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Dear Colleague:

In July 2009, President Obama and I released the proposed priorities, requirements, definitions, and selection criteria for the $4 billion Race to the Top Fund.  That announcement precipitated a vigorous national dialogue about how to best reform our schools and educate our Nation’s children.  As a direct result of that dialogue, in January we achieved a major milestone in the Race to the Top initiative when 40 States plus the District of Columbia submitted grant applications responding to our call for significant, bold State-led reform.  Today we reach another important milestone in President Obama’s education reform agenda with the release of the Race to the Top Assessment program notice inviting applications, which identifies priorities, requirements, definitions, and selection criteria for this important grant competition.

When the President and I first released our Race to the Top plans, I announced that the Department would reserve up to $350 million of the total $4.35 billion appropriated for the Race to the Top program for a separate Race to the Top Assessment program.  Soon thereafter the Department began a series of public and expert input meetings across the country.  At these ten meetings, held from November 2009 through January 2010, 42 invited assessment experts joined nearly 1,000 members of the public for 50+ hours of public and expert input on critical questions about assessment and assessment design.  This input helped inform the development of the attached notice and application.

Our aspiration for the Race to the Top Assessment program is to support the work of consortia of States to develop and implement common, high-quality assessments aligned with the consortium’s common set of college- and career-ready, K-12 standards.  Over the past decade, State assessment results have brought much-needed visibility to disparities in achievement among groups of students and helped meet increasing demand for data that can be used to improve teaching and learning.  To fully meet the twin needs of accountability and instructional improvement, however, States need assessment systems that are based on standards designed to prepare students for college and the workplace, and that more validly measure what students know and can do.  Further, States need assessment systems that better reflect good instructional practice and support a culture of continuous improvement in education by providing information that can be used meaningfully and in a timely way to determine school and educator effectiveness, identify professional development and support needs, improve programs, and guide instruction.  

The Race to the Top Assessment Program accomplishes this by inviting consortia of States to apply to two categories of grants:

· Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grants, which provide funding for the development of new assessment systems that measure student knowledge and skills against a common set of college- and career-ready standards in mathematics and English language arts; and,

· High School Course Assessment Program Grants, which provide funding for the development of new assessment programs that, for each course, measure student knowledge and skills against a common set of expectations that are rigorous and designed to ensure that students who pass the course assessment are on track to being college- and career-ready.

President Obama and Congress have provided more money for school reform than ever before in our history and the Race to the Top program provides an unprecedented opportunity to reform our schools and accelerate student achievement.  The Race to the Top Assessment program is an important element in that overall effort, with consortia of States leading the way in rethinking how assessment works for their schools and students.  We look forward to supporting their important work.

Awards in the Race to the Top Assessment program will go to consortia of States that are prepared to provide critical leadership at this important moment.  Their work will help trail-blaze effective reforms and provide important tools to be shared with other States and local school districts throughout the country. 

Sincerely,

/s/

Arne Duncan

I. A.  APPLICATION INTRODUCTION AND INSTRUCTIONS

Introduction

Authorized under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), the Race to the Top Assessment Program provides funding to consortia of States to develop new assessments that are valid and instructionally useful, provide accurate information about what students know and can do, and measure student achievement against standards or expectations designed to ensure that all students gain the knowledge and skills needed to succeed in college and the workplace.  These new assessments are intended to play a critical role in educational systems; providing administrators, educators, parents, and students the data and information needed to continuously improve teaching and learning.
Through the Race to the Top Assessment Program, the Department expects to award two categories of grants:  Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants, and High School Course Assessment Programs grants.  The purpose of this application package is to provide eligible applicants with the information needed to submit applications for Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants.  
The Department published the notice inviting applications (NIA) for the fiscal year 2010 Race to the Top Assessment Program competition (including the Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant category) in the Federal Register on April 9, 2010 (see 75 FR [insert citation], available at [insert web address]).
Overview of Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grants

Over the past decade, State assessment results have brought much-needed visibility to disparities in achievement among different groups of students and helped meet increasing demands for data that can be used to improve teaching and learning.  To fully meet the dual needs for accountability and instructional improvement, however, States need assessment systems that are based on standards designed to prepare students for college and the workplace, and that more validly measure student knowledge and skills against the full range of those standards and across the full performance continuum.  Further, States need assessment systems that better reflect good instructional practices and support a culture of continuous improvement in education by providing information that can be used in a timely and meaningful manner to determine school and educator effectiveness, identify teacher and principal professional development and support needs, improve programs, and guide instruction.  

This grant category supports the development of such assessment systems by consortia of States.  Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants provide funding for the development of new assessment systems that measure student knowledge and skills against a common set of college- and career-ready standards (as defined in the NIA) in mathematics and English language arts in a way that covers the full range of those standards, elicits complex student demonstrations or applications of knowledge and skills where appropriate, and provides an accurate measure of student achievement across the full performance continuum.  Assessment systems developed with Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants must include one or more summative assessment components in mathematics and in English language arts that are administered at least once during the academic year in grades 3 through 8 and at least once in high school and that produce student achievement data and student growth data (both as defined in the NIA) that can be used to determine whether individual students are college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA) or on track to being college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA).  In addition, assessment systems developed with Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants must assess all students, including English learners (as defined in the NIA) and students with disabilities (as defined in the NIA).  Finally, assessment systems developed with Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants must produce data (including student achievement data and student growth data) that can be used to inform (a) determinations of school effectiveness; (b) determinations of individual principal and teacher effectiveness for purposes of evaluation; (c) determinations of principal and teacher professional development and support needs; and (d) teaching, learning, and program improvement.

To be eligible for a Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant, an eligible applicant must include at least 15 States, of which at least 5 States must be governing States (as defined in the NIA).  An eligible applicant receiving a Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant must ensure that the summative assessment components of the assessment system (in both mathematics and English language arts) will be fully implemented statewide in each State in the consortium no later than the 2014-2015 school year.
  It is the expectation of the Department that States that adopt assessment systems developed with Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants will use assessments in these systems to meet the assessment requirements in Title I of the ESEA.

In addition to meeting the need for assessment systems that can be used to determine whether students are college- and career-ready, this grant category seeks to ensure that the results from those systems will, in turn, be used meaningfully by institutions of higher education (IHEs).  Under this grant category, we intend to promote collaboration and better alignment between public elementary, secondary and postsecondary education systems by establishing a competitive preference priority for applications that include commitments from public IHEs or IHE systems to participate in the design and development of the consortium’s final high school summative assessments and to implement policies that exempt from remedial courses and place into credit-bearing college courses students who meet the consortium-adopted achievement standard (as defined in the NIA) for those assessments.  An application that addresses this priority will receive competitive preference points based on the extent to which it demonstrates strong commitment from the public IHEs or IHE systems (as evidenced by letters of intent) and on the percentage of direct matriculation students (as defined in the NIA) in public IHEs in the States in the consortium who are enrolled in those IHEs or IHE systems.

Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Award Information
· Type of Award:  Discretionary grants 

· Estimated Size of Awards:  $160,000,000

· Estimated Number of Awards:  1-2 awards

· Project Period:  up to 48 months

 (Note:  The Department is not bound by any estimates in the NIA.  The Department will determine the number of awards to be made in each grant category based on the quality of applications received consistent with the selection criteria.  It will also determine the size of an award made to an eligible applicant based on a review of the eligible applicant’s budget.  However, with respect to Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants, an eligible applicant may not submit Level 1 budget modules exceeding $150 million in total.  Applications requesting budget amounts that exceed these maximum amounts will not be reviewed for funding.  An eligible applicant awarded a Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant will receive funding for the Level 1 budget modules identified in its application, and may receive funding for one or more Level 2 budget modules identified in its application if those modules do not exceed the maximum amount of $10 million each and funds are available.  The Department will rank and fund separately applications under each grant category.  The Department may use any unused funds designated for this competition to make awards in Phase 2 of the Race to the Top Fund Program (CFDA Number 84.395A).

Notice of Intent to Apply  

The Department will be able to develop a more efficient process for reviewing grant applications if we have a better understanding of the number of applications we will receive.  Therefore, we strongly encourage each prospective applicant to send an e-mail notice of its intent to apply for funding under this competition to the e-mail address racetothetop.assessment@ed.gov by April 29, 2010.  The notice of intent to apply is optional; an applicant may still submit an application if it has not notified us of its intention to apply.        

General Instructions

The Department encourages all prospective applicants to read the NIA and this application package in their entirety before beginning to prepare an application.

General instructions for preparing sections of the application are provided below.  Detailed instructions for completing sections of the application are included in those sections as needed.  Applicants are encouraged to use the checklist in Part I.K to ensure that their applications are complete.  

Page Length Recommendations

The Department recommends that applicants limit the application narrative in Part I.H (Selection Criteria) to no more than 60 total pages, and recommends using the following standards:
· A page is 8.5" x 11", on one side only, with 1" margins at the top, bottom, and both sides.

· Each page is numbered.

· Line spacing is set to 1.5 spacing, and the font used is 12 point Times New Roman font.
· All documents should be unbound and in grayscale so that they may be copied for the peer reviewers.
Preparing a Table of Contents (Part I.C)
An applicant should include a complete table of contents for its application and for any appendices using the format in Part I.C.  
Preparing an Executive Summary (Part I.D)

An applicant must include in its application an executive summary that provides an overview of the proposal and orients reviewers to the overall project design, see Part I.D.  An applicant must limit the executive summary to no more than two pages using the standards above.  We will not read information on any pages that exceed this page limit.
Providing Assurances (Part I.E)

An applicant must include in its application the assurances in Part I.E, which include the following:

· Assurances from Applicant:
· Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grants Assurances

· Accountability, Transparency, Reporting, Procurement, and Other Assurances
These assurances must be signed as specified in Part I.E.
Submitting Memoranda of Understanding or Other Binding Agreements (Part I.F)

An applicant must submit with its application the Memoranda of Understanding or other binding agreements executed by each member State in the consortium.  Requirements and instructions for these agreements are provided in detail in Part I.F.  
Responding to Eligibility Requirements (Part I.G)

To respond to the eligibility criteria, applicants must provide an assurance for each member State. This assurance may be included as a term of the Memorandum of Understanding or other binding agreement or as a separate assurance document.  Requirements and instructions for the assurance are provided in detail in Part I.G.

Responding to Selection Criteria (Part I.H)
To respond to the selection criteria in Part I.H, an applicant should enter narrative text in the text boxes provided and complete any summary tables associated with the criterion.  In the text box, the applicant should describe how its proposed project addresses the criterion.  An applicant may supplement the narrative text with attachments included in an appendix.  Any attachment included in an appendix must be described in the narrative text for the relevant criterion; the description should include the rationale for how the attachment supports the narrative and the location of the attachment in the appendix.  Recommend maximum response lengths are provided in the directions for each criterion.

Addressing Competition Priorities (Part I.I)
The Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant category includes one absolute and one competitive preference priority.  These priorities are found in Part I.I.  An applicant must address the absolute priority throughout the entire application.  Applicants are not required to address the competitive preference priority; however, if an applicant elects to address the competitive preference priority, it must do so in Part I.I.
Budget (Part I.J)

An applicant must submit a budget summary and a detailed budget table and narrative for each proposed Level 1 and Level 2 budget module (both as defined in the NIA).  Requirements and instructions for these tables and narratives are provided in detail in Part I.J.
Preparing an Appendix

An applicant may provide an appendix to its application.  Each attachment in the appendix must be referenced in the applicant’s narrative response to the relevant requirement selection criterion, or priority.  The appendix must include a complete table of contents using the format in Part I.C.
Technical Assistance Meeting for Prospective Applicants   

To assist prospective applicants in preparing an application and to respond to questions, the Department will host a Technical Assistance Meeting on April 22, 2010.  Detailed information about this meeting (including the meeting location) will be posted on the Department’s Web site at www.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop-assessment.  Attendance at the workshop is strongly encouraged.  For those who cannot attend, a transcript of the meeting will be available on the Race to the Top Assessment program Web site www.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop-assessmentat .  Announcements of any other technical assistance opportunities for prospective applicants will also be available at this Web site.

Frequently Asked Questions  

The Department will post frequently asked questions about the Race to the Assessment program (including Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants) on the Race to the Top Assessment program Web site at www.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop-assessment. 

PART I .B.  APPLICATION SUBMISSION PROCEDURES 

Application Submission Procedures

An applicant must submit an original and one paper copy of its application.  An applicant may submit its application by mail or hand delivery.  Emailed applications will not be read.

If an applicant’s application includes content that cannot be presented in a paper copy, the applicant may submit that content separately in one or more electronic files on a CD-ROM or DVD-ROM.  The application content must reside on the CD-ROM or DVD-ROM; the Department will not review material in external references or links.  The files may be in any of the following formats:  .DOC/.DOCX (Microsoft Word Document), .PDF (Adobe Portable Document Format), .PPT/.PPTX (Microsoft PowerPoint), .HTML (Hypertext Markup Language), .JPEG (Joint Photographic Experts Group Image), .GIF (Graphics Interchange Format), .PNG (Portable Network Graphics), .TIFF (Tagged Image Format), .XLS/.XLSX (Microsoft Excel), .XML/.XSD (Extensible Markup Language/XML Schema), .CSV (Comma Separated Values), .TXT (Text File), and .ZIP (Compressed Package).  If an applicant is submitting data files, it should include in its application a description or schema of the data elements within the files.  If an applicant submits a file type other than the types specified in this paragraph, the Department will not review that material.  Applicants should not password-protect these files.  Each electronic file name should clearly identify the part of the application to which the content is responding.  The CD-ROM or DVD-ROM should be clearly labeled with the applicant’s name and any other relevant information.  An applicant must provide 10 copies of any CD-ROM or DVD-ROM it submits with the original and paper copy of its application.

Submission of Applications by Mail
An applicant may submit its application (i.e., the original and one hard copy of the application and, if necessary, 10 copies of an accompanying CD-ROM or DVD-ROM with any electronic files of application content that cannot be included in the original or paper copy of the application) by mail (either through the U.S. Postal Service or a commercial carrier).  We must receive applications no later than 4:30:00 p.m., Washington, DC time, on the application deadline date.  Therefore, to avoid delays, we strongly recommend sending applications via overnight mail.  Mailed applications for Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants must be mailed to the Department at the following address:  
U.S. Department of Education    



Application Control Center

Attention:  (CFDA Number 84.395B)
LBJ Basement Level 1

400 Maryland Avenue, S.W.

Washington, DC  20202-4260

Submission of Applications by Hand Delivery 

An applicant may submit its application (i.e., the original and one hard copy of the application and, if necessary, 10 copies of an accompanying CD-ROM or DVD-ROM with any electronic files of application content that cannot be included in the original or paper copy of the application) by hand delivery (including via a courier service).  We must receive applications no later than 4:30:00 p.m., Washington, DC time, on the application deadline date.  Hand-delivered applications for Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants must be received at the following address:  
U.S. Department of Education




Application Control Center

C/O Joyce Mays
Attention:  (CFDA Number 84.395B)

550 12th Street, S.W.

Room 7041, Potomac Center Plaza

Washington, DC  20202-4260

The Application Control Center accepts hand deliveries daily between 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Washington, DC time, except Saturdays, Sundays, and Federal holidays.  Applicants needing assistance entering the building for application submission should contact Joyce Mays at the U.S. Department of Education Application Control Center at (202) 245-6288.
Envelope Requirements and Receipt 
When an applicant submits its application, whether by mail or hand delivery:

· It must indicate on the envelope that the CFDA number of the competition under which it is submitting its application is 84.395B; and

The Application Control Center will mail to the applicant a notification of receipt of the grant application.  If the applicant does not receive this notification, or has any questions or concerns, it should contact Joyce Mays at the U.S. Department of Education Application Control Center at (202) 245-6288.

In accordance with 34 CFR 75.216 (b) and (c), an application will not be evaluated for funding if the applicant does not comply with all of the procedural rules that govern the submission of the application or the application does not contain the information required under the program. 

Application Submission Deadline

Deadline for transmittal of applications:  June 23, 2010.   

The Department must receive all applications by 4:30:00 p.m., Washington, DC time, on the application deadline date.  We will not accept an application for this competition after 4:30:00 p.m., Washington, DC time, on the application deadline date.  Therefore, we strongly recommend that applicants arrange for mailing or hand delivery of their applications in advance of the application deadline date.
Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs (Executive Order 12372)

This program falls under the rubric of Executive Order 12372 (Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs) and the regulations in 34 CFR Part 79.  One of the objectives of the Executive order is to strengthen federalism--or the distribution of responsibility between localities, States, and the Federal government--by fostering intergovernmental partnerships.  This idea includes supporting processes that State or local governments have devised for coordinating and reviewing proposed Federal financial grant applications.

The process for doing this requires grant applicants to contact State Single Points of Contact for information on how this works. Multi-state applicants should follow procedures specific to each State.  Further information about the State Single Point of Contact (SPOC) process and a list of names by State can be found at:  http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/grants/spoc.pdf.

Not all States have chosen to participate in the intergovernmental review process, and therefore do not have a SPOC.   Absent specific State review programs, applicants may submit comments directly to the Department.  The deadline for Intergovernmental Review is:  September 6, 2010.  All recommendations and comments must be mailed or hand-delivered by this date to the following address: 
The Secretary

EO 12372--CFDA#84.395B

U.S. Department of Education

Room 7E200 

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, 

Washington, DC 20202.  
Proof of mailing will be determined on the same basis as applications (see 34 CFR §75.102). Recommendations or comments may be hand-delivered until 4:30 p.m., Washington, DC time on the closing date indicated in the NIA.

Important note:  The above address is not the same address as the one to which the applicant submits its completed applications.  Do not send applications to the above address.
PART I.C.  APPLICATION TABLE OF CONTENTS 

	Directions:  Use the following format for the table of contents for the application and for any appendices to the application.


	TABLE OF CONTENTS FOR APPLICATION
	Page Number

	Executive Summary
	

	Assurances 
	

	Eligibility Requirements
	

	Selection Criteria
	

	Competition Priorities 
	

	Budget
	


	TABLE OF CONTENTS FOR APPENDIX

	TITLE OF ATTACHMENT
	Relevant Requirement, Selection Criterion, or Priority
	Page/ Attachment Number

	Memoranda of Understanding or Other Binding Agreements
	(A)(1)(c)
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	PART I.D.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

	Directions:  Provide an executive summary that gives an overview of the applicant’s proposal and orients reviewers to the overall project design.  

The executive summary may not exceed 2 pages.

	[Enter text here]




PART I.E.  APPLICATION ASSURANCES

Directions:  The Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grants Application Assurances must be signed by representatives from the applicant.  Complete the form below and attach to it all completed signature blocks. 

	Race to the Top  Assessment Program

Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Application Assurances

	Legal Name of Applicant:


	Applicant’s Mailing Address:



	Employer Identification Number:


	Organizational DUNS:



	Contact on Matters Involving this Application:


	Contact Position and Office:



	Contact Telephone:


	Contact Mailing Address:



	Contact E-mail Address:


	

	Applicant Type (check one):

· One member State of the consortium is applying for a grant on behalf of the consortium.

· The consortium has established itself as a separate eligible legal entity and is applying for a grant on its own behalf. If checked, submit evidence of establishment of legal entity.

	Required Applicant Signatures (see attached signature blocks)




SIGNATURE BLOCKS FOR APPLICANT 
Directions:  If one member State of the consortium is applying for a grant on behalf of the consortium, use the following signature block.  The applicant State is the only State that must sign below.  If the State has a president of the State Board of Education, then the signature of the State Board of Education President is applicable.  However, if a State has no State Board of Education, then the signature is not applicable.  

	APPLICANT SIGNATURE BLOCK for Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Application Assurances

To the best of my knowledge and belief, all of the information and data in this application are true and correct.

I certify on behalf of the consortium that each member of the consortium has agreed to be bound by every statement and assurance in the application and that each Governing State is fully committed to the application and will support its implementation.  

I further certify that I have read the application, am fully committed to it, and will support its implementation.



	State Name:  



	Governor or Authorized Representative of the Governor (Printed Name):


	Telephone:



	Signature of Governor or Authorized Representative of the Governor:


	 Date:

	Chief State School Officer (Printed Name):


	Telephone:

	Signature of the Chief State School Officer:


	Date:



	President of the State Board of Education, if applicable (Printed Name):


	Telephone:



	Signature of the President of the State Board of Education, if applicable:


	Date:




OR 

Directions:  If the consortium has established itself as a separate eligible legal entity and is applying for a grant on its own behalf, complete the following signature block:
	APPLICANT SIGNATURE BLOCK for Race to the Top Assessment Program Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Application Assurances

To the best of my knowledge and belief, all of the information and data in this application are true and correct. 

I certify on behalf of the consortium that each member of the consortium has agreed to be bound by every statement and assurance in the application and that each Governing State is fully committed to the application and will support its implementation.   

I further certify that I have read the application, am fully committed to it, and will support its implementation.



	Applicant Name and Title:  



	Authorized Representative (Printed Name):


	Telephone:



	Signature Authorized Representative:


	Date:




ACCOUNTABILITY, TRANSPARENCY, REPORTING, PROCUREMENT 
AND OTHER ASSURANCES AND CERTIFICATIONS
	Accountability, Transparency and Reporting Assurances

The applicant assures that it will comply with all of the accountability, transparency, and reporting requirements that apply to the Race to the Top Assessment program, including the following:
· For each year of the program, the applicant assures that it will comply with the requirements of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Division A, Section 14008, and other performance reporting that the Department may require.  


· The applicant will cooperate with any U.S. Comptroller General evaluation of the uses of funds and the impact of funding on the progress made toward closing achievement gaps. (ARRA Division A, Section 14009)
· If the applicant uses funds for any infrastructure investment, the applicant will certify that the investment received the full review and vetting required by law and that the chief executive accepts responsibility that the investment is an appropriate use of taxpayer funds.  This certification will include a description of the investment, the estimated total cost, and the amount of covered funds to be used.  The certification will be posted on the applicant’s website and linked to www.Recovery.gov.  A State or local agency may not use funds under the ARRA for infrastructure investment funding unless this certification is made and posted.  (ARRA Division A, Section 1511)

· The applicant will submit reports, within 10 days after the end of each calendar quarter, that contain the information required under section 1512(c) of the ARRA in accordance with any guidance issued by the Office of Management and Budget or the Department.  (ARRA Division A, Section 1512(c))

· The applicant will cooperate with any appropriate Federal Inspector General’s examination of records under the program.  (ARRA Division A, Section 1515)

Procurement Assurance

The applicant assures or certifies the following:

· A competitive procurement process based on a “best value” selection will be used for tasks related to assessment design and development under the grant.  All Federal and ARRA procurement requirements will be met under the grant. 
Other Assurances and Certifications

The applicant assures or certifies the following:

· The applicant will comply with all applicable assurances in OMB Standard Forms 424B (Assurances for Non-Construction Programs), including the assurances relating to the legal authority to apply for assistance; access to records; conflict of interest; merit systems; nondiscrimination; Hatch Act provisions; labor standards; protection of human subjects; animal welfare; Single Audit Act; and the general agreement to comply with all applicable Federal laws, executive orders and regulations.

· With respect to the Certification regarding Lobbying (formerly in Department Form 80-0013), no 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 the making or renewal of Federal grants under this program; the applicant will complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, "Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying," when required (34 C.F.R. Part 82, Appendix B). 

· The applicant will comply with all of the operational and administrative provisions in Title XV and XIV of the ARRA.  In using ARRA funds for infrastructure investment, recipients will comply with the requirement regarding Preferences for Quick Start Activities (ARRA Division A, Section 1602). 

· Any local educational agency (LEA) receiving funding under this program will have on file with the State a set of assurances that meets the requirements of section 442 of the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) (20 U.S.C. 1232e).

· Any LEA receiving funding under this program will have on file with the State (through either its Stabilization Fiscal Stabilization Fund application or another U.S. Department of Education Federal grant) a description of how the LEA will comply with the requirements of section 427 of GEPA (20 U.S.C. 1228a).  The description must include information on the steps the LEA proposes to take to permit students, teachers, and other program beneficiaries to overcome barriers (including barriers based on gender, race, color, national origin, disability, and age) that impede access to, or participation in, the program. 

The applicant and other entities will comply with the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR), including the following provisions as applicable:  34 CFR Part 74–Administration of Grants and Agreements with Institutions of Higher Education, Hospitals, and Other Non-Profit Organizations; 34 CFR Part 75–Direct Grant Programs; 34 CFR Part 77– Definitions that Apply to Department Regulations; 34 CFR Part 79–Intergovernmental review of Department of Education programs and activities; 34 CFR Part 80– Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State and Local Governments, including the procurement provisions; 34 CFR Part 81– General Education Provisions Act​–Enforcement; 34 CFR Part 82– New Restrictions on Lobbying; 34 CFR Part 84–Governmentwide Requirements for Drug-Free Workplace (Financial Assistance); 34 CFR Part 85–Governmentwide Debarment and Suspension (Nonprocurement); 34 CFR Part 86–Drug and alcohol abuse prevention; 34 CFR Part 97–Protection of human subjects; 34 CFR Part 98–Student rights in research, experimental programs, and testing; and 34 CFR Part 99– Family education rights and privacy.  


Accountability, Transparency, Reporting aND PROCUREMENT Assurances SIGNATURE BLOCKS FOR APPLICANT 
Directions:  If one member State of the consortium is applying for a grant on behalf of the consortium, use the following signature block.  The applicant State is the only State that must sign below.  If the State has a president of the State Board of Education, then the signature of the State Board of Education President is applicable.  However, if a State has no State Board of Education, then the signature is not applicable.  
	Accountability, Transparency, Reporting AND PROCUREMENT Assurances  SIGNATURE BLOCK for Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Application Assurances



	State Name:  



	Governor or Authorized Representative of the Governor (Printed Name):


	Telephone:



	Signature of Governor or Authorized Representative of the Governor:


	 Date:

	Chief State School Officer (Printed Name):


	Telephone:

	Signature of the Chief State School Officer:


	Date:



	President of the State Board of Education, if applicable (Printed Name):


	Telephone:



	Signature of the President of the State Board of Education, if applicable:


	Date:




OR

Directions:  If the consortium has established itself as a separate eligible legal entity and is applying for a grant on its own behalf, complete the following signature block.

	Accountability, Transparency, Reporting AND PROCUREMENT Assurances SIGNATURE BLOCK for Race to the Top Assessment Program Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grants Application Assurances



	Applicant Name and Title:  



	Authorized Representative (Printed Name):


	Telephone:



	Signature Authorized Representative:


	Date:




PART I.F.  MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
Elements of Memoranda of Understanding or Other Binding Agreements
As previously indicated, eligible applicants are consortia of States.
  Eligible applicants must provide, as part of their applications, Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) or other binding agreements that establish, among other things, the role and responsibilities of each State within the consortium.  There are certain elements that must be addressed in the MOUs or other binding agreements.  In addition to these elements, the terms and conditions of the MOUs or other binding agreements will be evaluated under specific selection criterion (A)(1)(c).  Applicants may also wish to address other program and eligibly requirements through the MOU or other binding agreement, as explained in more detail below.  

Requirements for the MOU or other binding agreement: 
	Application Requirement (4):

Include, consistent with 34 CFR 75.128, for each State in the consortium, copies of all Memoranda of Understanding or other binding agreements.  These binding agreements must—

(a) Detail the activities that members of the consortium will perform; 

(b) Bind each member of the consortium to every statement and assurance made in the application; 

(c) Include an assurance, signed by the State’s chief procurement official (or designee), that the State has reviewed its applicable procurement rules and determined that it may participate in and make procurements through the consortium; and

(d) Be signed by the Governor, the State’s chief school officer, and, if applicable, the president of the State board of education.


Selection criterion under which terms and conditions of the MOU or other binding agreement will be evaluated: 

	Selection Criterion (A)(1)(c) (Consortium Governance): 

In determining the extent to which the consortium’s proposed governance structure will enable the successful design, development, and implementation of the proposed assessment system, we will consider —

(c)  The terms and conditions of the Memoranda of Understanding or other binding agreements executed by each member State, including—

(i)  The consistency of the terms and conditions with the consortium’s governance structure and the State’s role in the consortium; and

(ii)  The State’s commitment to and plan for identifying 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.




Other requirements that may be addressed through MOUs or other binding agreements:
In addition to the application requirements and selection criterion, eligible applicants may choose to address Eligibility Requirement (3) by including an assurance in MOUs or other binding agreement executed by each member State. 

	Eligibility Requirement (3): 

To be eligible to receive an award under this category, an eligible applicant must submit assurances from each State in the consortium that, to remain in the consortium, the State will adopt a common set of college- and career-ready standards (as defined in the NIA) no later than December 31, 2011, and common achievement standards (as defined in the NIA) no later than the 2014-2015 school year.  


Finally, eligible applicants may also address Program Requirement (4) through an assurance in MOUs or other binding agreements executed by each member State: 

	Program Requirement (4):

An eligible applicant awarded a grant under this category must—

Ensure that the summative assessment components of the assessment system in both mathematics and English language arts are fully implemented statewide by each State in the consortium no later than the 2014-2015 school year.


Directions: Applicants must label and include in the appendix the MOUs or other binding agreements.  
PART I.G.  ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS
An eligible applicant (a consortium of states) must meet the following requirements to be eligible to receive funds under this program. The Department will determine eligibility under these requirements. 
Eligibility Requirement (1):

To be eligible to receive an award under this category, an eligible applicant must include a minimum of 15 States, of which at least 5 States must be governing States (as defined in the NIA).
Directions:  Complete the chart below. List the Governing States first and place an asterisk next to each Governing State. Then, list all other state members of the consortium.  Additional rows may be added. 

	Consortium of States  

(Place an asterisk next to each Governing State.)

	1.
	2.

	3.
	4.

	5.
	6.

	7. 
	8.

	9.
	10.

	11.
	12.

	13.
	14.

	15.
	

	[Optional: Enter text here to explain information in the chart.]




Eligibility Requirement (2):

To be eligible to receive an award under this category, an eligible applicant must identify in its application a proposed project management partner and provide an assurance that the proposed project management partner is not partnered with any other eligible applicant applying for an award under this category.
 [Please see information on Contracting for Services in Part II.F.]

Directions:  In the box below identify the consortium’s proposed project management partner, including contact information. Check the box to provide the assurance.
	Consortium’s proposed project management partner: [enter text] 

Contact information for proposed project management partner: [enter text]

Check the box: 

· The applicant assures that the proposed project management partner is not partnered with other eligible applicants. 



	[Optional: Enter additional information]




Eligibility Requirement (3):

To be eligible to receive an award under this category, an eligible applicant must submit assurances from each State in the consortium that, to remain in the consortium, the State will adopt a common set of college- and career-ready standards (as defined in the NIA) no later than December 31, 2011, and common achievement standards (as defined in the NIA) no later than the 2014-2015 school year.
Directions:  Provide assurance indicated above for each member State. This assurance may be included as a term of the Memorandum of Understanding or other binding agreement or as a separate assurance document.  For attachments included in the Appendix, note below the location where the attachments can be found.  
	Check the applicable box:  

· Signed assurances are included in Appendix ___________

· See page(s)  ___ in the MOUs or other legally binding documents (located in Appendix _____).

· Other (describe) ______________________________



	[Optional: Enter additional information]




PART I.H.  SELECTION CRITERIA 
COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

Category A: Comprehensive Assessment System (200 points)
Eligible applicants may receive up to 200 total points based on the extent to which their applications address these eight selection criteria.  The number of points that may be awarded for each criterion is indicated in parentheses next to the criterion. 
Reviewers will allot points based on the quality of the applicant’s proposal.  Points are allotted by criterion; the reviewers exercise independent judgment about the extent to which the responses to the sub-criteria constitute a high-quality response to the criterion overall.

For each application, reviewers will assign points to each criterion using the guidance provided in the table below as they award points.  Please see section II.C for more information on scoring.

	Maximum 

Point Value
	Quality of Applicant’s Response

	
	Low 
	Medium
	High

	55
	0-14
	15-40
	41-55

	35
	0 – 9
	10 – 25
	26 – 35

	30
	0 – 8
	9 – 21
	22 – 30

	20
	0-5
	6-14
	15-20

	15
	0 – 4
	5 – 10
	11 – 15

	10
	0 – 2
	3 – 7
	8 – 10

	5
	0 – 1
	2 – 3
	4 – 5


The absolute priority must be addressed in these narratives.  

	(A)(1)  Consortium Governance (up to 20 points)
The extent to which the consortium’s proposed governance structure will enable the successful design, development, and implementation of the proposed assessment system.  In determining the extent to which the consortium’s proposed governance structure will enable the successful design, development, and implementation of the proposed assessment system, we will consider—

(a)  The consortium’s vision, goals, role, and key deliverables (e.g., assessment components, scoring and moderation system, professional development activities), and the consistency of these with the consortium’s theory of action;

(b)  The consortium’s structure and operations, including—

(i)  The organizational structure of the consortium and the differentiated roles that a member State may hold (e.g., lead State, governing State (as defined in the NIA), advisory State); and

(ii)  For each differentiated role, the rights and responsibilities (including the level of commitment to adopting and implementing the assessment system) associated with the role;

(iii)  The consortium’s method and process (e.g., consensus, majority) for making different types of decisions (e.g., policy, operational);

(iv)  The protocols by which the consortium will operate, including the protocols for member States to change roles or leave the consortium and for new member States to join the consortium;

(v)  The consortium’s plan, including the process and timeline, for setting key policies and definitions for the proposed assessment system, including a common set of college- and career-ready standards (as defined in the NIA), a common set of performance level descriptors (as defined in the NIA), a common set of achievement standards (as defined in the NIA), common assessment administration procedures, common item release and test security policies, a common definition of “English learner,” and a common set of policies and procedures for accommodations (as defined in the NIA) and student participation; and

(vi)  The consortium’s plan for managing funds received under this grant category; 

(c)  The terms and conditions of the Memoranda of Understanding or other binding agreements executed by each member State, including—

(i)  The consistency of the terms and conditions with the consortium’s governance structure and the State’s role in the consortium; and

(ii)  The State’s commitment to and plan for identifying 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; and

(d)  The consortium’s procurement process, and evidence of each member State’s commitment to that process.


	Directions:  Provide a narrative that addresses this criterion in the space below, and complete the required tables and/or attachments. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.  
Required Tables and/or Attachments:

· Summary Table for (A)(1)(b)(ii):  States’ Roles in the Consortium 

· Summary Table for (A)(1)(b)(v):  Consortium’s Policy and Definition Timeline 

Optional: 

· For (A)(1)(b)(i):  A visual model that conveys the consortium’s organizational structure.  

Recommended maximum response length: 5 pages (excluding tables and/or attachments).

	[Enter text here]




Summary Table for (A)(1)(b)(ii):  States’ Roles in the Consortium
Directions:  In addition to addressing the criterion in narrative, applicants must indicate in the table below the differentiated roles each member State may hold and provide a brief description of the rights and responsibilities associated with that role.
	Role Types of Member States 
	Description of the Rights and Responsibilities Associated with Role
	Member States in this Role

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Summary Table for (A)(1)(b)(v): Consortium’s Policy and Definition Timeline

Directions:  In addition to addressing the criterion in the (A)(1) narrative, applicants must indicate the approximate dates of initiation and completion for each policy or definition to be adopted by the consortium.
	Policy or Definition to be Adopted
	Approx Date to Initiate 
	Approx Date to Adopt 

	Common set of performance level descriptors
	
	

	Common set of achievement standards
	
	

	Common assessment administration procedures
	
	

	Common item release policy
	
	

	Common test security policy
	
	

	Common definition of “English learner”
	
	

	Common policies and procedures for accommodations for English learners
	
	

	Common policies and procedures for accommodations for students with disabilities 
	
	

	Common policies and procedures for student participation for English learners
	
	

	Common policies and procedures for student participation for students with disabilities
	
	

	Other (explain)
	
	


	(A)(2)  Theory of Action (up to 5 points) 

The extent to which the eligible applicant’s theory of action is logical, coherent, and credible, and will result in improved student academic outcomes.  In determining the extent to which the theory of action has these attributes, we will consider the description of, and rationale for—

(a)  Each component of the proposed assessment system and the relationship of the component to other components in the system;

(b)  How the assessment results produced by each component will be used; 

(c)  How the assessments and assessment results will be incorporated into a coherent educational system (i.e., a system that includes standards, assessments, curriculum, instruction, and professional development); and

(d)  How the educational system as a whole will improve student achievement and college- and career-readiness (as defined in the NIA).


	Directions: Provide a narrative that addresses this criterion in the space below. The narrative may be accompanied by charts or other visuals that support the narrative. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found. 

Recommended maximum response length: 5 pages.

	[Enter text here]




	(A)(3)  Assessment System Design (up to 55 points)

The extent to which the design of the eligible applicant’s proposed assessment system is innovative, feasible, and consistent with the theory of action.  In determining the extent to which the design has these attributes, we will consider—

(a)  The number and types of components (e.g., through-course summative assessments (as defined in the NIA), end-of-year summative assessments, formative assessments, interim assessments in mathematics and in English language arts in the assessment system);

(b)  For the assessment system as a whole—

(i)  How the assessment system will measure student knowledge and skills against the full range of the college- and career-ready standards, including the standards against which student achievement has traditionally been difficult to measure; and provide an accurate measure of student achievement, including for high- and low-performing students, and an accurate measure of student growth over a full academic year or course; 

(ii)  How the assessment system will produce the required student performance data (i.e., student achievement data and student growth data (both as defined in the NIA) that can be used to determine whether individual students are college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA) or on track to being college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA);  

(iii)  How the assessment system will be accessible to all students, including English learners and students with disabilities, and include appropriate accommodations (as defined in the NIA) for students with disabilities and English learners; and

(iv)  How and when during the academic year different types of student data will be available to inform and guide instruction, interventions, and professional development; and

(c)  For each component in mathematics and in English language arts in the assessment system--

(i)  The types of data produced by the component, including student achievement data (as defined in the NIA), student growth data (as defined in the NIA), and other data;

(ii)  The uses of the data produced by the component, including determining whether individual students are college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA) or on track to being college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA); informing determinations of school effectiveness for the purposes of accountability under Title I of the ESEA; informing determinations of individual principal and teacher effectiveness for the purposes of evaluation; informing determinations of principal and teacher professional development and support needs; informing teaching, learning, and program improvement; and other uses;

(iii)  The frequency and timing of administration of the component, and the rationale for these;

(iv)  The number and types of items (e.g., performance tasks, selected responses, brief or extended constructed responses) and the distribution of item types within the component, including the extent to which the items will be varied and elicit complex student demonstrations or applications of knowledge and skills (descriptions should include a concrete example of each item type proposed); and the rationale for using these item types and their distributions;

(v)  The component’s administration mode (e.g., paper-and-pencil, computer-based, or other electronic device), and the rationale for the mode;

(vi)  The methods for scoring student performance on the component, the estimated turnaround times for scoring, and the rationale for these; and

(vii)  The reports produced based on the component, and for each report, its intended use, target audience (e.g., students, parents, teachers, administrators, policymakers), and the key data it presents.


	Directions:  Provide a narrative that addresses this criterion in the space below, and complete the required tables and/or attachments. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.  
Required Tables and/or Attachments:

· Summary Table for (A)(3):  English Language Arts 

· Summary Table for (A)(3):  Mathematics

· Examples of each item type proposed 

Recommended maximum response length: 10 pages (excluding tables and/or attachments).

	[Enter text here]




Summary Table for (A)(3): English Language Arts 

Directions: By grade, for each component of the proposed assessment system, applicants must indicate the required information in the chart below. 
	Grade
	Type of Component
	Types of data produced / how used
	Frequency and timing of administration
	Number and types of items, and distribution of item types
	Administration mode
	Scoring method and estimated turnaround time
	Report(s) produced, intended use, audience

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Summary Table for (A)(3): Mathematics 

Directions: By grade, for each component of the proposed assessment system, applicants must indicate the required information in the chart below. 
	Grade
	Type of Component
	Types of data produced / how used
	Frequency and timing of administration
	Number and types of items, and distribution of item types
	Administration mode
	Scoring method and estimated turnaround time
	Report(s) produced, intended use, audience

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	(A)(4)  Assessment System Development (up to 35 points)

The extent to which the eligible applicant’s plan for developing the proposed assessment system will ensure that the assessment system is ready for wide-scale administration in a manner that is timely, cost-effective, and consistent with the proposed design and incorporates a process for ongoing feedback and improvement.  In determining the extent to which the development plan has these attributes, we will consider—

(a)  The approaches for developing assessment items (e.g., evidence centered design, universal design
) and the rationale for using those approaches; the development phases and processes to be implemented consistent with the approaches; and the types of personnel involved in each development phase and process (e.g., practitioners, content experts, assessment experts, experts in assessing English learners, experts in assessing students with disabilities, psychometricians, cognitive scientists, IHE representatives, career and technical education experts);

(b)  The approach and strategy for designing and developing accommodations (as defined in the NIA), accommodation policies, and methods for standardizing the use of those accommodations for—

(i)  English learners; and

(ii)  Students with disabilities;

(c)  The approach and strategy for ensuring scalable, accurate, and consistent scoring of items, including the approach and moderation system (as defined in the NIA) for any human-scored items that are part of the summative assessment components and the extent to which teachers are trained and involved in the scoring of assessments;

(d)  The approach and strategy for developing the reporting system; and

(e)  The overall approach to quality control; and the strategy for field testing assessment items, accommodations, scoring systems, and reporting systems, including, with respect to assessment items and accommodations, the use of representative sampling of all types of student populations, taking into particular account high- and low-performing students and different types of English learners and students with disabilities.


	Directions:  Provide a narrative that addresses this criterion in the space below.  The narrative may be accompanied by charts or other visuals that support the narrative.  For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.  

Recommended maximum response length: 10 pages (excluding tables and/or attachments).

	[Enter text here]




	(A)(5)  Research and Evaluation (up to 30 points)
The extent to which the eligible applicant’s research and evaluation plan will ensure that the assessments developed are valid, reliable, and fair for their intended purposes and for all student subgroups.  In determining the extent to which the research and evaluation plan has these attributes, we will consider—

(a)  The plan for identifying and employing psychometric techniques suitable to verify, as appropriate to each assessment component, its construct, consequential, and predictive validity; external validity; reliability; fairness; precision across the full performance continuum; and comparability within and across grade levels; and 

(b)  The plan for determining whether the assessments are being implemented as designed and the theory of action is being realized, including whether the intended effects on individuals and institutions are being achieved.


	Directions:  Provide a narrative that addresses this criterion in the space below.  The narrative may be accompanied by charts or other visuals that support the narrative.  For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.  

Recommended maximum response length: 10 pages (excluding tables and/or attachments).

	[Enter text here]




	(A)(6)  Professional Capacity and Outreach (up to 15 points)
The extent to which the eligible applicant’s plan for implementing the proposed assessment system is feasible, cost-effective, and consistent with the theory of action.  In determining the extent to which the implementation plan has these attributes, we will consider—

(a)  The plan for supporting teachers and administrators in implementing the assessment system and for developing, in an ongoing manner, the professional capacity to use the assessments and results to inform and improve instructional practice; and

(b)  The strategy and plan for informing the public and key stakeholders (including legislators and policymakers) in each member State about the assessment system and for building support for the system from the public and those stakeholders.


	Directions:  Provide a narrative that addresses this criterion in the space below.  The narrative may be accompanied by charts or other visuals that support the narrative.  For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.  

Recommended maximum response length:  5 pages (excluding tables and/or attachments).

	[Enter text here]




	(A)(7)  Technology Approach (up to 10 points)
The extent to which the eligible applicant is using technology effectively to improve the quality, accessibility, cost-effectiveness, and efficiency of the proposed assessment system.  In determining the extent to which the eligible applicant is using technology effectively, we will consider—

(a)  The description of, and rationale for—

(i)  The ways in which technology will be used in assessment design, development, administration, scoring, and reporting; 

(ii)  The types of technology to be used (including whether the technology is existing and commercially-available or is being newly developed); and

(iii)  How other States or organizations can re-use in a cost effective manner any technology platforms and technology components developed under this grant; and

(b)  How technology-related implementation or deployment barriers will be addressed (e.g., issues relating to local access to internet-based assessments).


	Directions:  Provide a narrative that addresses this criterion in the space below.  The narrative may be accompanied by charts or other visuals that support the narrative.  For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.  

Recommended maximum response length: 5 pages (excluding tables and/or attachments).

	[Enter text here]




	(A)(8) Project Management (up to 30 points)
The extent to which the eligible applicant’s project management plan will result in implementation of the proposed assessment system on time, within budget, and in a manner that is financially sustainable over time.  In determining the extent to which the project management plan has these attributes, we will consider—

(a)  The quality, qualifications, and role of the project management partner, as evidenced by its mission, date of founding, size, experience (including past success in implementing similar projects), and key personnel assigned to this project (including their names, curricula vitae, roles, percent of time dedicated to this project, and experience in managing similar projects); 

(b)  The project workplan and timeline, including, for each key deliverable (e.g., assessment component, scoring and moderation system, professional development activities), the major milestones, deadlines, and entities responsible for execution; and the approach to identifying, managing, and mitigating risks associated with the project;

(c)  The extent to which the eligible applicant’s budget—

(i)  Clearly identifies Level 1 budget modules (as defined in the NIA) and any Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA);

(ii)  Is adequate to support the development of an assessment system that meets the requirements of the absolute priority; and

(iii)  Includes costs that are reasonable in relation to the objectives, design, and significance of the proposed project and the number of students to be served; and

(d)  For each member State, the estimated costs for the ongoing administration, maintenance, and enhancement of operational assessments in the proposed assessment system and a plan for how the State will fund the assessment system over time (including by allocating to the assessment system funds for existing State or local assessments that will be replaced by assessments in the system).


	Directions:  Provide a narrative that addresses this criterion in the space below, and complete the required tables and/or attachments. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.  
Required Tables and/or Attachments:

· Summary Table for (A)(8)(a):  Key Project Management Personnel

· Attachments for (A)(8)(a):  Curricula Vita of Key Personnel

· Summary Table for (A)(8)(b):  Project Workplan and Timeline

· Attachments for (A)(8)(c): Budget (See Part I.I)

Recommended maximum response length:  10 pages  (excluding tables and/or attachments).

	[Enter text here]




Summary Table for (A)(8)(a): Key Project Management Personnel
	Names of Key personnel from Proposed Project Management Partner
	Role Assigned
	Percent of Time Dedicated to Project
	Vita Attached

	
	
	
	(

	
	
	
	(


Summary Table for (A)(8)(b): Project Workplan and Timeline

	Major Milestones
	Associated Tasks
	Start Date
	End Date
	Responsible Entity

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


PART I .I.  COMPETITION PRIORITIES

Absolute Priority – Comprehensive Assessment Systems Measuring Student Achievement Against Common College- and Career-Ready Standards.  
	Under this priority, the Department supports the development of new assessment systems that will be used by multiple States; are valid, reliable, and fair for their intended purposes and for all student subgroups; and measure student knowledge and skills against a common set of college- and career-ready standards in mathematics and English language arts.  To meet this absolute priority, an eligible applicant must demonstrate in its application that it will develop and implement an assessment system that—

(a)  Measures student knowledge and skills against a common set of college- and career-ready standards (as defined in the NIA) in mathematics and English language arts in a way that—

(i)  Covers the full range of those standards, including standards against which student achievement has traditionally been difficult to measure;

(ii)  As appropriate, elicits complex student demonstrations or applications of knowledge and skills; 

(iii)  Provides an accurate measure of student achievement across the full performance continuum, including for high- and low-achieving students; and 

(iv)  Provides an accurate measure of student growth over a full academic year or course;

(b)  Consists of assessment components in mathematics and in English language arts that include, for each subject, one or more summative assessment components that—

(i)  Are administered at least once during the academic year in grades 3 through 8 and at least once in high school; and 

(ii)  Produce student achievement data and student growth data (both as defined in the NIA) that can be used to determine whether individual students are college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA) or on track to being college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA);

(c)  Assesses all students, including English learners (as defined in the NIA) and students with disabilities (as defined in the NIA); and

(d)  Produces data, including student achievement data and student growth data, that can be used to inform—

(i)  Determinations of school effectiveness for purposes of accountability under Title I of the ESEA;

(ii)  Determinations of individual principal and teacher effectiveness for purposes of evaluation;

(iii)  Determinations of principal and teacher professional development and support needs; and

(iv)  Teaching, learning, and program improvement.


Directions: The absolute priority cuts across the entire application and should not be addressed separately. It is assessed, after the proposal has been fully reviewed and evaluated, to ensure that the application has met the priority. 

Competitive Preference Priority:  Collaboration and Alignment with Higher Education    (up to 20 points)

	The Department gives eligible applicants competitive preference points based on the extent to which they have promoted collaboration and alignment between member States’ public elementary and secondary education systems and their public IHEs (as defined in section 101(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended (HEA)) or systems of those IHEs.  Eligible applicants addressing this priority must provide, for each IHE or IHE system, a letter of intent that—

(a)  Commits the IHE or IHE system to participate with the consortium in the design and development of the consortium’s final high school summative assessments in mathematics and English language arts in order to ensure that the assessments measure college readiness;

(b)  Commits the IHE or IHE system to implement policies, once the final high school summative assessments are implemented, that exempt from remedial courses and place into credit-bearing college courses any student who meets the consortium-adopted achievement standard (as defined in the NIA) for each assessment and any other placement requirement established by the IHE or IHE system; and

(c)  Is signed by the State’s higher education executive officer (if the State has one) and the president or head of each participating IHE or IHE system.

All letters of intent must provide the total number of direct matriculation students (as defined in the NIA) in the partner IHE or IHE system in the 2008-2009 school year.  An eligible applicant must also provide the total number of direct matriculation students (as defined in the NIA) in public IHEs in the consortium’s member States.

The Department will award up to 20 competitive preference points based on the strength of commitment demonstrated in the letters of intent and on the percentage of direct matriculation students in public IHEs in the member States who are direct matriculation students in the partner IHEs or IHE systems.  To receive full competitive preference points under this priority, eligible applicants must provide letters of intent that demonstrate strong commitment from each partner IHE or IHE system and that represent at least 30 percent of direct matriculation students in public IHEs in member States.  No points will be awarded for letters of intent that represent fewer than 10 percent of direct matriculation students in public IHEs in member States.


	Directions:  To be eligible to receive points for this competitive preference priority, provide a narrative that addresses the priority in the space below.  In addition, submit a Letter of Intent for each participating IHE or IHE system and summarize these letters in the table below.  For attachments included in the Appendix, note the location where the attachments can be found.  

Tables and/or Attachments:

· Summary Table for Competitive Preference Priority

· Attachments:  Letters of Intent

Recommended maximum response length: 2 pages (excluding tables and/or attachments).

	[Enter text here]




Summary Table for Competitive Preference Priority [Applicants should add lines as needed.]
	State 
(List all in Consortium)
	Name of Participating IHEs


	IHE Committed to Participating w/Consortium?

(Y/N)
	IHE Committed to Exempting Students from Remediation?

(Y/N)
	LOI Signed by IHE Leader(s)?

(Y/N)
	Number of Direct Matriculation Students in IHE in

2008-2009
	Total Direct Matriculation Students in State in

2008-2009
	Direct Matriculation Students in Participating IHEs as % of State Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	[enter the total number of direct matriculation students in participating IHEs across all of the consortium’s member States]
	[enter the total number of direct matriculation students in all public IHEs across all of the consortium’s member States]
	[enter the percent of direct matriculation students in the consortium who are in participating public IHEs]


PART I.J.  BUDGET

(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(8)(c))
Applicants should use their budgets and budget narratives to provide a detailed description of how they plan to use their Federal Race to the Top Assessment grant funds, and how they plan to leverage other Federal, State, or philanthropic funds toward the design, development, implementation, and evaluation of the proposed Comprehensive Assessment System.  The budget narrative should be of sufficient scope and detail for the Department to determine if the costs are necessary, reasonable, and allowable.  For further guidance on Federal cost principles, an applicant may wish to consult OMB Circular A-87.  (See www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars.) 

Because the Department is unsure how many applicants it will fund, it is uncertain how much funding will be available for each applicant.  Therefore, in order to fund as fully as possible those applicants that the Department selects as grantees, it is asking applicants to organize their budgets into Level 1 and Level 2 budget modules (both as defined in the NIA).  

Applicants must identify and develop budgets for all Level 1 budget modules (as defined in the NIA).  A Level 1 budget module means a budget module that (a) is necessary to delivering operational summative assessments in both mathematics and English language arts no later than school year 2014-2015, or (b) is otherwise necessary to the eligible applicant’s proposed project and consistent with the eligible applicant’s theory of action.  The total requested funds for all Level 1 budget modules (as defined in the NIA) may not exceed $150 million.  If an applicant can design, develop, implement, and evaluate its proposed Comprehensive Assessment System with total requested funds of $150 million or less, then the applicant should include only Level 1 budget modules (as defined in the NIA) and should not include any Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA).

However, if an applicant cannot fully fund its proposal within $150 million, the applicant may identify Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA).  In the event that there is funding available, the Department will fund Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA) in priority order.  Thus, in order to ensure that Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA) are funded in the order of importance, the Department is asking all applicants to prioritize their Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA).  Each Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA) may not exceed $10 million in total funds requested.

Applicants must submit a detailed budget table and narrative for each proposed Level 1 and Level 2 budget module (both as defined in the NIA); these are designed to allow applicants to describe in detail how their budgets align with their proposed tasks and activities and how their proposed budgets support the design, development, implementation, and evaluation of the proposed Comprehensive Assessment System.  

To support the budgeting process, the following forms and instructions must be included in the applicant’s budget:

1. Budget Summary (Budget Part A)
a. Budget Summary Table.  This is the cover sheet for the budget and summarizes the total budget requested for each Level 1 and Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA).  
2. Level 1 Budget Modules (Budget Part B).  This is the budget necessary to deliver operational summative assessments in both mathematics and English language arts no later than school year 2014-2015; it provides budget information by budget category and for each year in which funding will be expended. The applicant must complete the following:
a. Level 1 Budget Modules – Summary Table.  This is the total budget requested across all Level 1 budget modules (as defined in the NIA), by budget category and for each year in which funds will be expended.
b. Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Table.  This is the budget for each Level 1 budget module (as defined in the NIA), by budget category and for each year in which funds will be expended. 
c. Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative.  This is the narrative and backup detail associated with each budget category in a Level 1 budget module (as defined in the NIA).

3. Level 2 Budget Modules (Budget Part C).  This is any budget module other than a Level 1 budget module (as defined in the NIA). Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA) must be prioritized in the order of importance to the implementation of the proposed assessment system. The applicant must provide budget information by budget category and for each year in which funding will be expended. The applicant must complete the following:
a. Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Table.  This is the budget for each Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA), by budget category and for each year in which funds will be expended. 
b. Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative.  This is the narrative and backup detail associated with each budget category in a Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA).
Budget Part A:  Budget Summary Table

Directions:  In the “Budget Summary Table” below, summarize the budget requests for all Level 1 and Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA) by listing the budget totals for each budget module and each year of the grant.  This is line 13 from each “Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Table” and each “Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Table” included in the applicant’s budget.
	Budget Part A:  Summary Budget Table

	Budget Module
	Project 
Year 1
	Project Year 2
	Project 
Year 3
	Project Year 4
	Total

	Level 1 Budget Modules

	1. [insert Level 1 budget module name]
	
	
	
	
	

	2. [insert Level 1 budget module name]
	
	
	
	
	

	3. [insert Level 1 budget module name]
	
	
	
	
	

	4. [insert Level 1 budget module name]
	
	
	
	
	

	5. [insert additional rows as required]
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Total Funds Requested – Level 1 Budget Modules 
(lines 1-5)
	
	
	
	
	

	Level 2 Budget Modules

	7. [insert Level 2 budget module name] 
Priority 1
	
	
	
	
	

	8. [insert Level 2 budget module name]
Priority 2
	
	
	
	
	

	9. [insert Level 2 budget module name]
Priority 3
	
	
	
	
	

	10. [insert Level 2 budget module name]
Priority 4
	
	
	
	
	

	11. [insert additional rows as required]
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Total Funds Requested – Level 2 Budget Modules 
(lines 7-11)
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Total Funds Requested for Comprehensive Assessment System (lines 6 plus 12)
	
	
	
	
	


Budget Part B:  Level 1 Budget Modules

A Level 1 budget module means a budget module for which an eligible applicant is seeking funds under the Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant category that (a) is necessary to delivering operational summative assessments in both mathematics and English language arts no later than school year 2014-2015, or (b) is otherwise necessary to the eligible applicant’s proposed project and consistent with the eligible applicant’s theory of action.
Applicants may organize their Level 1 budgets into one or more modules to match their organizational structures, so that a team responsible for completing discrete work has a budget to match that work.  The applicant must complete one “Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Table” and one accompanying “Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative” for each budget module proposed.  The table and narrative must describe the expenses in each budget category, and must provide them by year for each year of the grant.

The applicant must then total all Level 1 budget modules (as defined in the NIA), across all budget categories and for each year of the grant, and provide a summary of the Level 1 budget request in one “Level 1 Budget Modules – Summary Table”; this total Level 1 budget across all Level 1 budget modules (as defined in the NIA) may not exceed $150 million in total funds requested from this grant competition.  

Level 1 Budget Modules – Summary Table
Directions:  In the “Level 1 Budget Modules – Summary Table” below, summarize expenditures across all Level 1 budget modules (as defined in the NIA), for each budget category and each year of the grant. These line items are derived by adding together the line items from each of the “Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Tables.” The total funds requested across all Level 1 budget modules (line 13, column (e) below) may not exceed $150 million.

	Budget Part B:  Level 1 Budget Modules – Summary Table

	Budget Categories
	Project 
Year 1

(a)
	Project Year 2

(b)
	Project 
Year 3

(c)
	Project Year 4

(d)
	Total

(e)

	1. Personnel
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Fringe Benefits
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Travel
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Equipment
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Supplies
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Contractual
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Training Stipends
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Other
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Total Direct Costs (add lines 1-8)
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Indirect Costs
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Total Costs (add lines 9-10)
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Other Funds Allocated Toward this Work
	
	
	
	
	

	13.  Total Funds Requested (subtract line 12 from line 11)
	
	
	
	
	

	All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-10.

Columns (a) through (d):  For each project year for which funding is expended, show the total amount expended for each applicable budget category.  

Column (e):  Show the total amount expended for all project years.

Line 10: If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the end of this Budget section. 

Line 12: Show the total funding from other sources being used to offset the costs of this project, if any, and list all such funding sources in the budget narrative.  


Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Table

Directions:  For each Level 1 budget module (as defined in the NIA), include one “Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Table” and one accompanying “Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative.”  In the “Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Table” (below), enumerate expenditures by budget category and for each year of the grant.  

	Budget Part B:  Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Table

Name: [indicate the identifier used when referring to this budget module]

	Budget Categories
	Project Year 1

(a)
	Project Year 2

(b)
	Project Year 3

(c)
	Project Year 4

(d)
	Total

(e)

	1. Personnel
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Fringe Benefits
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Travel
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Equipment
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Supplies
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Contractual
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Training Stipends
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Other
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Total Direct Costs (add lines 1-8)
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Indirect Costs
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Total Costs (add lines 9-10)
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Other Funds Allocated Toward this Work
	
	
	
	
	

	13.  Total Funds Requested (subtract line 12 from line 11)
	
	
	
	
	

	All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-10.

Columns (a) through (d):  For each project year for which funding is expended, show the total amount expended for each applicable budget category.  

Column (e):  Show the total amount expended for all project years.

Line 10: If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the end of this Budget section. 

Line 12: Show the total funding from other sources being used to offset the costs of this project, if any, and list all such funding sources in the budget narrative.  


Level 1 Budget Module -- Detailed Narrative
	Directions:  For each Level 1 budget module (as defined in the NIA) complete a “Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative” to accompany and explain the “Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Table.” 

The Detailed Narrative (below) must include:

· The name or identifier by which the applicant refers to this Level 1 budget module (as defined in the NIA); 

· The workplan items associated with and developed under this Level 1 budget module (as defined in the NIA);

· The rationale for why this is a Level 1 budget module (as defined in the NIA), describing why the work done under this budget module (a) is necessary to delivering operational summative assessments in both mathematics and English language arts no later than school year 2014-2015, or (b) is otherwise necessary to the eligible applicant’s proposed project and consistent with the eligible applicant’s theory of action; and

· A detailed explanation of all expenditures requested under each budget category.


Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative:

Name:  [indicate here the identifier used when referring to this budget module]
Associated Workplan:  [list below the workplan items associated with and developed under this budget module]
Rationale:  [describe why the work done under this budget module qualifies it as a Level 1 budget module (as defined in the NIA)]
Expenses by Budget Category:

1)  Personnel


Provide:

· The title of each position to be compensated under this budget module. 

· The salary for each position under this budget module. 

· The amount of time, such as hours or percentage of time, to be expended by each position under this budget module. 

· Any additional basis for cost estimates or computations. 

Explain:

· The importance of each position to the success of the work, and connections back to specific workplans.  If curriculum vitae, an organizational chart, or other supporting information will be helpful to reviewers, attach in the Appendix and describe its location.

For example:

	Personnel: The following requested personnel will all be hired as employees of the project.
	% FTE
	Base Salary
	Total

	Project Director (1): Jane Doe will be responsible for the overall leadership and management of the States working on the mathematics assessments. She has twelve years of experience in this field, and had leadership roles in XYZ. She will report to ABC. Her qualifications are described in detail in the project management plan on page D-24 of the Appendix.
	100%
	$85,000/yr
	$85,000/yr


2)  Fringe Benefits

Provide:

· The fringe benefit percentages for all personnel.

· The basis for cost estimates or computations.

3)  Travel

Provide:

· An estimate of the number of trips.

· An estimate of transportation and/or subsistence costs for each trip.

· Any additional basis for cost estimates or computations.

Explain:

· The purpose of the travel, how it relates to project goals, and how it will contribute to project success.
For example:

	Travel: Travel expenses average $500/person, in addition to an amount of per diem of $50.
	# Trips
	$ per Trip
	Total

	Quarterly in-person governance meetings for all governing States, lasting two days each. (See criterion (A)(1) for more information about these governance meetings.)
	2 people/State x 7 governing States x 4 mtgs/yr
	$600/ person
	$336,000


4)  Equipment

Provide:

· The type of equipment to be purchased.

· The estimated unit cost for each item to be purchased.

· The definition of equipment used by the consortium.

· Any additional basis for cost estimates or computations.

Explain:

· The justification of the need for the items of equipment to be purchased.

For example:

	Equipment: Consistent with consortium policy, equipment is defined as tangible, non-expendable, personal property having a useful life of more than one year and an acquisition cost of $1,000 or more per unit.
	Cost of Item
	Item Description
	Total

	Desktop Computers (7): One desktop computer with printer/scanner and secure connection will be needed to equip each of 7 governing States in the consortium.
	$2,300
	Computer including monitor and printer/scanner
	$16,100


5)  Supplies

Provide:

· An estimate of materials and supplies needed under this budget module, by nature of expense or general category (e.g., instructional materials, office supplies).

· The basis for cost estimates or computations.

6)  Contractual

Provide: 

· The products to be acquired and/or the professional services to be provided. 

· The estimated cost per expected procurement and detailed basis for cost estimate.

· For professional services contracts, the amounts of time to be devoted to the project, including the costs to be charged to this proposed grant award. 

· A brief statement that the State has followed the procedures for procurement under 34 CFR Parts 74.40 - 74.48 and Part 80.36, and is consistent with Part II.F of this application.

· Any additional basis for cost estimates or computations.

Explain:

· The purpose and relation to the project.

Note:  Because grantees must use appropriate procurement procedures to select contractors, applicants should not include information in their grant applications about specific contractors that may be used to provide services or goods for the proposed project if a grant is awarded.  

7)  Training Stipends 

Note:

· The training stipend line item only pertains to costs associated with long-term training programs and college or university coursework, not workshops or short-term training supported by this program. 

· Salary stipends paid to teachers and other school personnel for participating in short-term professional development should be reported in Personnel (line 1). 

Provide:

· Descriptions of training stipends to be provided, consistent with the “note” above.

· The cost estimates and basis for these estimates.

Explain:

· The purpose of the training.

8)  Other 

Provide:

· Other items by major type or category (e.g., communications, printing, postage, equipment rental).

· The cost per item (printing = $500, postage = $750).

· Any additional basis for cost estimates or computations.

Explain:

· The purpose of the expenditures.

9)  Total Direct Costs

Provide:

·  The sum of expenditures, across all budget categories in lines 1-8, for each year of the budget.

10)  Indirect Costs

Provide:

· Identify and apply the indirect cost rate.  (See the section that follows, Budget: Indirect Cost Information.)

11)  Total Costs

Provide:

· The sum of expenditures in lines 9-11, for each year of the budget.
12)  Other Funds Allocated Toward this Work

Provide:

· Any financial contributions being made by States in the consortium toward the completion of this work, through the repurposing or reallocation of existing Federal or State funds.

· Any financial contributions to this work being made by third parties such as foundations.
· Any in-kind contributions to this work being made by third parties such as foundations or professional services firms.

Explain:

· Each funding source, what work they are funding, and any requirements placed on the use of the funds or the timing of the work.

13)  Total Funds Requested

Provide:

· The total amount requested under this grant category, which is the difference between lines 11 and 12.

Budget Part C:  Level 2 Budget Modules

A Level 2 budget module  means any budget module for which an eligible applicant is seeking funds under the Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant category other than a Level 1 budget module (as defined in the NIA).  An eligible applicant must prioritize Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA) in the order of importance to the implementation of the proposed project.
Applicants must complete one “Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Table” and one accompanying “Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative” for each Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA) proposed.  The table and narrative must describe the expenses in each budget category, and must provide them by year for each year of the grant.

Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Table

Directions:  For each Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA), include one “Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Table” and one accompanying “Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative.”  In the “Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Table” (below), enumerate expenditures by budget category and for each year of the grant.  The total funds requested for any one Level 2 budget module (line 13, column (e) below) may not exceed $10 million.
	Budget Part C:  Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Table

Name: [indicate the identifier used when referring to this budget module]
Priority: [indicate the unique priority assigned to this budget module, where Priority 1 is the highest]

	Budget Categories
	Project 
Year 1

(a)
	Project Year 2

(b)
	Project 
Year 3

(c)
	Project Year 4

(d)
	Total

(e)

	1. Personnel
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Fringe Benefits
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Travel
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Equipment
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Supplies
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Contractual
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Training Stipends
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Other
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Total Direct Costs (add lines 1-8)
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Indirect Costs
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Total Costs (add lines 9-10)
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Other Funds Allocated Toward this Work
	
	
	
	
	

	13.  Total Funds Requested (subtract line 12 from line 11)
	
	
	
	
	

	All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-10.

Columns (a) through (d):  For each project year for which funding is expended, show the total amount expended for each applicable budget category.  

Column (e):  Show the total amount expended for all project years.

Line 10: If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the end of this Budget section. 

Line 12: Show the total funding from other sources being used to offset the costs of this project, if any, and list all such funding sources in the budget narrative.  


Level 2 Budget Module -- Detailed Narrative

	Directions:

For each Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA) complete a “Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative” to accompany and explain the “Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Table.” 

The Detailed Narrative (below) must include:

· The name or identifier by which the applicant refers to this Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA). 

· The workplan items associated with and developed under this Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA).

· The priority assigned to this Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA), and the rationale for assigning this priority. (Each Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA) must be given a unique priority, where Priority 1 is the highest priority of the Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA).)

· A detailed explanation of all expenditures requested under each budget category.


Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative:

Name: [indicate here the identifier used when referring to this budget module]
Associated Workplan: [list below the workplan items associated with and developed under this budget module]
Priority: [indicate the priority assigned to this Level 2 budget module (as defined in the NIA), and the rationale for assigning this priority]
Expenses by Budget Category:

1)  Personnel


Provide:

· The title of each position to be compensated under this budget module. 

· The salary for each position under this budget module. 

· The amount of time, such as hours or percentage of time, to be expended by each position under this budget module. 

· Any additional basis for cost estimates or computations. 

Explain:

· The importance of each position to the success of the work, and connections back to specific workplans.  If curriculum vitae, an organizational chart, or other supporting information will be helpful to reviewers, attach in the Appendix and describe its location.

For example:

	Personnel: The following requested personnel will all be hired as employees of the project.
	% FTE
	Base Salary
	Total

	Project Director (1): John Doe will be responsible for the development of PD modules that will be used to train teachers across the consortium. He has ten years of experience in this field, and has a track record of success in developing effective PD. He will report to ABC. His qualifications are described in detail in the project management plan on page D-34 of the Appendix.
	100%
	$70,000/yr
	$70,000/yr


2)  Fringe Benefits

Provide:

· The fringe benefit percentages for all personnel.

· The basis for cost estimates or computations.

3)  Travel

Provide:

· An estimate of the number of trips.

· An estimate of transportation and/or subsistence costs for each trip.

· Any additional basis for cost estimates or computations.

Explain:

· The purpose of the travel, how it relates to project goals, and how it will contribute to project success.
For example:

	Travel: Travel expenses average $500/person, in addition to an amount of per diem of $50.
	# Trips
	$ per Trip
	Total

	Initial training of the State PD coordinators; the event will last 5 days and 5 people per State will attend. We have planned for 20 States to attend. (See criterion (A)(6)(a) for more information about this “train the trainers” event.)
	5 people/State x 20 States
	$750/ person
	$75,000


4)  Equipment

Provide:

· The type of equipment to be purchased.

· The estimated unit cost for each item to be purchased.

· The definition of equipment used by the consortium.

· Any additional basis for cost estimates or computations.

Explain:

· The justification of the need for the items of equipment to be purchased.

For example:

	Equipment: Consistent with consortium policy, equipment is defined as tangible, non-expendable, personal property having a useful life of more than one year and an acquisition cost of $1,000 or more per unit.
	Cost of Item
	Item Description
	Total

	Laptop Computers (20): One laptop computer is required for each lead trainer in each State (across 20 states).
	$2,000
	Laptop computer
	$40,000


5)  Supplies

Provide:

· An estimate of materials and supplies needed under this budget module, by nature of expense or general category (e.g., instructional materials, office supplies).

· The basis for cost estimates or computations.

6)  Contractual

Provide: 

· The products to be acquired and/or the professional services to be provided. 

· The estimated cost per expected procurement and detailed basis for cost estimate.

· For professional services contracts, the amounts of time to be devoted to the project, including the costs to be charged to this proposed grant award. 

· A brief statement that the State has followed the procedures for procurement under 34 CFR Parts 74.40 - 74.48 and Part 80.36 and is consistent with Part II.F of this application.

· Any additional basis for cost estimates or computations.
Explain:

· The purpose and relation to the project.

Note: Because grantees must use appropriate procurement procedures to select contractors, applicants should not include information in their grant applications about specific contractors that may be used to provide services or goods for the proposed project if a grant is awarded.  

7) Training Stipends 

Note:

· The training stipend line item only pertains to costs associated with long-term training programs and college or university coursework, not workshops or short-term training supported by this program. 

· Salary stipends paid to teachers and other school personnel for participating in short-term professional development should be reported in Personnel (line 1). 

Provide:

· Descriptions of training stipends to be provided, consistent with the “note” above.

· The cost estimates and basis for these estimates.

Explain:

· The purpose of the training.

8) Other 

Provide:

· Other items by major type or category (e.g., communications, printing, postage, equipment rental).

· The cost per item (printing = $500, postage = $750).

· Any additional basis for cost estimates or computations.

Explain:

· The purpose of the expenditures.

9)  Total Direct Costs

Provide:

·  The sum of expenditures, across all budget categories in lines 1-8, for each year of the budget.

10) Indirect Costs

Provide:

· Identify and apply the indirect cost rate.  (See the section that follows, Budget: Indirect Cost Information.)

11) Total Costs

Provide:

· The sum of expenditures in lines 9-11, for each year of the budget.
12) Other Funds Allocated Toward this Work

Provide:

· Any financial contributions being made by States in the consortium toward the completion of this work, through the repurposing or reallocation of existing Federal or State funds.

· Any financial contributions to this work being made by third parties such as foundations.
· Any in-kind contributions to this work being made by third parties such as foundations or professional services firms.

Explain:

· Each funding source, what work they are funding, and any requirements placed on the use of the funds or the timing of the work.

13) Total Funds Requested

Provide:

· The total amount requested under this grant category, which is the difference between lines 11 and 12.

Indirect Costs

The Department of Education (ED) reimburses grantees for its portion of indirect costs that a grantee incurs on projects funded by the Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants program (CFDA 84.395B).  In order to charge indirect costs to this program, a grantee must have a currently approved Indirect Cost Rate (ICR) agreement.  The ICR must be negotiated with and approved by the grantee’s cognizant agency, i.e., either (1) the federal agency from which it has received the most direct funding, subject to indirect cost support; (2) the federal agency specifically assigned cognizance by the Office of Management and Budget; or (3) the State agency that provides the most subgrant funds to the grantee (if no direct federal awards are received). 
Note: Applicants should pay special attention to specific questions on the application budget form (ED 524) about their cognizant agency and the ICR being used in the budget.  Applicants should be aware that ED is very often not the cognizant agency for its grantees.  Rather, ED accepts the currently approved ICR established by the appropriate cognizant agency. 
Applicants are encouraged to have an accountant calculate a proposed ICR using current information in the audited financial statements, actual cost data or the Internal Revenue Service Form 990.  Applicants should use this proposed rate in the application materials and indicate the documentation used to calculate the rate.  Guidance related to calculating an ICR can be found on ED's website at http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocfo/fipao/icgindex.html 
An applicant selected for funding, that does not have a currently approved ICR, must review and follow the final regulations published at 34 CFR 75.560 in the  Federal Register on December 7, 2007 (72 FR 69145).  The rules allow for a temporary ICR of 10% of budgeted salaries and wages and require the grantee to submit an ICR proposal within 90 days after issuance of the grant award notification. 
Applicants with questions about charging indirect costs on this program should contact the program contact person noted elsewhere in this application package.
PART I.K.  APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS CHECKLIST

Use the following checklist to ensure that your application is complete.

Formatting Requirements (Part I.A.)

· All pages are 8.5” x 11”, on one side only, with 1” margins at the top, bottom, right, and left.
· All pages are numbered.
· Line spacing is set to 1.5 spacing using 12 point Times New Roman font.
· All documents are unbound and in grayscale so that they may be copied for the peer reviewers.
Table of Contents and Appendix Table of Contents (Part I.C.)
· The Table of Contents and Appendix Table of Contents are complete.
· Attachments to which the narrative refers are included in the appendix.
Executive Summary (Part I.D.)

· The Executive Summary is complete and does not exceed 2 pages in length.  
Application Assurances (Part I.E.)
· All of the requested information is included on the Race to the Top Assessment Program Comprehensive Assessment Systems Application Assurances page.

· SIGNATURE REQUIRED – The Lead State’s Governor (or an Authorized Representative of the Governor), Chief State School Officer, and President of the State Board of Education, if applicable or the Consortium’s authorized representative have (has) signed and dated the Race to the Top Assessment Program Comprehensive Assessment Systems Application Assurances. 
Accountability, Transparency, Reporting, Procurement and Other Assurances and Certifications

  (Part I.E.)  

· All of the requested information is included on the Race to the Top Assessment Program Comprehensive Assessment Systems Application Assurances for Accountability, Transparency, Reporting, Procurement and Other Assurances and Certifications
· SIGNATURE REQUIRED – The Lead State’s Governor (or an Authorized Representative of the Governor), Chief State School Officer, and President of the State Board of Education, if applicable or the Consortium’s authorized representative have (has) signed and dated the Race to the Top Assessment Program Comprehensive Assessment Systems Application Accountability, Transparency, Reporting and Procurement Assurances and Other Assurances and Certifications.
Memoranda of Understanding or Other Binding Agreements ( Part I.F.)
· Copies of Memoranda of Understanding or other binding agreements for each State in the consortium are included in the application.
· SIGNATURE REQUIRED –  For each Member State, the chief procurement official (or designee), Governor, Chief State School Officer, and President of the State Board of Education, if applicable, have signed and dated the Race to the Top Assessment Comprehensive Assessment Systems Memorandum(a) of Understanding.
Eligibility Requirements (Part I.G.)

· Evidence of Eligibility requirement (1) is included.
· Evidence of Eligibility requirement (2) is included.
· Evidence of Eligibility requirement (3) is included.
Selection Criteria (Part I.H.)

· For each selection criterion, the Applicant provided:
· Narrative responses;
· Required Evidence;
· Optional Evidence, if applicable.
· The Appendix is organized such that each attachment in the appendix is cited in the narrative text of the relevant selection criterion
Competition Priorities (I.I.)
· Applicant has addressed the absolute priorities in narratives and evidence
· [Optional] Applicant has responded to the competitive preference priority

· Narrative responses
· Tables 
· Other
Budget (Part I.J.)

· Applicant has completed the following elements of the budget

· Budget Summary Table (Budget Part A)
· Level 1 Budget Modules – Summary Table (Budget Part B)
· Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Table (Budget Part B)
· Level 1 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative (Budget Part B)
· Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Table (Budget Part C)
· Level 2 Budget Module – Detailed Narrative (Budget Part C)
Application Submission Procedures (Part I.B.)
· Applicant has complied with the submission format requirements, including the application deadline for submission.


PART II.A.  APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS
An eligible applicant’s application must—

1.  Indicate, consistent with 34 CFR 75.128, whether—
(a)  The consortium has established itself as a separate eligible legal entity and is applying for a grant on its own behalf; or
(b)  One member of the consortium is applying for a grant on behalf of the consortium; 

2.  Be signed by –

(a)  If one member of the consortium is applying for a grant on behalf of the consortium, the Governor, the State’s chief school office, and, if applicable, the president of the State board of education from that State; or

(b)  If the consortium has established itself as a separate eligible legal entity and is applying for a grant on its own behalf, a representative of the consortium;
3.  Include an assurance that—

(a)  A competitive procurement process based on a “best value” selection
 will be used for tasks related to assessment design and development; and

(b)  All applicable Federal procurement requirements, including the requirements of 34 CFR 80.36, will be met;

4.  Include, consistent with 34 CFR 75.128, for each State in the consortium, copies of all Memoranda of Understanding or other binding agreements.  These binding agreements must—

(a)  Detail the activities that members of the consortium will perform; 

(b)  Bind each member of the consortium to every statement and assurance made in the application; 

(c)  Include an assurance, signed by the State’s chief procurement official (or designee), that the State has reviewed its applicable procurement rules and determined that it may participate in and make procurements through the consortium; and

(d)  Be signed by the Governor, the State’s chief school officer, and, if applicable, the president of the State board of education; 
5.  Include—

(a)  An executive summary of the eligible applicant’s proposed project;

(b)  A theory of action that describes in detail the causal relationships between specific actions or strategies in the eligible applicant’s proposed project and its desired outcomes for the proposed project, including improvement in student achievement and college- and career-readiness;

(c)  A plan for designing and developing the proposed assessment system;

(d)  A plan for research and evaluation of the proposed assessment system;

(e)  A plan for implementing the proposed assessment system; and

(f)  A project management plan (including a workplan and timeline); and

6.  Include a budget that—

(a)  Describes in detail how funds from this grant category and other resources will be used to design, develop, implement, and evaluate the proposed assessment system;

(b)  Identifies Level 1 budget modules (as defined in the NIA) that do not exceed $150 million in total; and

(c)  Identifies any Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA) that do not exceed $10 million each. 

PART II .B.  DEFINITIONS
Note:  All definitions below are taken from the Notice Inviting Application.
Accommodations means changes in the administration of an assessment, including but not limited to changes in assessment setting, scheduling, timing, presentation format, response mode, and combinations of these changes that do not change the construct intended to be measured by the assessment or the meaning of the resulting scores.  Accommodations must be used for equity in assessment and not provide advantage to students eligible to receive them.

Achievement standard means the level of student achievement on summative assessments that indicates that (a) for the final high school summative assessments in mathematics or English language arts, a student is college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA); or (b) for summative assessments in mathematics or English language arts at a grade level other than the final high school summative assessments, a student is on track to being college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA).  An achievement standard must be determined using empirical evidence over time.


College- and career-ready (or readiness) means, with respect to a student, that the student is prepared for success, without remediation, in credit-bearing entry-level courses in an IHE (as defined in section 101(a) of the HEA), as demonstrated by an assessment score that meets or exceeds the achievement standard (as defined in the NIA) for the final high school summative assessment in mathematics or English language arts.

Common set of college- and career-ready standards means a set of academic content standards for grades K-12 that (a) define what a student must know and be able to do at each grade level; (b) if mastered, would ensure that the student is college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA) by the time of high school graduation; and (c) are substantially identical across all States in a consortium.  A State may supplement the common set of college- and career-ready standards with additional content standards, provided that the additional standards do not comprise more than 15 percent of the State's total standards for that content area.

Direct matriculation student means a student who entered college as a freshman within two years of graduating from high school.

English learner means a student who is an English learner as that term is defined by the consortium.  The consortium must define the term in a manner that is uniform across member States and consistent with section 9101(25) of the ESEA.

Governing State means a State that (a) is a member of only one consortium applying for a grant in the competition category, (b) has an active role in policy decision-making for the consortium, and (c) is committed to using the assessment system or program developed by the consortium.

Level 1 budget module means a budget module for which an eligible applicant is seeking funds under the Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant category that (a) is necessary to delivering operational summative assessments in both mathematics and English language arts no later than school year 2014-2015, or (b) is otherwise necessary to the eligible applicant’s proposed project and consistent with the eligible applicant’s theory of action.

Level 2 budget module means any budget module for which an eligible applicant is seeking funds under the Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant category other than a Level 1 budget module.  An eligible applicant must prioritize Level 2 budget modules in the order of importance to the implementation of the proposed project. 

Moderation system means a system for ensuring that human scoring of complex item types, such as extended responses or performance tasks, is accurate, consistent across schools and States, and fair to all students.

On track to being college- and career-ready
 means, with respect to a student, that the student is performing at or above grade level such that the student will be college- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA) by the time of high school graduation, as demonstrated by an assessment score that meets or exceeds the achievement standard (as defined in the NIA) for the student’s grade level on a summative assessment in mathematics or English language arts.

Performance level descriptor means a statement or description of a set of knowledge and skills exemplifying a level of performance associated with a standard.

Student achievement data means data regarding an individual student’s mastery of tested content standards.  Student achievement data from summative assessment components must be reported in a way that can be reliably aggregated across multiple students at the subgroup,
 classroom, school, LEA, and State levels.
Student growth data means data regarding the change in student achievement data (as defined in the NIA) between two or more points in time.  Student growth data from summative assessment components must be reported in a way that can be reliably aggregated across multiple students at the subgroup, classroom, school, LEA, and State levels and over a full academic year or course. 

Student with a disability means, for purposes of this program, a student who has been identified as a student with a disability under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, as amended (IDEA), except for a student with a disability who is eligible to participate in alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards consistent with 34 CFR 200.6(a)(2).

Through-course summative assessment means an assessment system component or set of assessment system components that is administered periodically during the academic year.  A student’s results from through-course summative assessments must be combined to produce the student’s total summative assessment score for that academic year.

PART II .C.  APPLICATION SCORING RUBRIC

I.  Introduction

Race to the Top Assessment Program grants will be awarded on a competitive basis to State consortia.  Each criterion has points allocated to it.  Reviewers will be given discretion to allocate these points across the sub-criteria as they deem fit in order to best express the extent to which the overall criterion has been addressed. 

Applicants should address the absolute priority throughout their applications.  The absolute priority must be met in order for an applicant to receive funding.  Applications that demonstrate a strong commitment to the competitive priority will earn extra points under that priority.  

In this section there is information about the rubric that will be provided to reviewers, including point values for each criterion and priority as well as guidance on scoring.

II. Points Overview

The chart below shows the maximum number of points that may be assigned to each selection criterion. 

	Criterion
	Points
	% of Total

	(A)(1)  Consortium Governance
	20
	10%

	(A)(2)  Theory of Action
	5
	3%

	(A)(3)  Assessment System Design
	55
	28%

	(A)(4)  Assessment System Development
	35
	18%

	(A)(5)  Research and Evaluation
	30
	15%

	(A)(6)  Professional Capacity and Outreach
	15
	8%

	(A)(7)  Technology Approach
	10
	5%

	(A)(8)  Project Management
	30
	15%

	Comprehensive Assessment System
	200
	100

	Competitive Preference Priority
	20
	


III. About Scoring

Reviewers will allot points based on the quality of the applicant’s proposal.  Points are allotted by criterion; the reviewers exercise independent judgment about the extent to which the responses to the sub-criteria constitute a high-quality response to the criterion overall. 
Assigning Points:  For each application, reviewers will assign points to each criterion using the guidance provided in the table below as they award points.  
	Maximum 

Point Value
	Quality of Applicant’s Response

	
	Low 
	Medium
	High

	55
	0-14
	15-40
	41-55

	35
	0 – 9
	10 – 25
	26 – 35

	30
	0 – 8
	9 – 21
	22 – 30

	20
	0-5
	6-14
	15-20

	15
	0 – 4
	5 – 10
	11 – 15

	10
	0 – 2
	3 – 7
	8 – 10

	5
	0 – 1
	2 – 3
	4 – 5


About Priorities:  There are two types of priorities in the Race to the Top Assessment Program competition. 

· An absolute priority cuts across the entire application and should not be addressed separately.  It will be assessed, after the proposal has been fully reviewed and evaluated, to ensure that the application has met the priority.  If an application has not met the priority, it will be eliminated from the competition.  In those cases where there is a disparity in the reviewers’ determinations on the priority, the absolute priority will be met only if a majority of the reviewers on a panel determine that the priority has been met.
· The competitive priority yields up to 20 additional points.  An applicant can earn up to 20 competitive preference priority points based on the strength of commitment to the priority as evidenced in the letters of intent signed by participating IHEs and IHE systems in member States and by the total percent of direct matriculation students (as defined in the NIA) who attend the participating IHEs or IHE systems.  

In the Event of a Tie:  If two or more applications have the same score and there is not sufficient funding to support all of the tied applications, the score on the following criteria will be used to break the tie, using the criteria in the order listed below until the tie is broken:
1. (A)(3)  Assessment System Design

2. (A)(5)  Research and Evaluation

3. (A)(1)  Consortium Governance

4. (A)(4)  Assessment System Development

5. (A)(6)  Professional Capacity and Outreach
6. (A)(8)  Project Management

7. (A)(7)  Technology Approach
8. (A)(2)  Theory of Action
PART II .D.  REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Grantees (i.e., applicants that receive an award) under this program must submit an annual performance report that provides the most current performance and financial expenditure information as directed by the Secretary under 34 CFR 75.118.  The Secretary may require more frequent performance reports under 34 CFR 75.720(c).  At the end of the project period, grantees must also submit a final performance report, including financial information, as directed by the Secretary.  

Grantees under this program must also meet the reporting requirements that apply to all programs funded under the ARRA.  Specifically, grantees must submit reports, within 10 days after the end of each calendar quarter, that contain the information required under section 1512(c) of the ARRA in accordance with any guidance issued by the Office of Management and Budget or the Department (ARRA Division A, Section 1512(c)). 

In addition, for each year of the program, grantees must comply with the requirements of ARRA Division A, Section 14008, and other performance reporting that the Department may require.

The Department will monitor grantees’ progress in meeting project goals, objectives, timelines, and budget requirements; and may require grantees to enter into a cooperative agreement with the Department.

PART II.E.  PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

An eligible applicant awarded a grant under this category must—

1.  Evaluate the validity, reliability, and fairness of the summative assessment components of the assessment system, and make available through formal mechanisms (e.g., peer-reviewed journals) and informal mechanisms (e.g., newsletters), and in print and electronically, the results of any evaluations it conducts;

2.  Actively participate in any applicable technical assistance activities conducted or facilitated by the Department or its designees, including periodic expert reviews, collaboration with other consortia that receive funds under this program, and other activities as determined by the Department;

3.  Work with the Department to develop a strategy to make student-level data that result from the assessment system available on an ongoing basis for research, including for prospective linking, validity, and program improvement studies;
 

4.  Ensure that the summative assessment components of the assessment system in both mathematics and English language arts are fully implemented statewide by each State in the consortium no later than the 2014-2015 school year;

5.  Maximize the interoperability of assessments across technology platforms and the ability for States to switch their assessments from one technology platform to another by—

(a)  Developing all assessment items to an industry-recognized open-licensed interoperability standard that is approved by the Department during the grant period, without non-standard extensions or additions;
 and

(b)  Producing all student-level data in a manner consistent with an industry-recognized open-licensed interoperability standard that is approved by the Department during the grant period;

6.  Unless otherwise protected by law or agreement as proprietary information, make any assessment content (i.e., assessments and assessment items) developed with funds from this grant category freely available to States, technology platform providers, and others that request it for purposes of administering assessments, provided they comply with consortium or State requirements for test or item security;

7.  Use technology to the maximum extent appropriate to develop, administer, and score assessments and report assessment results; 

8.  Use funds from this grant category only for the design, development, and evaluation of the assessment system.  An eligible applicant awarded a grant under this category may not use funds for the administration of operational assessments;

9.  Comply with the requirements of 34 CFR 75.129, which specifies that--

(a)  The applicant (i.e., the State applying on behalf of the consortium, or the consortium if established as a separate legal entity and applying on its own behalf) is legally responsible for—
(i)  The use of all grant funds;

(ii)  Ensuring that the project is carried out by the consortium in accordance with Federal requirements; and

(iii)  Ensuring that indirect cost funds are determined as required under 34 CFR 75.564(e); and

(b)  Each member of the consortium is legally responsible to—
(i)  Carry out the activities it agrees to perform; and

(ii)  Use any grant funds it receives under the consortium’s Memoranda of Understanding or other binding agreements in accordance with Federal requirements that apply to the grant;

10.  Obtain approval from the Department of any third-party organization or entity that is responsible for managing funds received under this grant category; and

11.  Identify any current assessment requirements in Title I of the ESEA that would need to be waived in order for member States to fully implement the proposed assessment system.

PART II.F.  CONTRACTING FOR SERVICES

Grantee procurement actions must follow the Department’s regulations regarding procurement in 34 CFR 80.36.  Procurement transactions made with Race to the Top Assessment grant funds must be conducted in a manner providing full and open competition, consistent with the standards in 34 CFR 80.36.  This section requires that grantees use their own procurement procedures (which reflect State and local laws and regulations) to select contractors, provided that those procedures meet certain standards.  

For tasks related to assessment design and development, Race to the Top Assessment grantees must use a competitive procurement process based on a “best value” selection.  For example, section 2.101 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) defines “best value” as the expected outcome of an acquisition that, in the Government’s estimation, provides the greatest overall benefit in response to the requirement.
Because grantees must use appropriate procurement procedures to select contractors, applicants should generally not include information in their grant applications about specific contractors that may be used to provide services or goods for the proposed project if a grant is awarded.  However, under this competition, an applicant must identify in its application a proposed project management partner.  Regarding this proposed project management partner, please make special note of the following instructions that are contained in the NIA. 
Note:  Due to the limited time frame that applicants have to select a proposed project management partner, we remind applicants that they may, under 34 CFR 80.36, use informal procedures to select a proposed contractor for this purpose.  For example, 34 CFR 80.36 authorizes simple informal procedures to select contractors for contracts under the simplified acquisition threshold of $100,000, as stated in 34 CFR 80.36(d)(1); the regulations only require that the potential applicant request offers from an adequate number of sources.  
In addition, even if the eligible applicant expects that the proposed project management partner would cost more than $100,000, the regulations recognize special cases where a contractor must be selected within a very limited time period.  Again, the eligible applicant must request proposals from an adequate number of qualified sources and select the contractor, whose proposal is most advantageous to the program, considering price and other selection factors.  In these situations, if informal solicitation does not result in an adequate number of proposals, the eligible applicant may select a single bidder so long as the eligible applicant documents the facts that formed the basis for its decision. 34 CFR 80.36(d)(1), (d)(3) and (d)(4).

PART II








� By requiring that member States fully implement the summative assessment components of the assessment system no later than the 2014-2015 school year, we believe that we are providing an eligible applicant receiving a Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant with an appropriate amount of time to design and develop summative assessments that meet the Absolute Priority and other requirements for this grant category.


� Consistent with section 14013 of the ARRA, the term “State” means each of the 50 States, the District of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.


� In selecting a proposed project management partner, an eligible applicant must comply with the requirements for procurement in 34 CFR 80.36.  Due to the limited time period that eligible applicants have to select a proposed project management partner, we remind eligible applicants that they may, under 34 CFR 80.36, use informal procedures to select a proposed contractor for this purpose.  For example, 34 CFR 80.36(d)(1) authorizes simple informal procedures to select contractors under the simplified acquisition threshold of $100,000; the regulations only require that the eligible applicant request offers from an adequate number of qualified sources.  In addition, even if the eligible applicant expects that the proposed project management partner would cost more than $100,000, the regulations recognize special cases where a contractor must be selected within a very limited time period.  Again, the eligible applicant must request proposals from an adequate number of qualified sources and select the contractor whose proposal is most advantageous to the program, considering price and other selection factors.  In these situations, if informal solicitation does not result in an adequate number of proposals, the eligible applicant may select a single bidder so long as the eligible applicant documents the facts that formed the basis for its decision.  34 CFR 80.36(d)(1), (d)(3), and (d)(4).


� Universal design for learning” is used as that term is defined in section 103(24) of the HEA.


� For the purposes of this chart, all references to “IHE(s)” may also refer to “IHE system(s).”


� For example, section 2.101 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) defines “best value” as the expected outcome of an acquisition that, in the Government’s estimation, provides the greatest overall benefit in response to the requirement.





� The term on track to being college- and career-ready is used in place of the term “proficiency” used in section 1111(b)(3) of the ESEA.


� Eligible applicants receiving funds under this competition must aggregate data using the student subgroups in section 1111(b)(3)(C)(xiii) of the ESEA (i.e., by gender, by each major racial and ethnic group, by English proficiency status, by migrant status, by students with disabilities as compared to nondisabled students, and by economically disadvantaged students as compared to students who are not economically disadvantaged, except that such aggregation is not required in a case in which the number of students in a subgroup is insufficient to yield statistically reliable information or the results would reveal personally identifiable information about an individual student).  When using the term “subgroup” throughout this application and the NIA, we mean these student subgroups.





� Eligible applicants awarded a grant under this program must comply with the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) and 34 CFR Part 99, as well as State and local requirements regarding privacy.


� We encourage grantees under this competition to work during the grant period with the Department and the entities that set interoperability standards to extend those standards in order to make them more functional for assessment materials.





80

