DEPARTMERNT O F E DU CATIIOEN

RACE TO THE TOP

ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

Selection Criteria

(A)(1) Consortium Governance Avallable | Ranges Score

The extent to which the consortium’s proposed guaece structure will enable the successful design, 20 L: 0-5
development, and implementation of the proposeelsassent system. In determining the extent to witieh M: 6-14
consortium’s proposed governance structure wilbenthe successful design, development, and H: 15-20

implementation of the proposed assessment systemjliwconsider—

(a) The consortium’s vision, goals, role, and #eliverables€.g., assessment components, scoring and
moderation system, professional development aig$)itand the consistency of these with the coisois
theory of action;

(b) The consortium’s structure and operationduiliog—

(i) The organizational structure of the consortiana the differentiated roles that a member State m
hold (e.g., lead State, governing State (as defined in th# Nidvisory State); and

(i) For each differentiated role, the rights amdponsibilities (including the level of commitmeat
adopting and implementing the assessment systeogiated with the role;

(iii) The consortium’s method and procesg){( consensus, majority) for making different typés o
decisions é.g., policy, operational);

(iv) The protocols by which the consortium willerpte, including the protocols for member States|to
change roles or leave the consortium and for nemimee States to join the consortium;

(v) The consortium’s plan, including the procesd imeline, for setting key policies and definits
for the proposed assessment system, including anoonset of college- and career-ready standards (as
defined in the NIA), a common set of performanaelelescriptors (as defined in the NIA), a commpon
set of achievement standards (as defined in thg,MlZmmon assessment administration procedures,
common item release and test security policiesnanoon definition of “English learner,” and a




common set of policies and procedures for accomtimta(as defined in the NIA) and student
participation; and

(vi) The consortium’s plan for managing funds reed under this grant category;
(c) The terms and conditions of the Memorandamdésstanding or other binding agreements execuyted b
each member State, including—

() The consistency of the terms and conditiond wie consortium’s governance structure and the
State’s role in the consortium; and

(i) The State’s commitment to and plan for idgnitig any existing barriers in State law, statute,
regulation, or policy to implementing the propossdessment system and to addressing any such
barriers prior to full implementation of the sumiatassessment components of the system; and

(d) The consortium’s procurement process, andegnid of each member State’s commitment to thategsoc

(A)(2) Theory of Action Available | Ranges Score
The extent to which the eligible applicant’s theofyaction is logical, coherent, and credible, ailfiresult in 5 L: 0-1
improved student academic outcomes. In determitieagxtent to which the theory of action has these M: 2-3
attributes, we will consider the description ofdaationale for— H: 4-5
(a) Each component of the proposed assessmeatrsgsid the relationship of the component to other
components in the system;
(b) How the assessment results produced by eanpanent will be used;
(c) How the assessments and assessment resuilbe\ivicorporated into a coherent educational sygie.,
a system that includes standards, assessmenisutunt, instruction, and professional developmeany
(d) How the educational system as a whole wifiiove student achievement and college- and career-
readiness (as defined in the NIA).
(A)(3) Assessment System Design Avallaple | Ranges | Score
The extent to which the design of the eligible aapit's proposed assessment system is innovaguasille, 55 L: 0-14
and consistent with the theory of action. In daiamg the extent to which the design has thesiates, we M: 15-40
will consider— H: 41-55

(a) The number and types of componeais (through-course summative assessments (as défirieel NIA),




end-of-year summative assessments, formative assas 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 studawledge and skills against the full range of the
college- and career-ready standards, includingtidunedards against which student achievement has
traditionally been difficult to measure; and pravigh accurate measure of student achievement,
including for high- and low-performing studentsdaan accurate measure of student growth over & full
academic year or course;

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

(i) How the assessment system will be accessibldl students, including English learners and
students with disabilities, and include appropraateommodations (as defined in the NIA) for student
with disabilities and English learners; and

(iv) How and when during the academic year diffietgpes of student data will be available to infof
and guide instruction, interventions, and professialevelopment; and

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

(i) The types of data produced by the componectyuding student achievement data (as definedan th
NIA), student growth data (as defined in the NIand other data;

(i) The uses of the data produced by the compipmasiuding determining whether individual

students are college- and career-ready (as defirthe NIA) or on track to being college- and caree
ready (as defined in the NIA); informing determinas of school effectiveness for the purposes of
accountability under Title | of the ESEA; informingterminations of individual principal and teacher
effectiveness for the purposes of evaluation; imfag determinations of principal and teacher
professional development and support needs; infariti@aching, learning, and program improvement;
and other uses;

(i) The frequency and timing of administratiohtbe component, and the rationale for these;

(iv) The number and types of itemesq(, performance tasks, selected responses, brieftended
constructed responses) and the distribution of tigras within the component, including the extent it
which the items will be varied and elicit compléxMdent demonstrations or applications of knowledge
and skills (descriptions should include a concest@mple of each item type proposed); and the
rationale for using these item types and theirrithistions;




(v) The component’s administration moaw(, paper-and-pencil, computer-based, or other eleictr
device), and the rationale for the mode;

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

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

(A)(4) Assessment System Development Avallable | Ranges | Score

The extent to which the eligible applicant’s plan developing the proposed assessment systemnailire 35 L: 0-9
that the assessment system is ready for wide-adaténistration in a manner that is timely, coseefive, and M: 10-25
consistent with the proposed design and incorpsiaigrocess for ongoing feedback and improvenient. H: 26-35

determining the extent to which the development plas these attributes, we will consider—

(a) The approaches for developing assessment {Egnsevidence centered design, universal désignd the
rationale for using those approaches; the developpteases and processes to be implemented consistien
the approaches; and the types of personnel invafvedch development phase and procegs practitioners,
content experts, assessment experts, expertsaasasg English learners, experts in assessingragidéh

disabilities, psychometricians, cognitive sciesti$HE representatives, career and technical eidncaxperts);

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

() English learners; and

(i) Students with disabilities;

(c) The approach and strategy for ensuring saalalsicurate, and consistent scoring of items, dictuthe
approach and moderation system (as defined in tAgfir any human-scored items that are part of the
summative assessment components and the extehidb tgachers are trained and involved in the sgoof
assessments;

(d) The approach and strategy for developing ¢penting system; and
(e) The overall approach to quality control; and strategy for field testing assessment items,

accommodations, scoring systems, and reportingsgstincluding, with respect to assessment iterds an
accommodations, the use of representative samplialj types of student populations, taking intetjgalar

! Universal design for learning” is used as thamtés defined in section 103(24) of the HEA.



account high- and low-performing students and dhffié types of English learners and students with
disabilities.

(A)(5) Research and Evaluation Avallable | Ranges | Score
The extent to which the eligible applicant’s restaand evaluation plan will ensure that the assestsn 30 L: 0-8
developed are valid, reliable, and fair for thatended purposes and for all student subgroupdetkrmining M: 9-21

the extent to which the research and evaluatiom Ipés these attributes, we will consider— H: 22-30

(a) The plan for identifying and employing psyctairit techniques suitable to verify, as appropriateach

assessment component, its construct, consequemtéhpredictive validity; external validity; religiby;

fairness; precision across the full performancdinaom; and comparability within and across graziels;

and

(b) The plan for determining whether the assestsrae being implemented as designed and the tlo¢ory

action is being realized, including whether theimated effects on individuals and institutions aiad

achieved.

(A)(6) Professional Capacity and Outreach Avallable | Ranges | Score
The extent to which the eligible applicant’s planimplementing the proposed assessment systezasgfe, 15 L: 04
cost-effective, and consistent with the theoryaiam. In determining the extent to which the ismpkentation M: 5-10

plan has these attributes, we will consider— H:11-15

(a) The plan for supporting teachers and admatists in implementing the assessment system and for

developing, in an ongoing manner, the professioaphcity to use the assessments and results tonidod

improve instructional practice; and

(b) The strategy and plan for informing the puldlicd key stakeholders (including legislators and

policymakers) in each member State about the ass@$system and for building support for the sysfiem

the public and those stakeholders.

(A)(7) Technology Approach Available | Ranges | Score
The extent to which the eligible applicant is usiaghnology effectively to improve the quality, assibility, 10 L: 0-2
cost-effectiveness, and efficiency of the propaseskessment system. In determining the extent ichvihe M: 3-7

eligible applicant is using technology effectivelye will consider— H: 8-10




(a) The description of, and rationale for—

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

(i) The types of technology to be used (includivizether the technology is existing and
commercially-available or is being newly developexaid

(i) How other States or organizations can re4ns cost effective manner any technology platorn
and technology components developed under thig;gaad

(b) How technology-related implementation or dgphent barriers will be addresseiy(, issues relating to
local access to internet-based assessments).

=}

(A)(8) Project Management

Available

Ranges

Score

The extent to which the eligible applicant’'s proje@nagement plan will result in implementatiortred
proposed assessment system on time, within buagetn a manner that is financially sustainabler tivee.
In determining the extent to which the project ngament plan has these attributes, we will consider—

(a) The quality, qualifications, and role of thejpct management partner, as evidenced by itdonisdate of
founding, size, experience (including past suctoesaplementing similar projects), and key persdnne
assigned to this project (including their namesticula vitae, roles, percent of time dedicatethis project,
and experience in managing similar projects);

(b) The project workplan and timeline, includifgr, each key deliverable.g., assessment component,
scoring and moderation system, professional dewsdop activities), the major milestones, deadliaesl
entities responsible for execution; and the apgrdaddentifying, managing, and mitigating risksa@siated
with the project;

(c) The extent to which the eligible applicantigiget—

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

(i) 1s adequate to support the development cissessment system that meets the requirements (
absolute priority; and

(i) Includes costs that are reasonable in refatd the objectives, design, and significancénef t
proposed project and the number of students tebed; and

30

eS

of th

(d) For each member State, the estimated costedayngoing administration, maintenance, and ecéraent

L: 0-8
M: 9-21
H: 22-30




of operational assessments in the proposed assgssystem and a plan for how the State will fural th
assessment system over time (including by allogdtrthe assessment system funds for existing Stdoeal
assessments that will be replaced by assessmehts system).

Competitive Preference Priority: Collaboration and Alignment with Higher Education

Available

Range

Score

The Department gives eligible applicants competipveference points based on the extent to whiehliave
promoted collaboration and alignment between merSkates’ public elementary and secondary education
systems and their public IHEs (as defined in sacti@l(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965, asaded
(HEA)) or systems of those IHEs. Eligible applisaaddressing this priority must provide, for etidh or

IHE system, a letter of intent that—

(a) Commits the IHE or IHE system to participaithwhe consortium in the design and developmethef
consortium’s final high school summative assesssientnathematics and English language arts in doder
ensure that the assessments measure college adine

(b) Commits the IHE or IHE system to implementigiek, once the final high school summative assestsn
are implemented, that exempt from remedial cowasedsplace into credit-bearing college courses aument
who meets the consortium-adopted achievement stuas defined in the NIA) for each assessmentaaryd
other placement requirement established by thedHEE system; and

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

All letters of intent must provide the total numloédirect matriculation students (as defined ia M1A) in the
partner IHE or IHE system in the 2008-2009 schaalry An eligible applicant must also provide thiglt
number of direct matriculation students (as defimetthe NIA) in public IHES in the consortium’s mbar
States.

The Department will award up to 20 competitive prefice points based on the strength of commitment
demonstrated in the letters of intent and on thieguetage of direct matriculation students in pulHiEs in the
member States who are direct matriculation studarttee partner IHEs or IHE systems. To receilk fu
competitive preference points under this priomtygible applicants must provide letters of intdwet
demonstrate strong commitment from each partnerdHEEE system and that represent at least 30 peofe
direct matriculation students in public IHEs in mM@mStates. No points will be awarded for lettdrmtent
that represent fewer than 10 percent of directima#tion students in public IHEs in member States.

20

0-20




Absolute Priority: Comprehensive Assessment Systems Measuring Student
Achievement Against Common College- and Career-Ready Standards

Yes/No

Under this priority, the Department supports theettlgpment of new assessment systems that will ée g
multiple States; are valid, reliable, and fair floeir intended purposes and for all student sulggpand
measure student knowledge and skills against a cons@t of college- and career-ready standards in
mathematics and English language arts. To mesatisolute priority, an eligible applicant must destrate
in its application that it will develop and implentean assessment system that—

(a) Measures student knowledge and skills agaisstmmon set of college- and career-ready standasds
defined in the NIA) in mathematics and English laage arts in a way that—

(i) Covers the full range of those standards udiclg standards against which student achievenamn
traditionally been difficult to measure;

(i) As appropriate, elicits complex student destoations or applications of knowledge and skills;

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

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

(b) Consists of assessment components in mathenaatd in English language arts that include, &@he
subject, one or more summative assessment comsathertt—

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

(i) Produce student achievement data and stugfemith data (both as defined in the NIA) that can
used to determine whether individual students allege- and career-ready (as defined in the NIA)
on track to being college- and career-ready (aselgfn the NIA);

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

(d) Produces data, including student achievematat @nd student growth data, that can be usedarin-
(i) Determinations of school effectiveness forgmses of accountability under Title | of the ESEA,
(i) Determinations of individual principal andaieher effectiveness for purposes of evaluation;
(iii) Determinations of principal and teacher medional development and support needs; and

(iv) Teaching, learning, and program improvement.

th
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Level 1 and Level 2 Budget Modules

Budgets and budget narratives should provide adletdescription of how the applicant plans to tiear
Federal Race to the Top Assessment grant fundi@amdhey plan to leverage other Federal, State, or
philanthropic funds toward the design, developmiemplementation, and evaluation of the proposed
Comprehensive Assessment System.

Applicants must identify and develop budgets fotalel 1 budget modules (as defined in the NIA)Level
1 budget module means a budget module that (&cesssary to delivering operational summative ass=a#s
in both mathematics and English language artsteo than school year 2014-2015, or (b) is otherwise
necessary to the eligible applicant’'s proposedeaatand consistent with the eligible applicanteaty of
action. The total requested funds for all Levelutiget modules (as defined in the NIA) may not egc&150
million. If an applicant can design, develop, impknt, and evaluate its proposed Comprehensivessreeat
System with total requested funds of $150 milliohess, then the applicant should include only Léve
budget modules (as defined in the NIA) and shooldntlude any Level 2 budget modules (as definetthé
NIA).

However, if an applicant cannot fully fund its posal within $150 million, the applicant may identifevel 2
budget modules (as defined in the NIA). In theng¢viat there is funding available, the Departmetitfund

Level 2 budget modules (as defined in the NIA)iiofity order. Thus, in order to ensure that LeXddudget
modules (as defined in the NIA) are funded in thdeoof importance, the Department is asking ghliapnts
to prioritize their Level 2 budget modules (as dedl in the NIA). Each Level 2 budget module (dfindé in
the NIA) may not exceed $10 million in total fun@gjuested.

Applicants must submit a detailed budget tablersardative for each proposed Level 1 and Level Zjbud
module (both as defined in the NIA); these aregie=d to allow applicants to describe in detail hbeir
budgets align with their proposed tasks and as/iind how their proposed budgets support thglesi
development, implementation, and evaluation ofptogposed Comprehensive Assessment System.




DEFINITIONS

Accommodationsneans changes in the administration of an assessimeuding but not limited to changes in asses#nsetting,
scheduling, timing, presentation format, responsdenand combinations of these changes, that dohamige the construct intended to be
measured by the assessment or the meaning ofdghkimg scores. Accommodations must be used foityetn assessment and not provide
advantage to students eligible to receive them.

Achievement standantheans the level of student achievement on sumenaisessments that indicates that (a) for thetigal school
summative assessments in mathematics or Englighid@e arts, a student is college- and career-f@adyefined in the NIA); or (b) for
summative assessments in mathematics or Engligidge arts at a grade level other than the figdd &)chool summative assessments, a
student is on track to being college- and careadydas defined in the NIA). An achievement stadaaust be determined using empirical
evidence over time.

College- and career-ready (or readinessans, with respect to a student, that the studgmepared for success, without remediation, in
credit-bearing entry-level courses in an IHE (afingel in section 101(a) of the HEA), as demonsthdtg an assessment score that meets or
exceeds the achievement standard (as defined MiIf)efor the final high school summative assessniiemathematics or English

language arts.

Common set of college- and career-ready standasdss a set of academic content standards foegigd 2 that (a) define what a student

must know and be able to do at each grade levkif ifastered, would ensure that the student ikeget and career-ready (as defined in the
NIA) by the time of high school graduation; and &g substantially identical across all Statesaorasortium. A State may supplement the
common set of college- and career-ready standattisadditional content standards, provided thatatiéitional standards do not comprise

more than 15 percent of the State's total standardbat content area.

Direct matriculation studemheans a student who entered college as a fresiittan two years of graduating from high school.

English learnemeans a student who is an English learner agdimatis defined by the consortium. The consortioast define the term in
a manner that is uniform across member States@mgstent with section 9101(25) of the ESEA.

Governing Stateneans a State that (a) is a member of only ongocbam applying for a grant in the competitionegairy, (b) has an
active role in policy decision-making for the cortgaom, and (c) is committed to using the assessmsstem or program developed by the
consortium.

Level 1 budget modulmeans a budget module for which an eligible appli¢cs seeking funds under the Comprehensive Assags
Systems grant category that (a) is necessary igedi@lg operational summative assessments in bathematics and English language arts




no later than school year 2014-2015, or (b) ismwtis® necessary to the eligible applicant’s prodga®ject and consistent with the eligible
applicant’s theory of action.

Level 2 budget modulmeans any budget module for which an eligible igppt is seeking funds under the Comprehensivessssent
Systems grant category other than a Level 1 budgetule. An eligible applicant must prioritize Lé2ebudget modules in the order of
importance to the implementation of the proposegegt.

Moderation systemrmeans a system for ensuring that human scoriggroplex item types, such as extended responsexformance
tasks, is accurate, consistent across schoolstatesSand fair to all students.

On track to being college- and career-réadgans, with respect to a student, that the stusigrerforming at or above grade level such that
the student will be college- and career-ready &imed in the NIA) by the time of high school gration, as demonstrated by an
assessment score that meets or exceeds the ackrv&andard (as defined in the NIA) for the stidegrade level on a summative
assessment in mathematics or English language arts.

Performance level descriptoreans a statement or description of a set of kedyd and skills exemplifying a level of performance
associated with a standard.

Student achievement dateeans data regarding an individual student’'s mastietested content standards. Student achievedaga from
summative assessment components must be reporedan that can be reliably aggregated across phistudents at the subgroup,
classroom, school, LEA, and State levels.

Student growth datmeans data regarding the change in student achentedata (as defined in the NIA) between two orammints in
time. Student growth data from summative assessooamponents must be reported in a way that caelladly aggregated across
multiple students at the subgroup, classroom, dché&®\, and State levels and over a full acadenaiaryor course.

Student with a disabilityneans, for purposes of this competition, a studérat has been identified as a student with a disabinder the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, as amied (IDEA), except for a student with a disabilitlgo is eligible to participate in
alternate assessments based on alternate acaddneicesment standards consistent with 34 CFR 2004 (a

Through-course summative assessmmeehns an assessment system component or seessment system components that is
administered periodically during the academic yeastudent’s results from through-course summadssgessments must be combined to
produce the student’s total summative assessmerd & that academic year.

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



