election of the Executive Board.

6. Will participate in final decision-making of the following:
a. Changes in governance and other official documents,
b. Specific design elements
c. Financial adjustments from original budget in excess of $25,000, and
d. Other issues deemed pertinent by the leadership body, for the total membership to
approve.

Organizational Structure
Consortium Council
The Consortium Council is comprised of one representative from each State in the

Consortium. Members may be a chief or his/her designee. Consortium Council members
must meet the following criteria:
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« Have prior experience in either the design or implementation of curriculum,

e instructional supports to English language learners and/or assessment systems at

the policy or implementation level.

e Must have a willingness to serve as the liaison between the total State membership
and any established working groups.

¢ The Consortium Council shall meet bi-weekly on such schedule as its members shall
determine.

Consortium Council Responsibilities

Determine the broad picture of what the assessment system will look like,
Receive regular reports from the Project Management Partner, the Task
Management Teams, and/or other assigned advisory positions or groups,

o Oversee the expenditure of funds in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State,

e As necessary, review Task Management Team recommendations of successful
contract proposals for approval by the Executive Board and the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State.

Executive Board

¢ The Executive Board is made up of a Chairperson, a representative from the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State, and three at-large representatives from the state
membership, for a total of five members.

e All positions to the Executive Board, with the exception of the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State position, will be selected via voting process of the member states;
the Executive Board Chairperson will be elected by vote of the Executive Board
members and may not be the Lead Procurement State/Lead State representative.

e Ex-officio members will include representatives from the Project Management Partner
(PMP), and other technical advisors as either the Consortium Council or the
Executive Board deem critical to guiding the work of the project.

* In the initial selection of membership, a rotation plan will be established, allowing the
four selected representatives to serve for alternating spans of time to provide
opportunity for broad state-member participation. The representatives with the two
highest vote counts will serve for two years, while the remaining representatives will
serve for one year. If an individual is unable to complete the full term of office, then
the above process will occur to choose an individual to serve for the remainder of the
term of office.

e The Executive Board will meet at least bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Executive Board Responsibilities

e Oversee development of English language proficiency assessment system,
¢ Provide oversight of the Project Management Partner, and other ex-officio members,
e Provide oversight of the Lead Procurement State/Lead State,
e Work to develop project plans and agendas, and to resolve identified issues,
¢ Provide final determination on all issues/decisions brought forward from the
Consortium Council,
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s Oversee the expenditure of funds, in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State and Project Management Partner, and

e Receive and act on special and regular reports from various project support members
(e.g., the Project Management Partner, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)),
the USED, and member State SEAs.

Decision-making

Consensus will be the goal of all decisions. Major decisions that do not reach consensus will
go to a simple majority vote. The Executive Board will determine what issues will originate
from the Consortium Council. Each Consortium Council member will have one vote; if any
decision has a difference of three or fewer votes, the issue in question will be re-examined
at the next regularly, or specially, scheduled meeting. The Executive Board may prepare
additional information as to the pros and cons of the issue to inform members of the
Consortium Council in reaching consensus and a final decision. The Executive Board will
specify decision-making responsibilities assigned to the Consortium Council and to the
Executive Board.

Task Management Teams

Task Management Teams (TMT) are comprised of an advisor/expert contracted consultant
skilled in the particular task area. Two to four state education agency (SEA) members from
ELPA21 Consortium States will complete each TMT. Each TMT will specify, guide, review,
and hold accountable contractors competitively selected to complete tasks within the TMT's
responsibility area. State representatives may be members of the Consortium Council, or
the Executive Board, or may other SEA employees with applicable experience and skills in
the target area. State participation in a TMT will require a minimal amount of engagement
to review task progress and materials developed to support project outcomes. Interested
individuals will submit inquiries in writing to the Project Management Partner indicating a
preferred group. The Consortium Council upon the collaborative recommendation of the
PMP and each advisor/expert will appoint TMT members. All Member States are expected
to commit support toward one or more of the Task Management Teams based on skils,
expertise, and interest within the State to maximize contributions and distribute expertise
and responsibilities efficiently and effectively. ELPA21 has established the following working
list of Task Management Teams, which may be adjusted as project needs dictate:

Proficiency Standards Development TMT
ltem Acquisition and Development TMT
Assessment Design TMT
Accommodations and Accessibility TMT
Standard Setting TMT

Field Testing TMT

Technology Utilization TMT

Data System and Reporting TMT
Professional Development Support TMT
Communications and Outreach TMT

The Consortium will also establish a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and as deemed
necessary, other appropriate ex-officio members and/or groups as needed to advise the
Executive Board and/or the Consortium Council.

English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21° Gantury StatsGonsortizm MOU Page 6 of 8
Page €138



F. State Entrance, Exit, and Status Change

This MOU shall become effective as of the date first written above upon signature by both the Lead
State designee and the Consortium state member applicant and remain in force until the
conclusion of the Program, unless terminated earlier in writing as set forth below.

Entrance into Consortium

Initial entrance into the Consortium as part of the EAG applicant group is assured when:

A signature is secured on the MOU from the State’s chief, or appropriate designee;
The signed MOU is submitted to the Consortium’s identified Project Management
Partner,;

The State is committed to implement a plan to identify any existing barriers in State
law, statute, regulation, or policy to implementing the proposed assessment system
and to addressing any such barriers prior to full implementation of the summative
assessment components of the system;

The State agrees to support all Consortium decisions made prior to the State joining
the Consortium.

Atfter receipt of the grant award, the Executive Board must approve any request for entrance
into the Consortium. Upon approval, the Project Management Partner will then submit a
change of membership to the USED. A State may begin participating in the decision-making
process after acceptance of their MOU.

Exit from Consortium

Any State may leave the Consortium without cause, but must comply with the following exit
process:

A State requesting an exit from the Consortium must submit to the Project
Management Partner a written request and reasons for the exit request;

The written request must be submitted to the Project Management Partner with a
signature from a person at the same or higher level of authority as originally signed
for entering the Consortium;

The Executive Board will act upon the request within one week of the request; and

The Project Management Partner will then submit a change of membership to the
USED.

(Rest of page left blank intentionally.)
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G. Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the

application through the foliowing signature block.

MEMBER STATE Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program — English Language
Proficiency(ELP) Competition

As a Member State in the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21%! Century State
Consortium (ELPA21), | have read and understand the roles and responsibilities of Member
States, and agree o be bound by the statements and assurances made in the application.

| further certify in the continuing capacity of a Member State | am fully committed to the goals and
objectives of the grant application and will support its implementation.

State Name:
South Carolina
Chief State School Officer/Designee: Telephone:
Mick Zais, Ph.D. Gl
Chief State School Officer/Designee: Date:
(Signature) |[®)X©)
% /11 2012
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Memorandum of Understanding
English Language Proficiency Assessment
for the 21°! Century State Consortium (ELPA21)

Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program
— English Language Proficiency (ELP)} Competition
CFDA number 84.368A-1

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into as of June 7, 2012, by and between
the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% Century State Consortium, hereafter
referred to as the "Consortium”, and the State of Washington, which has elected to participate in
the Consortium pursuant to the requirements of the Enhanced Assessment Grant (EAG; CFDA
84.368A-1) competition for 2012, proposals due June 14, 2012.

The purpose of this MOU is to:

Describe the Consortium vision and principles,

Detall the responsibilities of States in the Consortium,

Detail the responsibilities of the Consortium,

Describe the management of Consortium funds,

Describe the governance structure and activities of States in the Consortium,

Describe State entrance, exit, and status change, and

Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following signature blocks:

GITMOUOm»

A. Consortium Vision and Principles

The Consorfium's priorities for a new generation English language proficiency assessment
system are rooted in a concern for the valid, reliable, and fair assessment of the critical
elements associated with English language acquisition and mastery of the linguistic skills linked
to success in mainstream classroom environments. These priorities are also rooted in a belief
assessment must support ongoing improvements in instruction and learning, and must be
useful for all members of the educational enterprise: students, parents, teachers, school
administrators, members of the public, and policymakers.

The Consortium intends to build a flexible system of assessment based upon a common set of
English language proficiency assessment standards aligned with the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS).

The Consortium acknowledges the need for a system comprised of a summative assessment
and diagnostic screener, using the common English language proficiency assessment
standards as the basis. Additionally, the Consortium acknowledges the value of formative and
interim assessment tools for use in the classroom that can assist educators monitoring student
progress toward English language proficiency. These assessment tools must support high-
quality learning, demands of accountability, and balance desires for innovative assessment
tools against the need for a fiscally sustainable system. The efforts of the Consortium will strive
to accomplish these goals with priority placed on the summative assessment and screener.
The assessment system developed by the Consortium will include the following key elements
and principles:
1. A Comprehensive Assessment System grounded in a thoughtfully integrated learning
system of standards, curriculum, assessment, instruction, and teacher development that
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will inform decision-making by including formative strategies, interim assessments, and
summative assessments.

The assessment system will measure the full range of the common English language
proficiency assessment standards adopted by the Consortium. The system will
emphasize the critical elements of English language acquisition and the skills required to
master the linguistic demands of the English language.

The assessment system will employ technology wherever possible and feasible to
optimize the testing experience for the student and response time on reporting results.
The Consortium will explore the extent to which computer-based delivery systems
provide the appropriate levels of student engagement with the assessment and support
the enhancement of English language proficiency measures. Technology applications
will be designed to maximize interoperability across user platforms, including platforms
emerging from the Smarter Balanced and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for
College and Career (PARCC) consortia, and will utilize open-source development to the
greatest extent possible.

A sophisticated design will yield scores to support evaluations of student language

proficiency growth, as well as efficiently provide input to states’ educator effectiveness
systems.

On-demand and curriculum-embedded assessments will be explored to support teachers
in determining where students are on the continuum of English language acquisition and
progress toward proficiency.

All components of the system will incorporate principles of Universal Design that seek to
remove construct-irrelevant aspects of tasks that could increase barriers for students
with other specific learning needs.

B. Responsibilities of States in the Consortium

While a continuing member of the Consortium, each State agrees to the following elements of the
Consortium’s proposed assessment system:

1.

Adopt a common set of English language proficiency assessment standards that are
aligned to the Common Core State Standards and selected as the foundation for the
development of the new English language proficiency assessment,

Fully implement statewide the Consortium’s summative assessment in grades K-12
during the first school year following the conclusion of the assessment development
grant (projected to be the 2016—2017 school year),

Adhere to the Consortium's governance structure as outlined in this document,
Participate in the decision-making process and uphold the decisions of the Consortium,

Agree to follow agreed-upon timelines, and
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6. Identify and implement a plan to address barriers in State law, statute, regulation, or

policy to implementing the proposed assessment system and address any such barriers
prior to full implementation of the summative assessment components of the system.

C. Responsibilities of the Consortium

At the conclusion of the project grant period, the Consortium will provide the following:

1.

A comprehensively designed system of assessments including a strategic variety of item
types and performance assessments of modest scope to assess the full range of the
common English language proficiency assessment standards in the four domains —
reading, writing, listening, and speaking, as well as identifying mastery of linguistics.

A system of assessments which includes a diagnostic screener, for initial identification
and placement of new English languages learners, and a required summative
assessment which provides accurate assessment of student achievement, including for
students with disabilities. The summative and screener assessments will be computer-
administered to the extent practically feasible.

Reliable, valid, and fair scores, for students and groups, which can be used to evaluate
student achievement and year-to-year growth; determine school/district/state
effectiveness for Title Ill ESEA; and improve understanding of the effectiveness and
professional development needs of teachers and principals.

Achievement standards and achievement level descriptors benchmarked across the
widest feasible and practical array of recognized standards.

Access for the State or its authorized delegate to secure item and task banks, which

include psychometrically sound scaling and equating procedures to provide comparable
scoring across member States.

Professional development materials and protocols focused on scoring and examination
of student work to impact curriculum and lesson development.

A representative governance struciure that ensures a strong voice for State
administrators, policymakers, school practitioners, and technical advisors to ensure an
optimum balance of assessment quality, efficiency, costs, and time. The governance
structure will be responsible for implementing plans that are consistent with this Memo of
Understanding (MOU), but may make changes as necessary through a formal adoption
process.

Documentation from a Project Management Pariner (PMP) which will assist with
management, organization, logistics, and planning on behalf of the Consortium, and who
will monitor the progress of deliverables under the proposal for the U.S. Department of
Education.

A financial analysis, approved by member States, which details the efficacy, efficiency,
and sustainability of the assessment system. The analysis will propose options to
member States to ensure effective administration of an operational assessment during

English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21 * Cerluyakt e foansodiom MOU Page 3of 8

Page €143



the school year following conclusion of the grant period (projected to be the 2016-2017
school year).

10.A consolidated data reporting system that enhances parent, student, teacher, principal,

district, and State understanding of student progress toward English language
proficiency.

D. Management of Consortium Funds

The laws and rules of the State of Oregon, acting in the role of Lead Procurement State/i ead
State, and in accordance with 34 CFR 80.36, will govern all financial activities. Additionally, the

State of Oregon will be legally responsible for the use of grant funds and for ensuring the
Consortium in accordance with Federal requirements carries out the project.

E. Governance Structure and Activities of States in Consortium

As described in the Consortium governance structure, all member States share in the efforts
and rewards of a collaborative team environment, where decisions on matters of policy,
finance, or design are determined in a consensus manner.

To be considered a continuing member of the Consortium, each State, by signing this MOU,
agrees it:

1. Is committed to the goals and objectives of the Consortium and met the qualifications
specified in this document,

2. Will be active in policy decision-making for the Consortium,
3. Will provide a representative to serve on the Consortium Council,

4. Will assist, through representation on Task Management Teams, with the tasks
associated in developing and implementing the project,

5. Will approve, via a voting process, the election of the Executive Board.

6. Will participate in final decision-making of the following:
a. Changes in governance and other official documents,
b. Specific design elements
c. Financial adjustments from original budget in excess of $25,000, and
d. Other issues deemed pertinent by the leadership body for the total membership to
approve.

Organizational Structure
Consortium Council
The Consortium Council is comprised of one representative from each State in the

Consortium. Members may be a chief or hisfther designee. Consortium Council
members must meet the following criteria:

English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% CEBRIAWeRI#STEABA0H MOU Page 4 of 8
Page e144



e Have prior experience in either the design or implementation of curricuium,
instructional supports to English language learners and/or assessment systems at
the policy or implementation level.

« Must have a wilingness to serve as the liaison between the total State
membership and any established working groups.

e The Consortium Council shall meet bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Consortium Council Responsibilities

e Determine the broad picture of what the assessment system will look like,

e Receive regular reports from the Project Management Partner, the Task
Management Teams, and/or other assigned advisory positions or groups,

o Oversee the expenditure of funds in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State,

* As necessary, review Task Management Team recommendations of successful

contract proposals for approval by the Executive Board and the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State.

Executive Board

» The Executive Board is made up of a Chairperson, a representative from the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State, and three at-large representatives from the state
membership, for a total of five members.

e All positions to the Executive Board, with the exception of the Lead Procurement
State/L.ead State position, will be selected via voting process of the member states;
the Executive Board Chairperson will be elected by vote of the Executive Board
members and may not be the Lead Procurement State/lead State representative.

« Ex-officic members will include representatives from the Project Management Partner
(PMP), and other technical advisors as either the Consortium Council or the
Executive Board deem critical to guiding the work of the project.

+ In the initial selection of membership, a rotation plan will be established, allowing the
four selected representatives to serve for alternating spans of time to provide
opportunity for broad state-member participation. The representatives with the two
highest vote counts will serve for two years, while the remaining representatives will
serve for one year. If an individual is unable to complete the full term of office, then
the above process will occur to choose an individual to serve for the remainder of the
term of office.

o The Executive Board will meet at least bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Executive Board Responsibilities

Oversee development of English language proficiency assessment system,

+ Provide oversight of the Project Management Partner, and other ex-officio members,
s Provide oversight of the Lead Procurement State/Lead State,
¢ Work to develop project plans and agendas, and to resolve identified issues,
» Provide final determination on all issues/decisions brought forward from the
Consortium Council,
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¢ Oversee the expenditure of funds, in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/l ead State and Project Management Partner, and
* Receive and act on special and regular reports from various project support members

(e.g., the Project Management Partner, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)),
the USED, and member State SEAs.

Decision-making

Consensus will be the goal of all decisions. Major decisions that do not reach consensus will
go to a simple majority vote. The Executive Board will determine what issues will originate
from the Consortium Council. Each Consortium Council member will have one vote; if any
decision has a difference of three or fewer votes, the issue in question will be re-examined
at the next regularly, or specially, scheduled meeting. The Executive Board may prepare
additional information as to the pros and cons of the issue to inform members of the
Consortium Council in reaching consensus and a final decision. The Executive Board will
specify decision-making responsibilities assigned to the Consortium Council and to the
Executive Board.

Task Management Teams

Task Management Teams (TMT) are comprised of an advisor/expert contracted consultant
skilied in the particular task area. Two to four state education agency (SEA) members from
ELPA21 Consortium States will complete each TMT. Each TMT will specify, guide, review,
and hold accountable contractors competitively selected to complete tasks within the TMT's
responsibility area. State representatives may be members of the Consortium Council, or
the Executive Board, or may other SEA employees with applicable experience and skills in
the target area. State participation in a TMT will require a minimal amount of engagement
to review task progress and materials developed 1o support project outcomes. Interested
individuals will submit inquiries in writing to the Project Management Partner indicating a
preferred group. The Consortium Councit upon the collaborative recommendation of the
PMP and each advisor/expert will appoint TMT members. All Member States are expected
to commit support toward one or more of the Task Management Teams based on skills,
expertise, and interest within the State to maximize contributions and distribute expertise
and responsibilities efficiently and effectively. ELPA21 has established the following working
list of Task Management Teams, which may be adjusted as project needs dictate:

Proficiency Standards Development TMT
ltem Acquisition and Development TMT
Assessment Design TMT
Accommodations and Accessibility TMT
Standard Setting TMT

Field Testing TMT

Technology Utilization TMT

Data System and Reporting TMT
Professional Development Support TMT
Communications and Outreach TMT

The Consortium will also establish a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and as deemed

necessary, other appropriate ex-officic members and/or groups as needed to advise the
Executive Board and/or the Consortium Council.
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F. State Entrance, Exit, and Status Change

This MOU shall become effective as of the date first written above upon signature by both the Lead
State designee and the Consortium state member applicant and remain in force until the
conclusion of the Program, unless terminated earlier in writing as set forth below.

Entrance into Consortium

Initial entrance into the Consortium as part of the EAG applicant group is assured when:

A signature is secured on the MOU from the State’s chief, or appropriate designee;
The signed MOU is submitted to the Consortium's identified Project Management
Partner;

The State is committed to implement a plan to identify any existing barriers in State
law, statute, regulation, or policy to implementing the proposed assessment system
and to addressing any such barriers prior to full implementation of the summative
assessment componenis of the system:;

The State agrees to support all Consortium decisions made prior to the State joining
the Consortium.

After receipt of the grant award, the Executive Board must approve any request for entrance
into the Consortium. Upon approval, the Project Management Partner will then submit a
change of membership to the USED. A State may begin participating in the decision-making
process after acceptance of their MOU.

Exit from Consortium

Any State may leave the Consortium without cause, but must comply with the following exit
process:

A State requesting an exit from the Consortium must submit to the Project
Management Partner a written request and reasons for the exit request;

The written explanation must include the statutory or policy reasons for the exit;

The written request must be submitted to the Project Management Partner with a
signature from a person at the same or higher level of authority as originally signed
for entering the Consortium; '

The Executive Board will act upon the request within one week of the request; and

The Project Management Partner will then submit a change of membership to the
USED.

(Rest of page left blank intentionally.)
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G. Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following signature block.

MEMBER STATE Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program — English Language
Proficiency(ELP) Competition

As a Member State in the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21! Century State
Consortium (ELPA21), | have read and understand the roles and responsibilities of Member
States, and agree to be bound by the statements and assurances made in the application.

| further certify in the continuing capacity of a Member State | am fully committed to the goals and
objectives of the grant application and will support its implementation.

State Name: Washington

Chief State School Officer/Designee: Telephone:
(Printed Name): Ken Kanikeberg 55E)
Chief of Staff
Chief State School Ofﬁcer/DeS|gnee: Date:
(Signature)
June 7, 2012
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Jorea AL Marple, Ed.D.

WM v()bg nia Department of Stute Superintendent of Schools

1906 Kunawha Boulevard, East, Building 6
EDuc ATION Charleston, WV’ 253050330
Phone: 304.558.2681 Fax: 304.558.0048

; p
hitpes Fwvde.statewovas

June 8, 2012

Susan Castillo, Superintendent
Superintendent of Public Instruction
Oregon Department ol Education
225 Capitol Street, NE

Salem, Oregon 97310

Subject: State of Oregon Submission for 2012 USDOE Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant
Program — English Language Proficiency (ELP Competition)

Dear Superintendent Castillo:

West Virginia is pleased to collaborate with the Oregon Department of Education’s
leadership, the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), and other participating states in
the proposal you are submitting to the U.S. Department of Education for an Enhanced
Assessment Grant, “English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21st Century State
Consortium (ELPA21).” The project has the potential to advance knowledge about, and the
practice of, assessment to benefit the learning of all students. West Virginia has a long-term
interest in LEP assessments, and we strongly support the goals and objectives of this innovative
and groundbreaking proposal.

West Virginia’s contribution will be for participation in the decision-making process,
development, and implementation of an Lnglish language proficiency assessment system based
on a set of common English language proficiency standards that are aligned to the Common Core
State Standards.

We look forward to working with you on this very important project. Best wishes for the
success of your proposal.

Sincerelv
6)

Jorgd M., Marple, Ed.D.
Stdte Superintendent of Schools

JMM:RAC

GLGBAL

Students deserve it The world demands it
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Memorandum of Understanding
English Language Proficiency Assessment
for the 21 Century State Consortium (ELPA21)

Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program
— English Language Proficiency (ELP) Competition
CFDA number 84.368A-1

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into as of 6/8/2012, by and between the
English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% Century State Consortium, hereafter
referred to as the “Consortium”, and the State of West Virginia, which has elected to participate in
the Consortium pursuant to the requirements of the Enhanced Assessment Grant (EAG; CFDA
84.368A-1) competition for 2012, proposals due June 14, 2012.

The purpose of this MOU is to:

Describe the Consortium vision and principles,

Detail the responsibilities of States in the Consortium,

Detail the responsibilities of the Consortium,

Describe the management of Consortium funds,

Describe the governance structure and activities of States in the Consortium,

Describe State entrance, exit, and status change, and

Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following signature blocks:

eTMMoO®»

A. Consortium Vision and Principles

The Consortium’s priorities for a new generation English language proficiency assessment
system are rooted in a concern for the valid, reliable, and fair assessment of the critical
elements associated with English language acquisition and mastery of the linguistic skills linked
to success in mainstream classroom environments. These priorities are also rooted in a belief
assessment must support ongoing improvements in instruction and learning, and must be
useful for all members of the educational enterprise: students, parents, teachers, school
administrators, members of the public, and policymakers.

The Consortium intends to build a flexible system of assessment based upon a common set of
English language proficiency assessment standards aligned with the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS).

The Consortium acknowledges the need for a system comprised of a summative assessment
and diagnostic screener, using the common English language proficiency assessment
standards as the basis. Additionally, the Consortium acknowledges the value of formative and
interim assessment tools for use in the classroom that can assist educators monitoring student
progress toward English language proficiency. These assessment tools must support high-
quality learning, demands of accountability, and balance desires for innovative assessment
tools against the need for a fiscally sustainable system. The efforts of the Consortium will strive
to accomplish these goals with priority placed on the summative assessment and screener.
The assessment system developed by the Consortium will include the following key elements
and principles:
1. A Comprehensive Assessment System grounded in a thoughtfully integrated learning
system of standards, curriculum, assessment, instruction, and teacher development that
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will inform decision-making by including formative strategies, interim assessments, and
summative assessments.

The assessment system will measure the full range of the common English language
proficiency assessment standards adopted by the Consortium. The system will
emphasize the critical elements of English language acquisition and the skills required to
master the linguistic demands of the English language.

The assessment system will employ technology wherever possible and feasible to
optimize the testing experience for the student and response time on reporting results.
The Consortium will explore the extent to which computer-based delivery systems
provide the appropriate levels of student engagement with the assessment and support
the enhancement of English language proficiency measures. Technology applications
will be designed to maximize interoperability across user platforms, including platforms
emerging from the Smarter Balanced and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for
College and Career (PARCC) consortia, and will utilize open-source development to the
greatest extent possible.

A sophisticated design will yield scores to support evaluations of student language
proficiency growth, as well as efficiently provide input to states' educator effectiveness
systems.

On-demand and curriculum-embedded assessments will be explored to support teachers
in determining where students are on the continuum of English language acquisition and
progress toward proficiency.

All components of the system will incorporate principles of Universal Design that seek to
remove construct-irrelevant aspects of tasks that could increase barriers for students
with other specific learning needs.

B. Responsibilities of States in the Consortium

While a continuing member of the Consortium, each State agrees to the following elements of the
Consortium’s proposed assessment system:

1.

Adopt a common set of English language proficiency assessment standards that are
aligned to the Common Core State Standards and selected as the foundation for the
development of the new English language proficiency assessment,

Fully implement statewide the Consortium’s summative assessment in grades K-12
during the first school year following the conclusion of the assessment development
grant (projected to be the 2016-2017 school year),

Adhere to the Consortium’s governance structure as outlined in this document,

Participate in the decision-making process and uphold the decisions of the Consortium,

Agree to follow agreed-upon timelines, and
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6. Identify and implement a plan to address barriers in State law, statute, regulation, or
policy to implementing the proposed assessment system and address any such barriers
prior to full implementation of the summative assessment components of the system.

C. Responsibilities of the Consortium
At the conclusion of the project grant period, the Consortium will provide the following:

1. A comprehensively designed system of assessments including a strategic variety of item
types and performance assessments of modest scope to assess the full range of the
common English language proficiency assessment standards in the four domains -
reading, writing, listening, and speaking, as well as identifying mastery of linguistics.

2. A system of assessments which includes a diagnostic screener, for initial identification
and placement of new English languages learners, and a required summative
assessment which provides accurate assessment of student achievement, including for
students with disabilities. The summative and screener assessments will be computer-
administered to the extent practically feasible.

3. Reliable, valid, and fair scores, for students and groups, which can be used to evaluate
student achievement and year-to-year growth; determine school/district/state
effectiveness for Title Il ESEA; and improve understanding of the effectiveness and
professional development needs of teachers and principals.

4. Achievement standards and achievement level descriptors benchmarked across the
widest feasible and practical array of recognized standards.

5. Access for the State or its authorized delegate to secure item and task banks, which
include psychometrically sound scaling and equating procedures to provide comparable
scoring across member States.

6. Professional development materials and protocols focused on scoring and examination
of student work to impact curriculum and lesson development.

7. A representative governance structure that ensures a strong voice for State
administrators, policymakers, school practitioners, and technical advisors to ensure an
optimum balance of assessment quality, efficiency, costs, and time. The governance
structure will be responsible for implementing plans that are consistent with this Memo of
Understanding (MOU), but may make changes as necessary through a formal adoption
process.

8. Documentation from a Project Management Partner (PMP) which will assist with
management, organization, logistics, and planning on behalf of the Consortium, and who
will monitor the progress of deliverables under the proposal for the U.S. Department of
Education.

9. A financial analysis, approved by member States, which details the efficacy, efficiency,

and sustainability of the assessment system. The analysis will propose options to
member States to ensure effective administration of an operational assessment during
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the school year following conclusion of the grant period (projected to be the 2016-2017
school year).

10.A consolidated data reporting system that enhances parent, student, teacher, principal,
district, and State understanding of student progress toward English language
proficiency.

D. Management of Consortium Funds

The laws and rules of the State of Oregon, acting in the role of Lead Procurement State/Lead
State, and in accordance with 34 CFR 80.36, will govern all financial activities. Additionally, the
State of Oregon will be legally responsible for the use of grant funds and for ensuring the
Consortium in accordance with Federal requirements carries out the project.

E. Governance Structure and Activities of States in Consortium

As described in the Consortium governance structure, all member States share in the efforts
and rewards of a collaborative team environment, where decisions on matters of policy,
finance, or design are determined in a consensus manner.

To be considered a continuing member of the Consortium, each State, by signing this MOU,

agrees it:
1.

Is committed to the goals and objectives of the Consortium and met the qualifications
specified in this document,

Will be active in policy decision-making for the Consortium,

Will provide a representative to serve on the Consortium Councll,

Will assist, through representation on Task Management Teams, with the tasks
associated in developing and implementing the project,

Will approve, via a voting process, the election of the Executive Board.

Will participate in final decision-making of the following:

a.

Changes in governance and other official documents,

b. Specific design elements
C.
d. Other issues, deemed pertinent by the leadership body, for the total membership to

Financial adjustments from original budget in excess of $25,000, and

approve.

Organizational Structure

Consortium Council

The Consortium Council is comprised of one representative from each State in the
Consortium. Members may be a chief or his/her designee. Consortium Council
members must meet the following criteria:
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e Have prior experience in either the design or implementation of curriculum,
instructional supports to English language learners and/or assessment systems at
the policy or implementation level.

e Must have a willingness to serve as the liaison between the total State
membership and any established working groups.

e The Consortium Council shall meet bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Consortium Council Responsibilities

e Determine the broad picture of what the assessment system will look like,

e Receive regular reports from the Project Management Partner, the Task
Management Teams, and/or other assigned advisory positions or groups,

e Oversee the expenditure of funds in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State,

e As necessary, review Task Management Team recommendations of successful
contract proposals for approval by the Executive Board and the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State.

Executive Board

e The Executive Board is made up of a Chairperson, a representative from the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State, and three at-large representatives from the state
membership, for a total of five members.

e All positions to the Executive Board, with the exception of the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State position, will be selected via voting process of the member states;
the Executive Board Chairperson will be elected by vote of the Executive Board
members and may not be the Lead Procurement State/Lead State representative.

¢ Ex-officio members will include representatives from the Project Management Partner
(PMP), and other technical advisors as either the Consortium Council or the
Executive Board deem critical to guiding the work of the project.

o In the initial selection of membership, a rotation plan will be established, allowing the
four selected representatives to serve for alternating spans of time to provide
opportunity for broad state-member participation. The representatives with the two
highest vote counts will serve for two years, while the remaining representatives will
serve for one year. If an individual is unable to complete the full term of office, then
the above process will occur to choose an individual to serve for the remainder of the
term of office.

e The Executive Board will meet at least bi-weekly on such schedule as its members
shall determine.

Executive Board Responsibilities

e Oversee development of English language proficiency assessment system,
« Provide oversight of the Project Management Partner, and other ex-officio members,
e Provide oversight of the Lead Procurement State/Lead State,
e Work to develop project plans and agendas, and to resolve identified issues,
e Provide final determination on all issues/decisions brought forward from the
Consortium Council,
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e Oversee the expenditure of funds, in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State and Project Management Partner, and

e Receive and act on special and regular reports from various project support members
(e.g., the Project Management Partner, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)),
the USED, and member State SEAs.

Decision-making

Consensus will be the goal of all decisions. Major decisions that do not reach consensus will
go to a simple majority vote. The Executive Board will determine what issues will originate
from the Consortium Council. Each Consortium Council member will have one vote; if any
decision has a difference of three or fewer votes, the issue in question will be re-examined
at the next regularly, or specially, scheduled meeting. The Executive Board may prepare
additional information as to the pros and cons of the issue to infform members of the
Consortium Council in reaching consensus and a final decision. The Executive Board will
specify decision-making responsibilities assigned to the Consortium Council and to the
Executive Board.

Task Management Teams

Task Management Teams (TMT) are comprised of an advisor/expert contracted consultant
skilled in the particular task area. Two to four state education agency (SEA) members from
ELPA21 Consortium States will complete each TMT. Each TMT will specify, guide, review,
and hold accountable contractors competitively selected to complete tasks within the TMT's
responsibility area. State representatives may be members of the Consortium Council, or
the Executive Board, or may other SEA employees with applicable experience and skills in
the target area. State participation in a TMT will require a minimal amount of engagement
to review task progress and materials developed to support project outcomes. Interested
individuals will submit inquiries in writing to the Project Management Partner indicating a
preferred group. The Consortium Council upon the collaborative recommendation of the
PMP and each advisor/expert will appoint TMT members. All Member States are expected
to commit support toward one or more of the Task Management Teams based on skills,
expertise, and interest within the State to maximize contributions and distribute expertise
and responsibilities efficiently and effectively. ELPA21 has established the following working
list of Task Management Teams, which may be adjusted as project needs dictate:

Proficiency Standards Development TMT
item Acquisition and Development TMT
Assessment Design TMT
Accommodations and Accessibility TMT
Standard Setting TMT

Field Testing TMT

Technology Utilization TMT

Data System and Reporting TMT
Professional Development Support TMT
Communications and Outreach TMT

The Consortium will also establish a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and as deemed
necessary, other appropriate ex-officio members and/or groups as needed to advise the
Executive Board and/or the Consortium Council.
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F. State Entrance, Exit, and Status Change

This MOU shall become effective as of the date first written above upon signature by both the Lead
State designee and the Consortium state member applicant and remain in force until the
conclusion of the Program, unless terminated earlier in writing as set forth below.

Entrance into Consortium

Initial entrance into the Consortium as part of the EAG applicant group is assured when:

A signature is secured on the MOU from the State's chief, or appropriate designee;
The signed MOU is submitted to the Consortium’s identified Project Management
Partner,

The State is committed to implement a plan to identify any existing barriers in State
law, statute, regulation, or policy to implementing the proposed assessment system
and to addressing any such barriers prior to full implementation of the summative
assessment components of the system;

The State agrees to support all Consortium decisions made prior to the State joining
the Consortium.

After receipt of the grant award, the Executive Board must approve any request for entrance
into the Consortium. Upon approval, the Project Management Partner will then submit a
change of membership to the USED. A State may begin participating in the decision-making
process after acceptance of their MOU.

Exit from Consortium

Any State may leave the Consortium without cause, but must comply with the following exit
process:

A State requesting an exit from the Consortium must submit to the Project
Management Partner a written request and reasons for the exit request;

The written explanation must include the statutory or policy reasons for the exit;

The written request must be submitted to the Project Management Partner with a
signature from a person at the same or higher level of authority as originally signed
for entering the Consortium;

The Executive Board will act upon the request within one week of the request; and
The Project Management Partner will then submit a change of membership to the
USED.

(Rest of page left blank intentionally.)
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G. Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following signhature block.

MEMBER STATE Enhanced Assessment Instruments Grant Program — English Language
Proficiency(ELP) Competition

As a Member State in the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21% Century State
Consortium (ELPA21), | have read and understand the roles and responsibilities of Member
States, and agree to be bound by the statements and assurances made in the application.

| further certify in the continuing capacity of a Member State |<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>