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PART-LD. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The forthcoming Common Core State Standards are a signal achievement for the United
States, but they are of little value unless these content standards are translated into performance
standards, curricula are set in place that are compatible with the standards, instructional materials
are developed that align closely to the curricula, tests or examinations are created that match the
content standards and the curricula, and teachers are taught to teach the new curricula well.

The State Consortium on Board Examination Systems (SCOBES) does not propose to create
such systems for our high schools. Creating a full suite of courses across the whole high school
core academic curriculum, along with first rate examinations matched to the Common Core
standards and to the course designs, accompanied by high quality teacher training available at
scale to many states, to say nothing of an additional program of world-class career and technical
education with accompanying examinations, would take many years and would cost much more
than the government has allocated for this program. Fortunately, all of this exists!

Based on extensive research conducted by our Project Management Pariner, the National
Center on Education and the Economy and many others, we have found a number of examples of
Board Examination Systems that actually sct the international standard in curriculum and
assessments for high school worldwide. Board Examination Systems are complete programs
constituting a core high school academic curriculum, well-conceived syllabi for each course,
complete sets of instructional materials correlated with the curriculum, high quality assessments,
high quality training for teachers of the courses and external scoring systems. We propose to use
adapted versions of these instructional systems in our high schools. All of the providers of these
instructional programs will be required to align them with the Common Core State Standards.

Many of these Board Examination Systems include very rigorous courses that can be
assembled and adapted for use as a powerful STEM curriculum in our high schools. And at least
two systems of technical qualifications, used all over the globe, can be adapted fo create a world
class career and technical curriculum, with aligned performance assessments, for this country.

By adapting the world’s most rigorous and powerful high school instructional systems,
including their assessments, we can offer world class high school assessments to our member
states for the core academic curriculum, a specialized STEM curriculum and a program of career
and technical education second to none in the world at a cost far lower, and on a timeline much

faster, than would be required to build it al] from scratch.



We plan to compete the opportunity for organizations all over the world to offer board
examinations 1o our states, but, in this proposal, to make it concrete, we will illustrate our plan
by describing some of the Board Examination Systems we have identified as exemplars of the
sort of aligned instructional systems we have in mind.

We are proposing fo offer the schools in our member states an opportunity to choose among a
variety of certified Board Examination Systems. The lower division (freshman and sophomore
year) examinations will all, however, be set to the same pass point for English and mathematics
literacy. That pass point will be based on research we are currently conducting to determine
empirically the literacy requirements of the initial credit-bearing courses in the nation’s 2-year
and 4-year open admissions postsecondary institutions. At least at the outset, students will
volunteer for this program. Students who pass their board examinations will be given a new
performance-based high school diploma, and allowed, if they wish, to leave high school and
enroll in an open-admissions college as early as the end of their sophomore year in high school.
Or they can stay in high school and begin an upper division (junior and senior year) board
examination program intended to prepare them for admission to a selective college or a rigorous
career and technical program resulting in an industry-recognized certificate.

In other parts of the world, the lower division Board Examination Systems are typically used
to sort students out. We intend to use these internationally benchmarked examinations not to sort
students out but to get virtually all of our students ready to succeed in college. The examinations,
in combination with these powerful instructional systems and the new performance-based
diplomas, will use the new standards to reverse the appalling failure rates of American high
school students when they leave high school for college.

The first year of the program will be a year of planning and adaptation of the Board
Examination Systems. Over the following three years, the adapted Board Examination Systems,
and student support systems that go with them, will be tried out in 100 high schools across ten
states. This ficld trial of the system will be accompanied by intensive research and evaluation. At
the conclusion of this phase, the member states will expand the system statewide, based on the
results of the evaluation. We have applied for an i3 validation grant to support certain aspects of
this work. We present two budgets in this proposal, one that assumes that we win both this
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PART LE. APPLICATION ASSURANCES

Race to the Top Assessment Program
_High School Course Assessment Program Grant Application Assurances

Legal Name of Applicant:
{ State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Applicant’s Mailing Address:
2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Suite 5300

Washington, DC 20006

Employer Identification Number: 27-2831914

Organizational DUNS: 962777293

Contact on Matters Involving this Application: Contact Position and Office:
Betsy Brown Ruzzi Deputy Director _
National Center on Education and the Economy
{Project Management Partner)
i Contact Telephone: Contact Mailing Address:
202-379-1800 2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Contact E~-mail Address: Suite 5300

bbrownruzzif@ncee.org

Washington, DC 20006




PART 1.F. MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

See Appendix A for signed MOUs that meet application requirements, the Consortium
‘governance terms and program requirements.

SIGNATURE BLOCKS FOR APPLICANT

[APPLICANT SIGNATURI:. BLOCK for Race to the Top Assessment Program High School Course
Assessment Programs 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 commitled to
the application and will support its implementation.

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

Applicant Name and Title:

State Consortium on Board Examination Systems _ _
Authorized Representative (Printed Name): - Telephone:
Terry Holliday, Chair 502-364-3141
Kentucky Commissign afion !

il -“jf 7 £ 4 4
SignaTtre At%riz

3 Reprcsen ftive: Date:

ab /110
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ACCOUNTABILITY, TRANSPARENCY, REPORT ING, PROCUREMENT AND

OTHER ASSURANCES AND CERTIFICATIONS

ACCOUNTABILITY, TRANS?ARENCY, REPORTING AND PROCUREMENT :
ASSURANCES SIGNATURE BLOCK for Race to the Top Assessment Program High Scheol

‘Course Assessment Programs Application Assurances

Applicant Name and Title: _
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Authorized Representative (Printed Name):
Terry Holliday, Chair _
Kentucky Commissioner of Education

Signature Aythorized Represéntative:

4 Telephone:

502-564-3141

Date:

o6/l




PART L.G. FLIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

Eligibility Requirement 1:

Consortium of States :
(Place an asterisk next to each Governing State.)

1. Arizona* 2. Connecticut*

1 3. Kentucky* 4. Maine*
5. New Hampshire* | 6. New Mexico*
7. New York* | 8. Pennsylvania*
9. Rhode Island* 10. Vermont*
11. Massachusetts* 12. Mississippi*

All members of this Consortium are Governing States. Massachusetts and Mississippi are the
11" and 12" states to join the Consortium. Only the first 10 states will participate in the full
pilot program and associated evaluation.

Eligibility Requirement 2:

Consortium’s proposed Project .Mahagemem Partner:
National Center on Education and the Economy

Contact information for proposed Project Management Partner:
Betsy Brown Ruzzi, Deputy Director

2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Suite 5300

Washington DC 20006

{202) 379-1800

{202) 293-1560

Check the box:

-gl'he applicant assures that the proposed Project Management Partner is not partnered
with other eligible applicants.

The Commonwealth of Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) on behalf of the
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems engaged in a competitive bid
process to obtain the services of a vendor to work with a design team comprised of a
censortium of multiple states to develop a grant proposal for a multi-statc common
assessment for Category B: High School Course Assessments; and to act as the
Project Management Partner for the grant. A detailed memorandum can be found in
| Appendix B that provides an overview of the procurement process used by KDE to
obtain these services.




PART 1.H. SELECTION CRITERIA
Category B: High School Course Assessment Programs
(B)(1) CONSORTIUM GOVERNANCE

(a) Vision, Goals, Roles, Key Deliverables and Consistency with Theory of Action. Our
core vision is simple: Rather than create new high school course assessments from scratch, we
‘will take the world’s best Board Examination Systems and adapt them for use in a high school
design intended to radically improve the academic performance of American high school
students. Each of these instructional systems comes with very high quality examinations. We
will align them with the Common Core State Standards and adapt them for use in American
schools. We will use the same Board Examination Systems, including their examinations, to
construct world-class STEM programs. And we will adapt the world’s best existing career and
technical education systems, including the high quality assessments that come with them, for use
in the United States as the basis of a rigorous program of career and technical assessments.
Multiple methods of assessment will be used, and the combination of methods will assure our
capacity to measure—and encourage the schools to develop—advanced thinking skills, creativity
and innovation in our students.

We will offer no fewer than three Board Examination Systems for use in the lower division
of high school and no fewer than five Board Examination Systems for use in the upper division.
All will include, at a minimum, courses in English, mathematics, science and history. Most will
offer courses in the arts as well. The STEM program will offer courses and examinations in all
the STEM subjects as well as related interdisciplinary courses. The Career and Technical
Program will offer assessments in three occupational groupings, at a high level of rigor.

Our Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), composed of some of the world’s leading
research scientists, psychometricians and literacy experts (See Appendix C for bios), will use the
most advanced methods available anywhere in the world to make sure that all the assessments
are fair, reliable and valid. They will supervise a process designed to assure that the pass points
for the lower division exams are set to an empirically determined standard of college-readiness.
All of the Board Examination Systems will be certified for use in our consortium states using a

common and demanding set of criteria.
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Most important, we can be sure that these examinations will lead to major improvements in
student outcomes because they will be embedded in a system that makes very concrete the
standards students have to meet, they will provide instructional materials aligned with the
standards and the curriculum, they will offer examinations that are actually derived directly from
the standards and curriculum, they supply high quality training for the teachers who will teach
the courses and they include external scoring and reporting systems.

(b) Structure and Operations.

{b)(i) We have formed a new 501(c)(3) not-for-profit organization, the State Consortium on
Board Examination Systems (SCOBES), to conduct the work of our consortium. The Bylaws and
Articles of Incorporation for SCOBES can be found in Appendix D. SCOBES is incorporated in
the District of Columbia, Each state in the Consortium is represented by two members on the
Board of Trustees (see Appendix E for members of Board of Trustees). One of them must be the
chief state school officer of the state, unless that official cedes that role to another officer of the
state. The other must also be a resident of that state, chosen to represent one of the major
stakeholders in the elementary and secondary education system, including governors (or their
education aides), legislators, the higher education system, state boards of education,
superintendents of schools, the business community, teachers and others. The second person
from each state must be nominated by the Nominating Committee in consultation with the chief
state schoo! officer of that state. The reason for having the Nominating Committee involved in
the decision is to assure that the second representatives from each state are collectively
reasonably representative of the stakeholder groups.

The Board has a Chair, Vice-Chair, Treasurer and Secretary. All must be elected by the
Board on the nomination of the Nominating Committee. which must itself be chosen by the
Board. There is an Executive Committee consisting of the Board Chair and four others
nominated by the Nominating Committee and approved by the Board. The Board may appoint
'such other committees as it sees fit.

(b)(ii) A state is eligible to join the Consortium {in the role described in the announcement as
“Governing Member”) and is entitled to two seats on the Board when the governor, chief state
school officer and state board chair all sign an MOU approved by the Board of Trustees of the
Consortium (see MOU description below). There is only one category of membership for states.
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States wishing to observe the work of the Board may send observers to the Board meetings.
Those observers may participate in the meetings to the extent allowed by the Chair, but have no

voting rights.

All member states are committed to piloting the program in their states, and, when the pilot
phase is over, implementing the program statewide if the evaluation shows a statistically
significant gain in student achievement. See more details under the description of the MOU

below. Implementing the pilot program includes implementation of at least one set of lower

division and one set of upper division Board Examination System courses and examinations by
the 2011-2012 school year,

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

Role Types of Description of the Rights and Member States in this Role
Member States Responsibilities Associated with Role _
Governing -Serve on Board of Trustees Arizona
Member -Vote on key policy issues Connecticut
-Pilot assessments in high schools Kentucky
during the grant period New Hampshire
-Revise regulations or legislation where | New Mexico
necessary to allow students who pass the | New York
lower division exams to enroll in state Maine
open-admission colleges and Massachusetis
universities without remediation, as Mississippi
carly as the end of their sophomore year | Pennsylvania
-Provide data to evaluator and federal Rhode Island
government, as required Vermont
-Implement whole system, including
cxaminations, statewide, on a finding *Mississippi and
that the system produces statistically Massachusetts are the 11™ and
significant increases in student 12" states to join the

achievement,

Consortium. Only the first 10
states to join the Consortium
will participate in the full pilot
program and the associated
evaluation. All other states to
join the Consortium are bound
by all the other commitments
required of member states, but
need field only five pilot
schools rather than the 10
required of all but the smallest
of the first ten states.




Role Types of Description of the Rights and Member States in this Role
Member States Responsibilities Associated with Role

Procurement Lead | -Issue RFQ Kentucky
-Review proposals from potential
providers

-Manage selection process
-Negotiate pricing with assessment
providers

-Manage approved purchasing list
-Participate in certification renewal
NB: Consortium staff and
representatives of the member states
will participate in all phases of the
procurement process as appropriate.

(b)(iii) The Board makes its decisions by majority vote, except when at least three members
call for a supermajority vote of two-thirds present on 2 particular issue. The purpose of this
provision is to acknowledge that the representatives of the states cannot in all cases make
policies on all education matters for their states and must function within the bounds of existing
policies in most cases. On the other hand, the Board cannot be in the position of abandoning
policies greatly desired by the vast majority if only one or two of the members find those policies
objectionable. This policy preserves the principle of majority vote on most matters, while taking
advantage of the protections afforded by a supermajority vote, on those matters particularly
important to some members.

(b)(iv) New states can join any time, provided they comply with the requirements described
above. States that are not able to maintain the commitments described in the MOU will be
required to leave the Consortium, on a finding to that effect presented by the Project
Management Partner to the Board and on a confirming vote by the Board. At the discretion of the
Board, a state can be awarded a one-year period to cure a finding that it has not met the MOU
criteria, A state that is no longer a member of the organization may attend as an observer, but
will no longer have voting rights. A state can leave the Consortium at any time, when the chief
state school officer sends a letter to that effect to the chair.

(b)(v) The key policies and related definitions have been described elsewhere in this section.
Other policies will be developed as needed by the Board of Trustees.




(b)(vi) The Consortium’s funds will be managed by the Project Management Partner, under
the oversight of the Finance Committee of the Board. See Organizational Chart for SCOBES in
Appendix F.

(¢) Memorandum of Understanding. The MOU must be signed by the key officials of a
state applying for membership in the consortium. It signifies that the state is committed. at a
minimum, as a condition of joining and remaining in the Consortium, to the following;

[f the state is one of the original ten members and is therefore participating in the pilot
program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top Assessment

0 sup i ; i : i its itself to:
* ldentifying at least 10 high schools to participate in the pilot program, four of which
are to mainly serve high-need students. all of which taken together reasonably

represent the student population of that state (the requirement of 10 high schools will
be waived for states with a population below 1.3 million, but no state will be allowed
to participate with less than five high schools in the pilot program).

» Adopting policies that have the effect of creating a new high school diploma for
students who pass their lower division board examinations and permitting those
students, if they wish, to enroll as early as the end of their sophomore year in high
school as regular students in the 2-year and 4-year public open admissions
postsecondary institutions in that state without having to take remedial courses.

* Subject to applicable law, providing all data related to the pilot program requested by
the TAC, the program evaluator and the federal government as a condition of their i3
or Race to the Top Assessment Program grants.

* Making the program available statewide no later than four years after the pilot
program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has shown that the
program produces statistically significant academic gains for students who participate
in it

» Participating with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of Trustees of the
Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt a policy of no substitutions
for members at Board Meetings.

If the state is not one of the original ten members, its pilot schools do not receive any funds
under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment Program and it therefore does niot have



to identify schools to participate in the evaluation. It must, however, accept all the other
obligations just described for the first ten members of the consortium, except that it needs to
identify not less than five high schools to pilot the program as designed, all of which taken
together reasonably represent the student population of that state.

{d) Procurement Process. Kentucky will be the lead state for procurement for the
Consortium (See Appendix G for letter from Kentucky}). All the other states save for Maine,
New Hampshire and Vermont have provisions in their purchasing laws that will permit them to
purchase directly from Kentucky’s list. Those states that do not have cooperative purchasing
laws will be able to use provisions of their state procurement Jaws that enable them to purchase
directly from the state board examination system providers either by conducting their own
parallel competitive procurement processes or by conducting a permitted non-competitive
procurement process that takes advantage of the competitive process conducted by Kentucky as
providing the evidence needed to justify their non-competitive selection. See MOUs in
Appendix A for signatures of state procurement officers attesting that they approve of the
following purchasing plan:

Step One: The Consortium, with assistance from the Project Management Partner and the TAC,
will establish criteria for organizations that wish to be certified as providers of Board
Examination Systems. Some of these criteria will be mandatory. Others will be preferential.
Step Two: Lead State for Procurement, with assistance from the Project Management Partner,
issues a Request for Qualifications, based on the Criteria for Board Examination Systems
Certification. The Lead State for Procurement, with technical assistance from the Project
Management Partner and the consortium states, reviews the proposals for Certification and
selects those it will approve as certified providers of Board Examination Systems. Step Three:
The Consortium Board of Trustees, assisted by the Project Management Partner, announces to
all of the Certified Board Examination System Program Providers that it is looking to provide
the member states with Board Examination Systems with certain specific characteristics, but
wishes to have a conversation with all of the Certified Providers about those requirements and is
interested in talking with them about their own ideas concerning what is desirable and possible
in the next round of the evolution of Board Examination Systems. When this round of
conversations is done, the Consortium, acting through the Lead State for Procurement, assisted
by the Project Management Partner, enters into negotiations with the Certified organizations.
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All of the providers could win the right to be on the approved list for purchasing, if all their
negotiations are successful, but each Certified Provider will be aware that they must price their
products and services competitively if they are to win orders from schools and convince the
Consortium's negotiators that the states are getting good value for their investments. The result
of this stage of the process is that a particular set of the providers' products and services appear
on the approved purchasing list of the Lead State for Procurement at stated prices, and any state
and their school districts in the Consortium can purchase those items off that list at stated prices
for stated quantities. Step Four: Certification will be renewed at regular intervals. The process

described in Step 3 will be repeated whenever the Consortium wishes to do so.

(B}2) THEORY OF ACTION

The figure on the following page presents our Theory of Action in graphic form. The reader
will find a step-by-step commentary on the Theory of Action in Appendix H. Below, we respond
to the detailed questions asked of us.

(a) Incorporation into the High School Education System. We do not believe that the
Common Core State Standards and an aligned set of high school assessments will by themselves
produce significant improvement in the performance of high school students. They are of little
value unjess and until these content standards are translated into performance standards,
curricula are set in place that are compatible with the standards, instructional materials are
developed that align closely to the curricula, tests or examinations are created that match the
content standards and the curricula, teachers are taught to teach the new curricula well, and

external scoring and reporting systems are put into place.
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The world-class instructional programs we will use in our pilot schools already exist and can
be used for these purposes. These Board Examination Systems come with high quality course
syllabi, fully aligned instructional materials, first class performance-based examinations and high
quality training for the teachers who teach these courses. They are being used in virtually all of
the world’s highest performing countries. Highly regarded researchers say they are a major factor
in the superior performance of these nations (see Appendix I for a summary of research on the
effect of Board Examination Systems).

But, just as we do not assume that standards and assessments by themselves will get our
students ready for college and careers, we do not assume that the availability of world-class
instructional systems will by themselves get our students ready for college and careers.

Another reason our high school students are so badly prepared is that, unless they plan to go
to selective colleges, they have had no incentives to take challenging courses or to work hard in
high school. They are told that all they need to do to get into open admissions colleges is to
graduate from high school and all they need to do that is to pass their courses, which, in most
cases means getting a D. Students in most other countries, by contrast, cannot 20 on to the next
stage of their education unless they are ready to do so; whether they plan to be carpenters or
brain surgeons, this gives them a strong incentive to take tough courses and work hard in school.
The positive consequences of Board Examination Systems and their associated qualification
systems have been well documented (see Appendix I).

This program addresses the college readiness problem using both strategies employed by the
most successful countries. But with a crucially important difference. We will use the lower
division exams not to sort students out, but to raise them all to a true college-ready standard. By
introducing a consistently strong, integrated and coherent instruction and assessment program
and combining it with a performance-and-standards-based alternative to the regular time-based
high school diploma for the students who participate in this program, we will produce powerful
incentives for many students to take tough courses and study hard in high school. We call this
our Move-On-When-Ready system. We believe that this combination of features will, in time,
produce the most successful high school students in the world, and an education system that is
much meore efficient and much better articulated with its higher education counterpart.

We have identified a number of the best Board Examination Systems in the world that are

available in English for use in the United States. That work continues, and we will, with the help
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of our Project Management Pariner, conduct a competitive process to select Board Examination
Providers to support this effort. Some of the most respected sources of curriculum and testing
worldwide have developed Board Examination Systems including ACT, University of
Cambridge International Examinations, The College Entrance Examination Board. the
International Baccalaureate Organization and Pearson/Edexcel. Descriptions of the Board
Examination Systems produced by these organizations can be found in the section on
Assessment Program Design and Development. These examples are divided into those that are
appropriate for use in the freshman and sophomore years and those that are appropriate for use in
the junior and senior years.

These programs are complete standards- and curriculum-based instructional systems. They
address not just basic skills, but also include critical thinking, complex analytical skills,
imagination and creativity, and the ability to apply what one knows to unfamiliar, real world
problems. They employ a range of assessment techniques to serve both formative and summative
assessment purposes. They provide strong instructional support to both teachers and students.
They model the kind of instruction that teachers should use if they want their students to perform
well on the exams. They are much more valid for assessing higher order skills and knowledge
than the typical American large-scale, standardized achievement test and they satisfy test
reliability standards in the countries in which they are used all over the world. The syllabi that
come with these programs describe what the student is supposed to know and do, in the same
way that American-style standards do, but they also publish the prior year exams and examples
of the student work that receive high scores, so the standards have a concreteness for students,
parents and teachers of a kind that we rarely see in the United States.

The reader might ask why we think it necessary to offer multiple board examination
programs at both the upper division and lower division levels. The answer is that, in our
Jjudgment, the nation may be ready for national standards and it may be ready for national
examinations, but it is not ready for a national curriculum. Indeed, in many of our states, there is
real resisiance to the idea of a single state curriculum. Our response is to offer real choices to
schools, communities and states. As long as an organization can meet our rigorous criteria for
Board Examination Systems, it will be available for local choice. No school will be forced to
accept a particular curriculum and no students will be forced to participate in the program at all.
Choice is fundamental to our design. But so is a common pass point for every participating
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school, district and state. The states that sign on to the Consortium agree to this policy, which is
designed to insure the integrity of the system.

Our Project Management Partner, the National Center on Education and the Economy
(NCEE), is currently doing the research needed to establish the mathematics and English literacy
levels students need to achieve to be assured of success in the initial credit-bearing courses in the
nation’s two-year and four-year open-admissions postsecondary institutions. That information
will be used to establish the pass points for the exams. Students who pass their English and
mathematics exams and meet their state’s requirements in the sciences, history and the arts will
be awarded a new college-ready diploma and will be able to leave high school as early as the end
of their sophomore year if they wish and enroll in any public open-admissions college in their
state without having to take any remedial courses. because they will not need such courses.

Alternatively, the student who passes these exams will be able to stay in high school and take
a program in Career and Technical Education or enroll in one of the upper division board exam
programs mentioned above, all of which are designed to prepare students for admission into
sclective colleges. Thus, this program is designed to support all students, from those who now
have great difficulty succeeding in community colleges to those who wish to take an AP program
or 1B program but do not begin those programs with the skills they need to succeed in them.

Students who do not succeed on their first attempt at the lower division examinations will be
able 1o take the exams in subsequent years, as often as they like. The aim is not to use these
exams to screen students out, but to make as many students successful as possible. High schools
will analyze the sub-scores of students who do not pass their exams to identify the areas in which
they are weak and to provide a targeted program, so they succeed when they take the exams
again.

Each school will pick at least one lower division and one upper division program from an
approved list to implement for volunteer students in the school. The students will be enrolled. the
materials will be ordered and the teachers will be trained by the end of the summer of 2011, In
the fall of 2011, freshman students will begin their studies in the lower division program their
school has picked and juniors will begin their study in the upper division program their school
has picked. The first lower division students will complete their program in the spring of 2013.
Those who pass their exams at the end of their sophomore year will enter open admissions

colleges in the fall 0£ 2013 as freshmen in those colleges, if they choose to do so. Those who
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choose to stay in high school will enter an upper division board examination program in the fal]
of 2013 to prepare for entrance into a selective college or to pursue a technical education
program. The new performance-based diplomas to be awarded to students who pass their board
examinations will not replace the standard high school diploma, but will represent another path
to a diploma.

The students in the program will take a core curriculum in English, mathematics, the
sciences, history and the arts. The course grades and performance requirements for students in
any given state to receive this new diploma will be set by the state, with the exception that the
ELA and mathematics literacy standards that will qualify students to enter an open-enrollment
college will be set by the Consortium based on the recommendations of the TAC and will be the
same across the entire network of states.

In Section (B)(5) below on Assessment Program Implementation, we explain how we will
use instructional modules supplied by the Board Examination System providers to support high-
need students who do not arrive at ninth grade ready to do the work required by the Board
Examination Systems. In many cases, those needs can be met by help provided during, before
and after the regular school day, and students who need that help will still be able to pass their
lower division examinations by the end of their sophomore year.

But in those cases in which students are entering the ninth grade a year or more behind across
the board, the high school staff will assume that these students will not be ready to start the
regular lower division Board Examination System program until their sophomore year, and the
faculty will use the modules referred to above to build and deliver a freshman year program
designed to get these students ready to begin the regular lower-division Board Examination
System program in their sophomore year.

So it will take some students longer to get ready to take the exams than others. But our aim is
to get all students ready to take them and to succeed when they do, so they will be college- and
career-ready by the end of their senior year.

The course of study identified by the STEM Task Force will be an optional core for students
taking the upper division program. That Task Force may also identify certain courses that will be
required of Jower division students wishing to subsequently enroll in these special upper division
STEM programs, in addition to courses required of all lower division students.
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The programs of study defined by the Career and Technical Education Task Force will be
among the options offered at the upper division level for students who have passed their lower
division examinations. That Task Force may also identify certain courses that lower division
students might take as electives to help prepare them for their upper division programs or to
motivate them to take the related academic courses. The program of study in career and technical
education identified by the Task Force on Career and Technical Education will also be suitable
for adoption by community colleges, technical colleges, and other 2-year and 4-year open
enrollment postsecondary institutions as the basis for 2-year degree programs.

(b) Demonstration and Maintenance of Program’s Rigor. The rigor of these Board
Examination Systems is unchallenged. They actually set the international benchmarks for ri gor
and they are constantly adjusted to assure that rigor. Good performance on the upper division
Board Examination-—examples include the Advanced Placement courses, the International
Baccalaureate Diploma Program and the University of Cambridge and Pearson/Edexcel A Level
programs--is a principal gateway to admission to most of the top universities in the world. And
the lower division Board Examination Programs that precede the upper division programs are
designed to prepare students to succeed on the upper division exams. No upper division exam
that fails to maintain the rigor required to prepare students for the finest universifies in the world
will long survive in the market, and no lower division exam that fails to prepare students to
succeed on the upper division exams will long survive, either. So the rigor of these exams is
guaranteed long into the future. The organizations that offer Board Examination Systems that we
have had discussions with are all willing to modify them as necessary to reflect the Common
Core standards. This applies not just to the English and mathematics standards just released, but
1o the forthcoming science standards as well,

(¢) Diversity of Course Offerings that Provide a Variety of Pathways to Students.

There are two questions here, one having to do with diversity of course offerings, the other with
diversity of pathways. Because we will not be paying for the creation of courses or examinations,
we can afford to implement far more courses than would be the case if we were building them
from scratch. We will in fact ask the board examination providers to make all required
adaptations in their offerings at their own expense, those expenses to be recovered from their
charges over the years when they sell their offerings to the schools in our member states. Using

this strategy, we will have access to the entire course catalogues of the most admired providers
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of courses and examinations in the world, in subject after subject, including subjects in the
disciplines as well as interdisciplinary courses.

The second question had to do with variety of pathways. We believe that our design
maximizes the pathways available to high school students to an unprecedented degree. The lower
division examinations are the gateway to (@) community college transfer programs, (b) an
enormous variety of community and technical college career and technical certificate and degree
programs, (c) high school upper division Board Examination Systems intended to prepare
students for selective colleges, (d) highly rigorous upper division STEM programs leading fo
highly paid STEM careers, and (c) high school career and technical programs designed to lead to
industry-recognized certificates. Once the students pass their lower division exams, the choice
ameng all these alternatives is theirs to make. Tt will be the end of hi gh school tracking systems.

(d) Implementation at Scale, Increasing Access For Students to Breadly Improve
Student Achievement and College and Career Readiness, We will pilot this program in 100
schools across ten states. Forty percent of those schools will serve mainly high-need students.
Our evaluation will be designed to measure the difference this program makes in achievement
and other key outcomes for the students who participate in the program. All the policy levers to
expand the program will be in place from the beginning of the pilot to expand the program
statewide. As we explain clsewhere in this proposal, after the first three years of implementation
in a school, schools and the state actually save money by implementing the program. Some of the
savings achieved in the early adopting schools can be plowed into the later adopting schools to
create a self-financed expansion, and the information provided by the evaluation should provide
the impetus to drive that expansion. Because the evaluation will oversample schools serving
mostly high-need students, and because we anticipate that the biggest gains will be for high-
needs students, we expect high-need students will benefit greatly as the program is scaled up.

(B)(3) COURSE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT

In this section, we are asked to describe the assessments we plan to create. But, as the reader
now knows, we do not propose to create new assessments, but rather to adapt existing world-
class courses and assessments for the purposes described above. There is no purpose to be served
by describing these courses and assessments as if they existed only in the mind’s eye, when we

can be much more concrete. And so what you will find below are responses to the questions that
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are asked in this section framed in terms of the characteristics of the kind of courses and
assessments we will actually use. As we have said above, when the time comes to do so, we will
publish our criteria for certifying Board Examination Systems and we will entertain proposals
from any organization that wishes to offer Board Examination Systems that they believe meet
those criteria. But here, in the interest of concreteness, we will offer examples culled from some
of the best candidates we are aware of.

(a) Course Selection and Rationale and Course Addition and Updating, Each Board
Examination System will offer a core program covering at least English, mathematics, science,
history and the arts at either the lower division level or the upper division level, or both. In
concert with educators through the centuries, we take these subjects to constitute the heart of the
core curriculum. Others are arguably very important, but these are indispensable by common
consensus. In some cases, the program offered will be a diploma program, meaning that the
overall core curriculum has already been defined by the provider. In others, it remains to be
defined. We describe below one example of each case.

A good example of the former case is the International Baccalaureate Diploma Program.
Students in that program must complete an extended essay; take an interdisciplinary course on
the Theory of Knowledge, intended to provide intellectual coherence to the whole curriculum by
exploring the nature of knowledge across all disciplines; complete a service program: and take
courses in Group I (English), Group 2 (second language), Group 3 (individuals and societies),
Group 4 (experimental sciences), Group 5 (mathematics and computer science), and Group 6
(the arts). If we look inside Group 3, for example, we find courses in business and management,
economics, geography, history, information technology in a global society, philosophy,
psychology, and social and cultural anthropology. All of these subjects may be studied at a
higher level or a lower level. Students are required to choose one subject from each of the six
academic areas, including one from Group 3. They can choose a second from Groups 1-5
instead of a Group 6 subject.

A good example of the second kind of case is the Pearson/Edexcel International General
Certificate of Secondary Education Program (IGCSE). Pearson/Edexcel marks all the National
Curriculum Assessments in England. It inherits the role of one of oldest examining authorities in
the world, the University of London Examinations and Assessment Council, founded in 1836.

Its’ qualifications are offered in 110 countries around the world.
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The IGCSE courses and examinations are based on the English General Certificate of
Secondary Education courses and examinations. The upper-range of grades given on these
examinations corresponds to the old English “O” levels. The much-admired Singapore
curriculum for grades 9 and 10 is based on the English “O” level exams. Courses are offered in
English and English literature, Mathematics (2 levels), pure further mathematics, biology,
chemistry, physics, dual award science, history, geography, art and design, and many foreign
languages. Like the University of Cambridge, Pearson/Edexcel has told us that, if they are
certified by SCOBES, they are prepared to modify and adapt their courses and examinations as
necessary to meet American requirements.

We will assemble a team of curriculum experts and teachers to review the offerings from
each provider selected by our procurement process to examine their courses and examinations,
select from them a set of required and elective courses to make a complete core curriculum for
the lower division, and specify the adaptations required for their use in Consortium states and
schools.

These adaptations will be made at the expense of the providers. That means that neither
SCOBES nor the federal government will be required to pay for them. The announcement
specifies that new courses and assessments created with federal funds will be in the public
domain, but that this provision does not apply to materials already protected by copyright and
adapted for use in this program. All of the materials to be used in this program will fall in the
latter category. The disadvantage to this approach is that none of these materials will fall into the
public domain. The great advantage is that our schools will have available to them far more
course materials, assessments and related professional development programs than could ever
have been produced from scratch for the $30 million made available for the High School Course
Assessment Program, and those materials will be constantly refreshed at the providers® expense
for years and years to come.

(b) Measuring Student Knowledge and Skills Against Common College-and-Career
Ready Standards. All of the potential providers we have spoken to about this program,
including those listed as examples in this proposal, have assured us that they are prepared, at
their expense, to align their offerings with the Common Core State Standards. This is not justa
pledge to do a quick identification of common key words and broad topics, nor do we propose to

simply take the providers® word for it that alignment has been achieved. Our TAC has begun to
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develop a demanding review process to determine the degree to which each English and
mathematics exam is comparable to the Common Core.

But the Common Core State Standards will cover only mathematics and English literacy.
We are planning to offer courses across the entire core curriculum and, as well, to focus on the
STEM subjects and a rigorous Career and Technical Education curriculum. We need rigorous
standards in those arenas as well, and we have them. We will discuss the standards for the lower
division programs first. Here again, we will look at the examples of the kinds of programs we
have in mind.

The ACT lower division programs are based on extensive research by ACT. The two
potential English providers of lower division courses and examinations base their offerings on
the English GCSE examinations, the standards for which are set by the Office of the
Qualifications and Examinations Regulator, a branch of the British government. As mentioned
above, the version of those examinations that we would be using correspond to the old English
“O7 levels, which are the courses and examinations intended to prepare students for the “A”
levels in England, the “gold standard” of British education. The Singapore government chose
this standard precisely because they wanted the best in the world for that age level. The huge
advantage here is that these standards are constantly being revised by the British government to
make sure that they continue to set the world standard. At the same time, we will want to be sure
that the standard set is no lower than that set by the Common Core State Standards. In addition to
adopting the Common Core State Standards for English language arts and mathematics, we will
also adopt the standards for science when they become available.

‘The standards for the upper division programs are set, in effect, by the leading colleges and
universities in the world. Any organization, be it the College Board, ACT, the University of
Cambridge, Pearson/Edexcel, or the International Baccalaureate Organization, that fails to
produce examinations that are recognized by the best colleges and universities will lose its
clientele and wiil go out of business. They have no choice but to build courses and examinations
that set the world standard.

The Task Force being assembled by Arizona State University to lead our STEM work
includes Nobel Laureates and other very prominent members of the STEM scholarly community
and others closely connected with the nation’s STEM leadership, especially the National

Academies. Their involvement is the best assurance that this work will be set to a high standard.
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The Task Force charged with creating a rigorous set of Career and Technical Education
courses and performance tests (see Appendix J for a list of initial members) will be selecting
those courses and examinations from among courses and examinations created under the
autherity of the British Office of Qualifications and Examinations Regulator. That means that
they will by definition meet skill standards set by some of the Ieading employers in the world
under a stringent set of procedures established for that purpose.

(¢) Certifying and Maintaining Rigor of Assessments. There are two aspects of rigor with
which we have been concerned. The first has to do with the level of cognitive challenge found in
the courses and assessments. The other has to do with the fidelity of the assessments to the
curriculum they are assessing. On the first point, everything said in the last subsection applies
here as well. In addition, in the Research and Evaluation section below, we describe what we are
doing to set the pass points for our lower division exams to the actual cognitive challenge of the
initial credit bearing courses in our nation’s open admissions 2-year and 4-year postsecondary
institutions. This research and the standard-setting process on which it will be based, is a crucial
element in our guarantee of rigor in our program. Our research is on the way to producing a new
benchmark in the country’s knowledge about the actual requirements of success in our nation’s
open-admissions postsecondary institutions. Over time, we will regularly update that research,
making sure that the standards reflected in our lower division courses and examinations continue
to reflect the actual demands of our open-admissions postsecondary institutions as they evolve.
And we will continue to require our providers to align with the Common Core State Standards
into the future, as they are extended and modified. The British exams will continue to evolve in
response to the standards set by Ofqual. ACT will continue to do research to update their
offerings, as will the College Board and the International Baccalaureate Organization.

One of the most serious problems in the American standards movement has been the extent
to which the tests used in this country have failed to reflect the curriculum experienced by
students. In every case, the Board Examination Systems we will use include very rigorous
curriculum and the examinations used are derived directly from that curriculum.

(d) Design and Develepment Approach for Course Assessments, Including—

(d)(i) Number and Types of Components. The answer to this question varies by provider. For a
comprehensive matrix displaying the characteristics and features of a representative list of Board

Examination Systems, please see Appendix K. All of the organizations we have identified offer
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some form of formative assessment items for use by teachers in assessing their students’ progress
in the courses as they progress through the school vear. With respect to the final grade for the
course, only ACT offers course grades based entirely on computer scored examinations, although
even those grades are based in part on long and short constructed responses to prompts in the
final examinations.

None of the providers base their grades exclusively on machine scoring of multiple-choice
tests. But users of the ACT program can choose machine scoring exclusively, if they wish. The
other providers now include few, if any, multiple choice, machine-scored questions in their
examinations. In general, the providers offers examinations mainly based on essay-type
responses and constructed responses of other sorts (particularly for mathematics), which are
typically scored by human beings under conditions described below. However, we will require
the providers of the lower division exams to include enough multiple-choice, machine-scored
questions to satisfy American reliability requirements, if we find that that is necessary after
examining their methods and data. The TAC believes that this can be accomplished without
doing major violence to the English preference for essay-type responses, the benefits of which
will be discussed in the next subsection.

Almost all of the potential providers construct the final grade for each course from a
combination of the grades on the final examinations and grades on assignments contained in the
diploma program as a whole (as in the IB requirement for a culminating paper and for
community service) or in the syllabi for particular courses. This amounts o a form of
performance assessment that is crucial to the whole conception of standards and assessment
shared by these instructional system providers. The assessment in the studio art course in the
College Board’s Advanced Placement program is based on the grade given for a portfolio of
studio art produced by the student, for example. Up to half of the grade in 2 Cambridge
technology course might be based on the quality of work displayed in the construction of a robot.
Similarly, up to half the grade in a Cambridge history course might be based on the quality of a
student’s 20-page history research paper.

(d)(il) Ensuring Variety of Assessment Items and Items that Elicit Complex Student
Demonstrations of Applications of Knowledge And Skills, In our minds, the answer to this
question is an extension of our answer to the last one. When the American approach to testing is

compared to the international standard, we appear to value reliability as the path fo validity more
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than they do, and fidelity to the cognitive demand level and depth of subject matter as the path to
validity much less. Those nations with superior performance appear to have established a much
better balance between the two. With the use of machine-scored, multiple choice tests, we have
the advantage of the computer scoring the same answers the same way every time, and doing so
very quickly. But there is wide agreement that the United States pays a big price for this
approach. It works very well if the object is testing basic knowledge and skill, but it does not
allow us to do a very good job of measuring the capacity for complex analysis, or for
synthesizing knowledge from a wide range of domains, or for creating new ideas, or for
innovating new approaches to complex problems. The reliability we get from our approach is
often spurious, as it is based on the assertion that there is only one right answer to the question
being asked, when in fact more than one answer can reasonably be viewed by experts as correct,
The only way to find out whether a student in a carcer and technical education culinary program
can cook well is to taste something they have cooked. They only way to find out whether
students in our STEM programs can construct a robot desi gned to accomplish something in
response 10 a particular set of performance requirements is to ask them to write such a program.
The only way to find out whether a student can write a competent 20-page history research paper
is to ask them to write such a paper. The assessments designed and used by most of the potential
providers of Board Examination Systems for our Consortium high school programs heavily favor
performance assessments of this sort.

(d)(iii) Producing Student Achievement Data and Student Growth Data. All of the
potential providers we have looked at produce grades for their courses, and all of the providers of
lower division programs produce sub-scores on their examinations aligned with the topics or
other major sub-divisions of the curriculum within the courses. Some of the English courses are
designed as two-year courses, but the organizations offering those programs have assured us that
they can break those two-year courses down into one-year courses and provide examinations and
grades for each year. All of the upper division programs provide grades for their courses. They
typically provide many courses at regular and advanced levels.

All of these grades and sub-scores are provided to the schools in a form that can be shared
with students and parents. The providers all have report forms and systems that permit the users
to aggregate up to the school and district level. Thus these systems will allow for reports to be

generated for students, their parents, school faculty, districts. states, prospective employers and
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college and university admissions officials in forms appropriate for each type of user. This
includes the use by high schools of the sub-scores of students who do not pass their lower-
division exams to construct a customized program for them addressed to the points on which
their exam performance was weak, a key feature of our design.

[n addition to the grades produced by the individual Board Examination System providers,
the system we are proposing will generate data for every student about their performance
relative to the pass points that we will set for the lower division exams. The reader will recall
that these pass points will signal whether the student has actually demonstrated the levels of
literacy in English and mathematics needed to succeed in the initial credit-bearing courses in the
nation’s open-admissions postsecondary institutions. These pass points will be comparable
across all lower division exams offered in all states. That means that we will have a system for
determining the success of every high school in our system with respect to getting their students
ready for college or work, against the same measure, throughout the system.

All the data clements needed to operate a universal high school accountability system are
therefore built into our assessment system. [t will be able to report on college-and-work
readiness, by school and by district, taking into account background variables such as the
students’ socio-economic status, and membership in a variety of protected-status groups. It will
be able to report on the proportion of students achieving that status by the grade level at which
they achieved that status. It will also be able to report on the success rates of high school
students in upper division programs intended to prepare students for entrance into selective
colleges, in STEM programs, and in Career and Technical Education programs intended to
result in issuance of industry-recognized certificates of competence.

Because the system we have in mind will, at least at first, be voluntary for the students, it
could not be used as the basis of a universal accountability system, because not all students
would be covered by it, But, when most students have voluntarily enrolled in it, many states
may choose to require student participation in the system, at which point it could be used as the
basis of a universal accountability program.

We have given a lot of thought to the government’s request that we consider how our
system can be used to produce student growth data that can be used to make judgments about
how much value individual teachers and principals add to the education of the students for

whom they are responsible.



Growth reporting, by definition, requires a pre-measure of performance and a post-measure
of performance that are both basically measuring the same learning domain. Our system is
replete with usable post-measures. The challenge is to produce pre-measures which, when
‘combined with the post-measures, can be used to calculate student growth in ways that are valid
for the purposes for which they will be used.

At the outset we think it best to concentrate on mathematics and English at the lower
division level, where we believe we have a good chance of coming up with pre-measures that
might work for this purpose as in each subject there is the potential of learning progressing in a
plausible continuous trajectory from year-to-year. This same sort of logical progression is much
less certain in history, the sciences and the arts.

So it is at least possible that courses in mathematics and English will build on one another in
a way that would plausibly permit the grade earned at the end of the preceding course in the
sequence to be used as the pre-measure for the following course. This is especially true if the
courses in these two subject areas are all set to the Common Core State Standards. Since we
have pledged to set our lower division courses and examinations to the Common Core State
Standards and the other consortia are also doing so for the lower grades, we can anticipate that it
is likely that there will be close correspondence between what is measured by those tests at the
end of the 8" grade and the curriculum the students will be studying at the beginning of the 9
grade in our states. The problem here is that assessments for mathematics and English language
arts will be available only when the state consortia to be funded for that purpose by the Race to
the Top Assessment Program produce them, which will not happen for several years.

The potential English providers of our lower division courses and examinations aiso supply
examinations for the 8™ grade in the relevant subjects. And the ACT and the College Board
supply tests of general knowledge for the end of 8" grade designed to predict high school
performance. But it seems impractical, especially in the current economic environment, to
require our high schools to spend the sums that would be required to administer and score these
MEASUres.

Interim tests could also be used to produce a pre-score, but this strategy is likely to be
contaminated by the coursework that precedes the use of the interim assessment.

The only remaining alternative that appears to be available is to rely for pre-test data on the
grades that incoming high school students have received on their 8® grade state accountability

26



tests in mathematics and English, until the new assessments produced by the consortia just now
forming become available. Of course, the current tests vary enommously in guality and content,
and most are set to a standard far lower than the standard fo which the beginning of our courses
will be set. They are therefore very thin reeds on which to base a growth measure.

Methodologically, another approach is possible, however. We could try to identify a set of
variables on which data could be collected that might enable us to systematically and reliably
predict student performance in the ninth grade in our programs and in subsequent grades. Such
data might include such things as student performance on whatever measures are available in
the 7° and 8% grades in English and mathematics, socio-economic status, expenditure levels and
so on. If this can be done, then classroom scores that vary from those that are predicted in this
way can be assumed to vary as a result of the activities of the teacher.

Our TAC will define a set of variables that could be the basis for such a statistical
procedure, will develop a set of plausible regression models to which the data can be fit and
then use the data and the models to see if we can, over the period of the grant, use these models
and the associated data to predict end-of-course scores of the students in our programs with
reasonable precision. Since growth modeling and value-added mterpretations are complex and
controversial, the TAC will advise us as to the best and most defensible procedures based on the
available research literature. As an example, multivariate regression analysis might be used to
predict end-of-course scores for students in our programs, which might then be subtracted from
actual scores to obtain a set of residuals. The residuals could be aggregated at the level of
teachers and schools. The resuiting teacher and school values would reflect actual student
achievement relative to (that is, controlling for) the achievement level expected on the basis of
prior performance, taking background variables into account. With increasing program size and
improved alignment between pretests and end-of-course tests, the data should support
application and testing of a range of more sophisticated models, evaluations of their sensitivity,
and recommendations regarding valid interpretive uses.

(d)(iv) Ensuring Scalable, Accurate and Consistent Seoring of Assessments, and
Teachers Involvement in Scoring. All of the organizations that are candidate providers of
Board Examination Systems employ sophisticated methods (and large staffs of test and
measurement professionals) for ensuring scalable, accurate and consistent scoring of their

assessments. Several are themselves or are closely associated with the most admired
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organizations in the world in test and measurement science. There is simply not space here to
describe in any detail the variety of methods and procedures they use to approach the technical
challenges associated with this kind of work. Nonetheless, our TAC will gather a great deal of
data from all of the prospective providers to make sure that the methods they use for ensuring
scalable, accurate and consistent scoring meet the highest professional standards here in the
United States and elsewhere in the world.

All of these organizations train teachers whom they involve deeply in the scoring of their
assessments. Because little of the scoring is done by computers, it must be done by humans. In
every case, the preference of these organizations is to recruit classroom teachers who have
experience with their curriculum and exams to do their scoring. All of them {rain the teachers
who will do this work. That training typically lasts two days or more. Once scoring begins, these
‘organizations use tc'éhnology to monitor the scores given by each teacher-scorer. Those whose
scores are found to be unreliable are dismissed and their work rescored. Outstanding teacher-
scorers are invited back year after year. The most effective and reliable scorers are promoted to
supervise others. Those who rise up through this system are ofien put in charge of teacher
training worldwide, because they have the best understanding of the curriculum and exams.

{(d){(v) Accessibility for Broadest Range of Students, Including English Learners and
Students With Disabilities, Including Appropriate Accommodations. All of the providers we
have identified address this set of issues. All provide a wide range of accommodations for which
they have evidence that the fidelity of the intended construct is being maintained. Below, we
summarize the requested information for three of the candidate providers. More information can
be found in Appendix L.

Cambridge International Examinations offers two English language courses for non-native
speakers, one in which the oral component counts toward the final grade and one in which it does
not. A passing grade on these exams is recognized by almost all UK universities and those in
many other countries as evidence of English proficiency for undergraduate study. Cambridge
makes arrangements to allow students with substantial and long-term disabilities to take their
examinations and demonstrate their achievement. Among those accommodations are an extra
time allowance, provision of specially adapted exams, and assistance with reading and writing,

Among the accommodations provided by the College Board’s Advanced Placement Program

are large print, the provision of a reader, fewer items on a page, colored paper, use of a
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highlighter, orally presented instructions, auditory magnification, Braille, Braille graphs, Braille
device for written responses, tape recorder, large block answer sheets, frequent breaks, extended
time, small group settings, private rooms, screens to block out distractions, and special lighting
and acoustics,

Edexcel offers ELL students an English as a second language course, with an optional
speaking test. For students with disabilities, they offer modified assessment materials (including
modified print), assistance during the assessment (including a scribe, reader, a practical assistant
or sign interpreter), changes to the physical testing environment, the provision of assistive
technology (including mechanical and electronic aids such as computer software that scans but
does not encode or interpret examination question papers), alternative ways of presenting
responses (such as a word processor), and allowing extra time for an examination or for

completion of course work.

(B)(4) RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

(a) Research Plan. The research plan is focused on three central objectives: assuring that the
assessments meet prevailing professional standards for faimess, reliability and validity;
determining that each exam system is compatible with the Common Core State Standards and
roughly comparable one with the others; and establishing a defensible and empirically supported
set of performance criteria for college readiness in mathematics and English literacy, and then
setting cut scores for each examination using these criteria. This work will be overseen by a TAC
composed of some of the most distinguished psychometricians, cognitive scientists and literacy
experts in the world. It is chaired by Howard Everson of CUNY and Jim Pellegrino of the
University of Illinois at Chicago. They are joined by Lloyd Bond of Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, Phil Daro of America’s Choice, Richard Duran of the University of
California-Santa Barbara, Ed Haertel of Stanford, Joan Herman of CRESST, Bob Linn of the
University of Colorado, Catherine Snow of Harvard and Dylan Wiliam of the University of
London (see biographical sketches in Appendix C).

Assuring that all of the assessments meet prevailing professional standards for fairness,
reliability and validity. The most promising exam systems under consideration have emerged
from different measurement traditions. The English have long had students write papers, what

we would call essays, that are designed to emphasize a deep grasp of the subject matter and the
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ability to apply it to unfamiliar situations. While their current tests often include some short
answer items, in most subjects more weight is placed on students’ essays when final scores are
computed. Their examinations are highly dependent on human scoring and consequently they
face reliability challenges that are addressed by instituting a host of procedures designed to
ensure uniformity in awarding marks. All of this adds to the cost of administration, but they are
willing to incur these costs to make sure that they are able to assess the kind of higher order
thinking skills that matter most in a high wage country engaged in global competition.

K-12 testing in the United States has taken a very different path. When the American testing
system in its current form was being developed, every district and school, indeed. to a
remarkable extent, every teacher, developed their own courses (syllabi) and curriculum. So it
was thought that the fairest sort of test wouid be one that was “curriculum neutral” that is, one
that was insensitive to any particular curriculum. The practical effect was that teachers came to
learn that these tests did not test what they thought was important to teach, and they came to
detest such testing systems. Overall, as the American system became dominated by multiple-
choice, computer scored tests, this country focused largely on assuring that its tests played to the
strength of this testing methodology, demonstrating its devotion to validity through a strong
commitment to reliability, coverage and comparability of scores as the first priority. As a result,
more often than the US testing community would like to admit, students are reduced to trying to
figure out which reasonable answer is the one the writer of the test had in mind.

Our aim is to take account of the strengths and weaknesses of the American and European
systems in making a determination of the extent to which the lower division providers’ Board
Examination Systems are fair, reliable and valid. The process of making that determination
begins with the callection of the relevant materials. The NCEE staff will gather basic descriptive
technical and performance information and data on the 9" and 10" grade English and
mathematics examinations and syllabi offered by the qualified providers. This will include the

following:

3

* Exam blueprints, instruments, rubrics, work samples and syllabi that will serve to reveal
the content constructs and cognitive demand.

*  Psychometric properties of the provider’s examinations — including predictive validity
studies, reliability evidence, results of test bias studies, and year-to-year score

comparabitity studies.



* Development and operations of the provider systems ~ including scoring and grading
standards, the reporting of results to students, teachers and colleges, and the moderation
processes for incorporating course work into the grading process. In addition we will
study: how test scores are combined into a grade classification; how test items are
weighed; and the current distributions of scores on each exam, including performance of
key subgroups.

NCEE has engaged a team from the National Center for the Improvement of Educational
Assessment led by Scott Marion to conduct this critical task as part of the process of certifying
Board Examination System providers. Marion will report his findings to the TAC, which will
then decide whether the Board’s standards for fairness, reliability and validity of the lower
division systems have been met.

Determining that each of the lower division Board Examination Systems are compatible with
the new Common Core State Standards and comparable each with the others. The Board is
commitied {o ensuring that each of the examination systems meets the Common Core Siate
Standards in order for the states to have full confidence that students in Board Examination
courses will be expected to attain these college-ready requirements. And to the extent they do
not, the system providers with whom we have had preliminary discussions have committed to
refining their syllabi and exams to bring them into conformance.

The TAC will advise NCEE on how best to design a careful and thorough comparison of
each system with the new Common Core State Standards. This will include comparisons of the
content and the cognitive demand of each system with the standards, including the syllabi and
associated assessments. Two well-regarded methods for making such comparisons have been
developed in the US in recent years, one by Norman Webb of the University of Wisconsin and
the other by Andrew Porter of the University of Pennsylvania. However, for almost 200 years
England’s leading universities have been comparing the curricula, exams and scoring systems
they developed to help secondary schools prepare students for entry into their institutions and to
assess their suitability for admission. Our initial reading suggests that those methods incorporate
the virtues of the methods developed by Webb and Porter and may well go beyond them. This
being so, the TAC will give a high priority to a close study of England’s approaches to the study
of comparability and the application of those methods to the work at hand. To assist in this task,



the TAC has engaged Mike Cresswell. the recently retired director general of AQA, one of the
three major awarding bodies of high school qualifications in England.

Tt should also be noted that a precursor to conducting several of the remaining technical
studies specified below is the assurance that there exists some rough measure of comparability
among the several lower division systems in both English and mathematics. To ascertain whether
or not this is in fact the case, the TAC will conduct a comprehensive and integrated set of
comparability analyses that will focus on the correspondence of each exam with its counterparts
as well as each separately with the Common Core.

Establishing a defensible and empirically supported set of performance criteria for college
readiness in mathematics and English literacy, and then setling cut scores for each examination
relative to these criteria. What typically occurs in the US when an ¢ffort is made to set college
ready criteria is that a group of subject-matter experts is brought together to pour over test
specifications and student performances on the test and then they are asked to exercise their best
judgment in deciding what level of student performance might suggest that a student would be
successful in college. While this judgmental approach draws heavily on college faculty who
teach these introductory courses (who are sometimes joined by high school teachers of the same
subjects), it is deeply flawed. Coliege and high school faculty often have quite different notions
about what is required for a student to be well prepared to succeed in college. College teachers
often set the standard at an “aspirational” level rather than what is actual ly necessary to succeed
in their classes. And college teachers at less prestigious institutions, when sitting in the same
room with colleagues from more prestigious institutions, often fail to admit that their standards
arc different from those of their colleagues.

Work in this arena also typically includes conducting statistical analyses that examine the
relationship between high school performance, a host of contextual variables and college
performance, such as course grades or GPA. While such predictive studies have the potential to
elicit useful information, they also suffer from the key weakness of failing to identify the specific
competencies that must be developed to assure college success.

And, lastly, it is patently obvious that being ready to succeed in Harvard or Stanford entails a
different level of preparation than is required for success in the local community or technical
college. But none of the efforts to determine college-readiness that we know of have
distinguished among the various kinds of colleges for which one might be declared ready. Given



the design of our program, what is essential is to determine as accurately as possible what level
of English and mathematical literacy is needed 10 succeed in the initial credit-bearing courses in
the nation’s 2-year and 4-year community colleges.
Doing that clearly entails an empirical examination of the content and cognitive demands of
introductory courses in open-admissions colleges, something that, to our surprise, has never been
done before. That means looking carefully and in detail at what math topics are actually taught in
the initial credit bearing courses in degree programs typically offered in 2-year and 4-year
colleges, the cognitive challenge associated with the textbooks typically used in those programs
and the level of writing and mathematics that the teachers of those courses expect of their
students. Once that is known, one would ask accomplished teachers and scholars what a student
would have to know and be able to do on leaving high school in order to have a high likelihood
of success in those initial credit-bearing courses. While this approach is not an airtight solution to
this challenge, it has seemed much more promising than any of the other approaches that have
been tried thus far. As you will see, though we intend to gather and to analyze a wide variety of
relevant information, the strategy just described lies at the heart of our approach.
The research plan will therefore move through the following steps:
= Investigate the Availability and Utility of Various Data Sets/Sources to Support the
Development of College Ready Standards in English and Maihematics

*  Conduct Analyses of the Relationship Between High School Performance and Initial
College Success - the Project Management Partner will commission a series of studies
that might include: having first year community college students who have not had to
take any remedial courses take the lower division Board examinations; and comparing the
performance of IGCSE students (who immediately enroll in college) on their Cambridge
or Edexcel examinations with their initial performance in college.

= Understand the Nature and Functioning of the Most Widely Used Placement Tests -

Given the assumption that college placement tests are grounded in the competencies
necessary for success in college, they have the potential to serve as guideposts in setting
the cut scores for the Move-On-When-Ready policy even as we understand that the ways
in which they are currently employed are highly varied and often use cut scores that are

set in ways that reflect overtly political or economic goals.
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*  Continue and Expand the Project Management Partner s Initial Work on English and
Quantitative Literacy Requirements of Initial Credit-bearing Courses - NCEE staff has
been surveying all of the open enrollment colleges in ten of the initial Consortium states
to determine the content and character of the curriculum in these courses. In each, school
data have been collected on the initial math courses required in eight of the most heavily
enrolled programs (e.g., business, nursing, early childhood education, IT). NCEE is
analyzing these courses to determine which math topics are taught in each of them and
the level of cognitive challenge associated with each. NCEE is also asking college faculty
in these majors to identify the key textbooks they use for these courses and we are using
several different tools to judge their cognitive challenge levels. Finally, NCEE is
gathering graded papers from these classes to determine the expectations that teachers of
these programs have for student writing. Once this process of cataloging the actual
literacy requirements has been completed, a panel of teachers and scholars will be
brought .together to carefully assess the evidence and tell us what high school students
will have to know and be able to do to succeed in the kinds of courses that we will have
researched.

= Develop a Methodology to Join these Disparate Kinds of Evidence to Create Cut Scores
in English and Mathematics for the Move-On-When-Ready Policy - In order to determine
where on the English literacy and mathematics common reporting scales the Move-On-
When-Ready cut scoxes should be set, the TAC will develop a process for weighing the
varied evidence we will have developed. Each set of evidence will likely suggest a range
of acceptable performance, which when laid one on top of the other should beginto
suggest a set of narrowing boundary conditions. We will give the greatest weight to the
findings with the strongest empirical support. This process will be repeated for each
examination system to ensure the most appropriate fit with each examination scale. In
this way whatever variations exist in the frameworks and scoring paradigms from system
to system will not distort the setting of college ready performance levels. While this is not
the standard approach for setting high stakes performance requirements, it is a much
richer approach given the breadth, depth and diversity of measures that can be brought
together, each adding to the legitimacy and credibility of the others. This approach is



similar to the National Assessment Governing Board’s current approach to judging the
capacity of 12" grade NAEP to serve asa predictor of college readiness.

(b) Evaluation Plan. The University of Michigan’s Institute for Social Research (ISR) will
conduct the independent evaluation for this grant. ISR’s team will be headed by Brian Rowan
(PI) and include personnel with extensive experience conducting school-based research.
Evaluation activities will occur over the entire period of the grant. As discussed below, we are
submitting two evaluation budgets: (1) a “base plan” that assumes the Consortium does not
receive an i3 award and requests $4M for the evaluation; and (2) an “expanded plan” that
assumes the Consortium does receive an i3 award and has a $5.25m budget plan.

Research Questions. Both evaluations will be guided by a “logic model” that assumes that
Board Examination System designs (i.e., curricula, materials, professional development), as well
as NCEE, SEA, and LEA supports for implementation, affect program implementation suceess,
where implementation success is defined by: (a) student enrollment in Board courses (including
the STEM and CTE options); (b) the quality and rigor of instruction in Board courses; (c) the
matriculation of enrolled students through Board curricula; and (d) passage of Board exams. The
model further assumes that students enrolled in a well-implemented Board Exam program will
experience reduced risk of dropping out of high school, increased odds of postsecondary
enrollment, and higher scores on college entrance exams. Finally. the logic model assumes that
both implementation success and final student outcomes are affected by school and community
contexts.

This leads to the following research questions for the evaluation. (RQ1) Suppoit for
Implementation: What specific supports for program implementation are provided to schools by
each Board Exam program, by NCEE, by SEAs and LEAs, and by community settings (e.g..
urbanicity, labor markets, and local higher education institutions)? (RQ2) Patterns of Program
Implementation: To what extent are Board Exam systems being implemented successfully (as
defined above) in participating schools? And, does implementation success vary across Board
examination systems, across SEAs and LEAs, or as a result of NCEE support activities? (RQ3)
Program Effectiveness: How do final student outcomes (as defined above) compare across
schools implementing and not implementing a Board exam system? Do program effects differ
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by gender, socio-economic status, and prior achievement of students? Do they vary across
states, different kinds of communities, or the Board Exam systems being implemented?

Implementation Analysis. In both evaluation plans, ISR will study patterns of
implementation support and success in all schools adopting Board Exam systems. This will
include analyzing data on school funding, staffing, enrollment, student composition, student
achievement on state tests, and other data in state administrative databases. Each year NCEE will
provide ISR with data on the number of students at each school enrolled in Board programs,
course enrollments for these students, grades and BES scores. In the third operational year data
on course enrollments and grades will also be collected on program students that have chosen to
attend a postsecondary institution. Using these data, ISR’s base evaluation plan will: (1)
characterize afl implementing sites in terms of implementation success, including the experience
of college-going students in the final year of the pilot; (2) use quantitative analyses to determine
if school and community characteristics predict implementation success; (3) identify the 10
highest- and 10 lowest-performing sites; and (4) conduct special studies of the characteristics of
these sites using qualitative data from focus group interviews with NCEE facilitators and state
education agency personnel, and telephone interviews with principals in these schools. The goal
of this work is to understand how state education policies, implementation supports, community
factors, student motivations, and administrative processes affect implementation outcomes in
high and low implementing schools. In the expanded budget, ISR also will conduct additional
analyses to identify the 2 highest performing STEM sites and the 2 hi ghest performing CTE
sites, with the same goal of trying to understand what accounts for successful implementation of
these programs. The results of all these analyses will be reported twice annually for quality
control and improvement.

Program Effectiveness Analysis. The base and enhanced evaluation plans also include a
rigorous efficacy trial that will be designed to compare instruction and student outcomes across
30 treatment schools and 30 matched control schools (spread across the 10 Consortium states).
In states where more schools are interested in joining the Board Exam pilot than resources
permit, schools will be randomly assigned to treatment and control after matching on pre-
treatment measures of school demographics and prior achievement. In states where only 10-12
schools want to join the pilot, matched random assignment will not be possible due to small

numbers of potential treatment schools. So, in these states, the samples of treatment schools will



be matched to “comparison” schools using “nearest neighbor” matching on student
demographics and prior achievement. In both the base and enhanced budget, efforts will be
made to construct a sample in which about 40% of treatment and control schools serve higher
poverty student populations.

Data collection for both the base and enhanced evaluations will occur in years 2-4 of the
grant and focus on both lower and upper division students who begin the study period as either
freshman or juniors. Importantly, although the unit of treatment in the efficacy trial is schools, in
both treatment and control schools, we also will study samples of students who are carefully
matched in terms of prior achievement, race/ethnicity, gender, and free lunch status. This student
sampling allows us to make controlled comparisons among students who did and did not enroll
in a Board Examination program (within treatment schools and across treatment and control
schools). Using this strategy, we can make strong causal inferences about treatment effects
under conditions discussed by Lu and Rosenbaum (2004) and Stuart and Rubin (2008). In the
design, sample weights for students are used to achieve unbiased estimates of school-level means
for use in school-level outcome comparisons. The difference between the base and enhanced
studies 1s that in the enhanced studies, we will be able to afford a larger student sample size,
which provides more statistical power to tease out the special experiences of students enrolled in
the STEM and CTE options.
and control schools, collecting four kinds of data over the course of the study: (1) Surveys will

be administered fo sampled students in Fall of their freshman/junior year and again near the end

of their sophomore/senior year. The surveys will ask about students’ academic motivations,
course/program enrollment decisions, and academic plans (using items drawn from NCES
longitudinal studies). 2) Also, in the spring of year 2 of program implementation, we will survey
samples of Board and non-Board Examination teachers of English, math and science, asking
about professional development experiences and teaching practices (using items from teacher
surveys included on PISA, TIMSS, and CCSR surveys). (3) At the beginning of the lower
division students’ junior year and the upper division students’ first post-secondary year, we will
locate students (no matter where they are located) and ascertain their program enrollment status
m high school (Board system or not), and if in high school, their course enrollments. If not in

high schools, we will ascertain if they are engaged in a postsecondary education program
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(community college, 4-year institution), and if in postsecondary, their course enroliments. If not
enrolled in any schooling, we will ascertain if students are employed or unemployed (and if
employed, their occupation). (4) Finally, for all students in the samples, we will provide
incentives for the current juniors to take the PSAT (regardless of enrollment status and location),
and we will collect SAT or ACT scores for all post graduate students who took either test.
These data will be analyzed in two ways. First, school-level analyses will compare
instructional practices and student outcomes across treatment and control schools. Using the
program Optimal Design® (version 2.0), we estimate that this design has a power of .80 to detect
an effect of 6 = .30 on both teaching practices (e.g., “rigor of instruction”) and student
performance on PSAT/SAT/ACT scores under the reasonable assumption that 15% of variance
in these outcomes lies among schools. The design also provides power of .75 to detect
differences in student drop out or enrollment statuses of as little as 5 percentage points.
Although these school-level results are informative as “intent to treat” estimates of program
effects, only a sub-sample of students in any treatment school will actually enroll in a Board
program. Therefore, we also will conduct an analysis of the effects of “treatment on treated” at
the student level using procedures discussed by Lu and Rosenbaum {2004) and Stuart and Rubin
{2008). Here, the matching of student samples in treatment and control schools allows
comparison of outcomes across students enrolled in a Board Exam program with outcomes for
very similar students who were not enrolled in the program (both inside of treatment schools and
across treatment and control schools). These analyses have strong statistical power {approaching
1.0} to detect treatment effects as small as § = .10 for test scores and enrollment outcomes.
Because the base study has a smaller sample, it can focus only on the outcomes of students in or
not in Board Examination programs. With the larger sample of the enhanced study, we can also
estimate effects for STEM and CTE program participation. A technical report of this efficacy
trial will be issued in year 4, and research publications in year 5 of the grant assuming both an i3
grant and a RttT grant are awarded. If only a RttT award is made, all the publications will be

completed by the close of the final grant year. These will be disseminated to study participants
and to the education community broadly.

(B)(5) COURSE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
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(a) Promoting Participation. The plan for supporting implementation of the proposed
assessment program comes in two stages. The first stage is the plan for implementing the pilot
program in 100 high schools in ten states. That is the pilot stage. The second stage is the stage at
which the program goes statewide in the states in which the pilot took place, and then goes
statewide in the other states that join our Consortium over the next several years. That is the
operational stage.

Pilot Stage: Implementation during the pilot stage involves: 1) getting districts and high
schools to agree to demonstrate the use of the Board Examination Systems and assessments in
their high schools (See Appendix M for a chart of 80 LEAs supporting this project at the time of
submission and their accompanying letters of support), 2) persuading parents and students to sign
up for the program, 3) persuading the public 2-year and 4-year open admissions postsecondary
education institutions te accept the pass scores recommended by the TAC and approved by the
Board of Trustees of SCOBES for admission to their institutions without requiring them to take
remedial courses, and 4) where necessary, making the promised changes in diploma
requirements to enable the state to award a performance-based diploma to students who pass
their lower division board examinations at the end of their sophomore vear.

Taken together, these challenges require us to build a strong, broad base of support for the
program in every participating state. Our Project Management Partner has already been meeting
with a wide range of stakeholders in the states for that purpose, explaining the aims of the
program, answering questions and building support for the work. These meetings will continue.

The next step, already underway, is for each chief state school officer to recruit key district
personnel to statewide meetings so they in turn will solicit schools for the pilot program. To
support this effort we will create materials describing the program that can be shared with
districts and schools that have expressed interest in joining the pilot. These materials will be
supplemented by materials from the Board Examination System providers.

No student will be required to participate in the program, but schools will have an incentive
to participate, in the form of a subsidy provided by the program for the purchase of the materials
and services needed from the Board Examination System providers.

On a related front we have formed a Higher Education Task Force to work with the TAC to
make sure that the pass points set for the lower division examinations are acceptable to the
higher education community. The Task Force will also work with their higher education
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colleagues in their states to gain their active support for the program. The names of the members
of the Higher Education Task Force can be found in Appendix N.

One state, Arizona, has just enacted legislation creating a new high school diploma meeting
the criteria we stipulated for our program (the Grand Canyon Diploma). The state boards of
education of two other states, New York and Pennsylvania, may have authority to issue the
necessary diplomas, under the banner of the Keystone Diplomas in Pennsylvania and the Regents
in New York. All states in the Consortium are committed to getting the necessary authority over
the next year, if they do not already have it.

We stated above that 100 schools in ten states will participate in the pilot stage. That number
assumes that we are successful in our application for an i3 grant. The i3 grant is intended to
provide for the participation of 40 high schools serving high-need students. In the event that we
are not awarded that grant, the funds from this grant will be distributed among 4 schools in each
state, for a total of 40 high schools. That number of schools will still be sufficient fo conduct the
research and evaluation proposed here.

Operational Stage: The evaluation report will provide the information the states will need to
make an informed decision as to whether to expand the program statewide. Our work with a
wide variety of stakeholders in the pilot states will have enabled us to lay the base for the policy
decision to expand the program so that all students have access to it.

We expect no loss in quality of implementation as we scale up. This is because the Board
Examination System providers we will select are organizations with a global footprint, delivering
courses, examinations, teacher training and scoring systems all over the world. The quality of the
products and services will not suffer as we scale up. The same can be said of the rigor of the
courses and exams. Nor will the standards suffer, because the pass points on the lower division
exams will be based on the recommendations of our TAC and will be the same for all states.

Throughout and following the pilot stage, we will disseminate information about the program
to professional educators, policy makers and the public by every means available as well as
maintaining a rich presentation of our program as it is unfolding on the SCOBES website. Our
aim will be to support statewide implementation in as many other states as possible. We will
develop a comprehensive press strategy for this purpose, supplemented by presentations at the
national meetings of all the major governance and education bodies and associations, and articles

in the professional journals and presentations at meetings of the relevant professional
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organizations. Throughout the pilot phase, we will be inviting states to join the SCOBES and, as
members to begin piloting the program in their states before the pilot phase is over.

The Summary tables that follow provide a conservative set of estimates of how the program
will grow over five school years beginning with 2013-14 as requested. After a planning year in
2010-11, implementation of Board Examination Systems will begin in Fall 2011 in the 9% and
11" grades in a minimum of ten demonstration schools in each state. Courses and examinations
in grades 10 and 12 would be added in the 2012-13 school year. This level of participation will
continue through the 2013-14 school year after which, with positive evaluation results, we would
expect the number of participating schools in each of our ten initial states to grow at a rate of
50% each year. While we expect additional states to join the Consortium over this period, the
rate at which this will occur and its effect on the number of students and schools participating is
not reflected in these tables.

We expect that in each participating state a full suite of courses {(English, mathematics, the
sciences, history and the arts) will be operating from the outset, and that a set of career and
technical education courses will come on-line in 2012-13. In each school we assume that, on
average, 30 percent of 9" and 11" graders will enroll in the initial year a school begins offering
one or more Board Examination Systems and that the rate of participation will increase by five
percent in each succeeding year. The number of students projected to be taking exams each year
is adjusted downward by our estimate of the number of students leaving after their sophoniore or
junior year for open enrollment colleges.

Summary Table for (B)(5)(a)(i): High Schools Using

State in 20132014 2014-2015 20615-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018

Consortium S # % i# % # % # %% # Y%

Arizona 10 1.5% 15 2.2% 23 3.4% 35 3.2% 53 1.9%
Connecticut 10 3.8% 15 5.7% 23 8.8% 35 13.4% 53 203%
Kentucky 10 2.2% 15 3.2% 23 1 49% 35 7.5% 33 114%
Maine i0 6.5% 15 9.8% 23 15.0% 35 22.9% 53 34.6%
New Hampshire i0 2.4% 15 14.2% 23 217% 35 23.0% 53 50.0%
New Mexico 10 4.3% 15 6.5% 23 10.0% 35 15.2% 53 23.0%
New York 10 0.9% 15 1.4% 23 2.2% 35 3.3% 53 5.0%
Pennsylvania 10 1.2% i5 1.8% 23 2.8% 35 4.3% 33 6.5%
Rhode Island i0 13.3% 15 20.0% 23 30.7% 35 46.7% 53 70.7%
Vermont i0 13.9% 15 20.8% 23 31.9% 35 48.6% 53 73.6%

Summary Table for (B)(5)(a)(ii): High School Course Assessments in Use

State in Course 2013-2014 2014-2015 20152016 20162017 2017-2018
Consortium Assessments # % # Yo - % # % # %
Arizona English 10 1.5% 15 2.2% 23 3.4% 35 1 5.2% 53 7.9%
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One of the English organizations that offer Board Examinations begins with introductory
training sessions for the teachers of their courses. These can be supplemented by special two-day
and three-day courses on particular topics. Another also offers a graduated set of certificate
programs for teachers that extend all the way up to the opportunity to earn a Masters Degree in
Education from the University of Cambridge. All of these programs are available to American
teachers without them having to travel to England, principally through the Web. In addition, one
provider offers access, through its website, to a wide range of papers (e.g.. program descriptions,
course syllabi, lesson plans, prior year examination questions, and examples of scored student
work from prior years) as well as other teachers worldwide who have experience teaching the
same courses and are willing to answer questions from and share craft knowledge with teachers
with less experience, and examiners who are responsible for creating and grading the course
examinations.

One American provider, ACT, has partnered with America’s Choice (ACI), a member of the
National Center on Education and the Economy’s family of organizations. ACI offers
participating schools a tiered set of instructional system modules and associated training and
technical assistance. Fach level of help provided to students and their schools is tied 1o the
degree to which students fall short of the level of literacy they need to profit from their on-grade
instruction. The most intensive level of assistance is intended to get students who are two or
more years behind back up to grade level.

All three of the lower division programs we have offered as examples provide some form of
instructional modules based on seventh and eighth grade on-grade materials that can be
combined to create customized programs for students who come into the ninth grade Board
Examination System programs with a level of English and mathematics literacy lower than it
should be. In this way, the faculty in schools serving high-need students can get them to the point
at which they can participate successfully in the Board Examination System programs they will
offer to these students.

A key aspect of implementation during the pilot phase is the need for the states to meet the
SCOBES requirements for a performance-based diploma. The Project Management Partner’s

policy team will be working with the states to help them frame the legislation or regulatory tools
they will need to meet this requirement.
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One of the English organizations that offer Board Examinations begins with introductory
training sessions for the teachers of their courses. These can be supplemented by special two-day
and three-day courses on particular topics. Another also offers a graduated set of certificate
programs for teachers that extend all the way up to the opportunity to earn a Masters Degree in
Education from the University of Cambridge. All of these programs are available to American
teachers without them having 1o travel to England, principally through the Web. In addition, one
provider offers access, through its website, to a wide range of papers (e.g., program descriptions,
course syllabi, lesson plans, prior year examination questions, and examples of scored student
work from prior years) as well as other teachers worldwide who have experience teaching the
same courses and are willing to answer questions from and share craft knowledge with teachers
with less experience, and examiners who are responsible for creating and grading the course
examinations.

One American provider, ACT, has partnered with America’s Choice (ACI), a member of the
National Center on Education and the Economy’s family of organizations. ACI offers
participating schools a tiered set of instructional system modules and associated training and
technical assistance, Each level of help provided to students and their schools is tied to the
degree to which students fall short of the level of literacy they need to profit from their on-grade
instruction. The most intensive level of assistance is intended to get students who are two or
more years behind back up to grade level.

All three of the lower division programs we have offered as examples provide some form of
instructional modules based on seventh and eighth grade on-grade materials that can be
combined fo create customized programs for students who come into the ninth grade Board
Examination System programs with a level of English and mathematics literacy lower than it
should be. In this way, the faculty in schools serving hi gh-need students can get them to the point
at which they can participate successfully in the Board Examination System programs they will
offer to these students.

A key aspect of implementation during the pilot phase is the need for the states to meet the
SCOBES requirements for a performance-based diploma. The Project Management Partner’s

policy team will be working with the states to help them frame the legislation or regulatory tools
they will need to meet this requirement.
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Operational Phase: All of the forms of assistance just described will be available to the
states, districts and schools involved in the operational phase of the program. At that stage,
however, some states will want to ask the Board Examination System providers to assist them in
helping their schools of education offer programs of pre-service and in-service instruction for
teachers that will prepare them to teach the Board Examination System programs well to students
from a wide variety of backgrounds. The groundwork for this will be laid during the pilot phase
of the work.

Going to Scale. The key issue for many states in taking programs to scale is the cost of
sustaining them. But that will not be a problem for this program. As it grows, the rate at which
money is saved due to high school students moving on to open-admissions colleges early
exceeds the rate of increase of cost due to adding new students, and, after the third vear of
implementation, the net effect of the program is to create a fiscal dividend that can be reallocated
to high-need students. We have included a cost analysis of these dynamics in Appendix O.

We believe the amount of the dividend that represents a saving for the locality should be
ploughed back into the high schools to provide additional support for struggling students. The
amount that represents a savings for the state could be used to provide the start-up investment for

bringing new schools on board as the state rollout proceeds.

(B)(6) PROJECT MANAGEMENT

(a) Project Management Partner and Key Personnel.

Quality, Qualifications, and Role of the Project Management Partner. The National Center
on Education and the Economy (NCEE) has been selected by the Consortium to be the Project
Management Pariner (see Appendix B for documentation). The organization was founded in
1987 to analyze the implications of changes in the international economy for American
education, formulate an agenda for American education based on that analysis and seek wherever
possible to accomplish that agenda through policy change and development of the resources
educators would need to carry it out. In 1989, the organization began an intensive program of
international beﬁchma:king of the world’s most effective education and training systems. These
efforts continue to the present day and provide the substantive foundation for all of NCEE’s
programmatic activities. NCEE created the Commission on the Skills of the American

Workforce. The Commission’s 1990 report, America’s Choice: high skills or low wages!, largely
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based on policy lessons learned from high performing countries, was released the following year.
Over the next decade, almost the entire agenda advanced in the report was enacted into
legislation by the Congress and signed into law by the President, and many states also enacted
policies designed to support the recommendations made at that level.

In 1992, NCEE invited the University of Pittsburgh, 26 states, six cities and three national
foundations to join with it in creating New Standards, with the aim of doing the research and
development needed to advance the state of the art in performance standards and high quality
assessments. The New Standards initiative has long been widely regarded as some of the best
work on standards and assessment done in the United States.

In 1998, NCEE created the America’s Choice® School Design Program. based on the work
of its National Alliance for Restructuring Education, begun several years earlier. Reflecting
NCEE’s study of best education practice in the nations with the most effective education
systems, America’s Choice produced designs for highly effective elementary, middle and high
schools and continued the development work begun under the acgis of New Standards to create
powerful, coherent instructional systems to support the work of the schools, districts and states
served by America’s Choice, concentrating its efforts on the lowest performing schools, typically
serving highly disadvantaged students. America’s Choice has literacy and math interventions
{Ramp-Up Literacy® and Ramp-Up Mathematics®) that are complete instructional systems
designed for middle and high school students who are more than two years behind. In addition,
America’s Choice created modular interventions (Mathematics Navigator® and Literacy
Navigator®) for elementary, middle and high school students who are experiencing difficulty
with speciﬁtﬁ topics. America’s Choice has worked in over 2000 schools since its inception.

In 1999, NCEE was asked by Camegie Corporation, joined by the Broad Foundation, the
Stupski Foundation and the New Schools Venture Fund, to create a design for a new kind of
national organization to train school principals to lead high performing schools. Three years
later, NCEE announced the launch of the National Institute for School Leadership (NISL). Since
ifs inception, NISL has served over 3,800 principals in 14 states; two states have adopted NISL
as their primary school leadership program.

Independent research has found that both America’s Choice and NISL are unusually effective
at improving student achievement, attainment and retention. In 2009, the Consortium for Policy

Research in Education released School Improvement by Design: Lessons from a Study of
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Comprehensive School Reform Programs, which looked at the design and implementation of the
nation’s three leading school reform programs: America’s Choice, Success for All, and
Accelerated Schools. This study was the capstone report of CPRE’s 13-year Study of
Instructional Improvement. Over four years, the researchers collected data from 113 schools, 31
of which were America’s Choice schools, to determine how practices in the three leading
comprehensive school reform models differed from those in typical schools and whether these
differences impacted academic achievement. The study focused on literacy achievement and
schools in the study were chosen disproportionately from high and mediam poverty districts. The
report found the America’s Choice program was the most successful of the three models studied
at raising the performance of students on reading at the elementary level and the upper grades.

The Comprehensive School Reform Quality Center, funded by the USDOE’s Office of
Elementary and Secondary Education to provide reviews of the leading comprehensive school
reform models, placed America’s Choice in the highest category of its ratings. In a 2010 study of
a NISL Program implementation in Pennsylvania, Old Dominion University researchers found
that schools run by NISL-trained principals achieved statistically higher proficiency rates in
English language arts (ELA) and mathematics than comparison schools at the elementary,
middle and high school levels. In another 2010 quasi-experimental study of a NISL Program
implementation in Massachusetts, Old Dominion University researchers found that 65 schools
run by NISL-trained principals achieved statistically higher test scores on the state’s mathematics
exams than comparison schools.

The SCOBES program is consistent in several respects with NCEE’s long-term mission and
goals and is the latest in a series of complex programs NCEE has organized and managed.
NCEE’s core management team has successfully launched a number of large scale projects and
institutions that bave gone on to play an important role on the American education scene,
including, in addition to those aiready mentioned, the National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards (with a current annual budget of $40 million). NCEE has cash reserves of several
million dollars. The organization carries no debt. NCEE has the management capacity, the
financial reserves and the experience to bring this program to scale.

Key Personnel Assignments and Experience. Terry Holliday, Commissioner of Education in
Kentucky, chairs the SCOBES Board of Trustees. Dr. Holliday was elected to the

Commissioner’s position in July 2009 after having served as superintendent of schools in
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districts in North Carolina and Pennsylvania. Under his leadership, the Iredell-Statesville District
won the Malcolm Baldrige award for improvement in quality and productivity in 2008. NCEE,
Project Management Partner for SCOBES, is led by Marc Tucker, President and Chief Executive
Officer. Supporting Mr. Tucker are Betsy Brown Ruzzi, Deputy Director; David Mandel,
Director of Research and Policy Development; Susan Sclafani, Director of State Services; Chief
Financial Officer Rich Cannon and Director of Administration Suzie Sullivan. A leader of the
standards-driven education reform movement, Tucker created NCEE and all of the programs
described above. Early in his career, he was Associate Director of the National Institute of
Education, directing all of the education policy research programs of the US government. Tucker
will provide overall direction for the staff. Betsy Brown Ruzzi organized NCEE’s international
education benchmarking research over the last twenty years. She served as Associate Director of
the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce, playing a leading role in
organizing, supervising and analyzing its global research papers. Ruzi is responsible for
coordinating the work of NCEE’s staff. managing the budget, public outreach and engagement,
and all national-level work. David Mandel joined NCEE last year after serving as the executive
director of the Carnegie Corporation-Institute for Advanced Study Commission on Mathematics
and Science Education. Prior to that, he directed The National Academies’ Mathematical
Sciences Education Board, oversaw the design of the Clinton Administration’s Voluntary
National Tests in reading and mathematics, and the development of the National Board for
Professional Teaching Standard’s advanced standards for teaching. Mandel will be the research
director for this cffort. Susan Sclafani served in the Bush Administration as Assistant Secretary
for Vocational and Adult Education from 2003-2005 and Counselor to the Secretary. Previously,
she was Associate Superintendent and Chief of Staff for the Houston Independent School
District. Sclafani will oversee work with the states. Jana Carlisle will be this project’s Project
Manager. As a senior program officer at the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, Carlisle was
responsible for strategy and management for the foundation’s education portfolio. At Gates,
Carlisle also managed evaluations of the foundation’s education investments in New York City,
Texas and North Carolina. She was chief planning officer in the Rochester City School District
and the Director of Education Services for the Rochester Business Alliance. Howard Everson, of

the City University of New York, a leading psychometrician, and James Pelligrino, of the
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University of Illinois at Chicago, a leading cognitive scientist, are co-chairs of our TAC {see the
full TAC list in the section (B)}(4) Research and Evaluation).

The engagement managers hired for this effort are experts in navigating the complicated and
often rapidly changing world of education politics and policy at the state level. Lyonel Tracy was
the former Commissioner of Education in New Hampshire and served as superintendent of
schools in a number of jurisdictions in Maine, Vermont and New Hampshire. David Osborne
was an Assistant Secretary of a large Cabinet agency in California state government. As Vice
President for Communications and West Coast Director of Public Works LLC, anational public
policy consulting firm, Osborne provided policy advice and technical assistance to policymakers
in states all over the US. Tim Barnicle is serving as a Senior Policy Consultant. His career
includes policy positions in the US Senate and House of Representatives and senior positions in
the US Department of Labor, including Assistant Secretary of Labor for Policy and Budget and
Assistant Secretary of Labor for Employment and Training.

Widmeyer Communications. our communications specialists, is a full-service public relations
firm that for twenty years has been at the forefront of crafting effective messages, advancing
issues and ideas and helping move agendas on education and training.

NCEE’s CFO, Rich Moglia-Cannon, will oversee the management of project funds in
conjunction with the newly created Finance Committee of the Consortium’s Board of Trustees.
Cannor, a former auditor and consultant for Price Waterhouse, has successtully managed
NCEE’s grants and contracts for 13 years. NCEE contracts with an outside firm to conduet an
annual financial audit. To date, NCEE has had a record of clean financial audits.

NCEE’s Director of Administration, Suzie Sullivan has served in that role and as NCEE’s
Corporate Secretary for 22 years, since the organization was founded.

Brian Rowan will serve as the evaluator for this project. Rowan is the Burke A. Hinsdale
Professor in Education at the University of Michigan and Research Professor at Michigan’s
Institute for Social Research. A sociologist (PhD, Stanford), Dr. Rowan’s scholarly interests lie
at the intersection of organization theory and school effectiveness research. His recent work
includes a large-scale, longitudinal study of the design, implementation, and effectiveness of
three of America's largest comprehensive school reform initiatives. Dr. Rowan has been elected
to the National Academy of Education, chaired the IES Technical Review Panel for Grants on



Teacher Quality, chaired the NAE’s Time and Learning Work Group and serves on multiple
editorial boards of peer-reviewed journals.

Summary Table for (B)(6)(a): Key Project Management Personnel

§meof'Key egi}r:onngl _' i Percéﬂi of Time Vita Attached
rom Proposed Project Role Assigned L : _
Mana'ge}ﬁint Pa'rtgér : ' : ' Dedmgtei! fo Project

Marc Tucker Director 75% v
Betsy Brown Ruzzi Deputy Director 60% v
David Mandel Research Director 75% v
Susan Sclafani State Services Director | 75% v
Jim Pellegrino Co-Chair, TAC Contract staff v
Howard Everson Co-Chair, TAC Contract staff v
Jana Carlisle Project Manager 100% v
Lyonel Tracy Engagement Manager | 100% v
David Osborne Engagement Manager | 100% v
Tim Bamicle Senior Policy Advisor | Contract staff v
Brian Rowan Evaluator Contract staff v

See Appendix P for CVs of personnel.

(b) Project Work Plan, Timeline, Major Milestones, Deadlines and Roles and
Responsibilities. NCEE has allocated 8.6 FTEs to reach the project’s outcomes and milestones.
The staff will be supplemented by a subcontractor for communications and public engagement.

The TAC (see Appendix C), will oversee the research teams that will be engaged to conduct
the TAC-designed analyses, including the National Center for the Improvement of Educational
Assessment (NCIEA). An NCIEA team, led by Scott Marion, is already at work. The TAC and
the research teams will not be funded through this grant, but by other sources already in hand.
This grant will support a third-party evaluation of the pilot high schools.

A Higher Education Task Force (see Appendix N for list) will advise the TAC on the
college-ready standards to be used to set the pass points for the lower division examinations and
will mobilize support for those standards in the states.

A STEM Task Force is being assembled by the Arizona State University to lead the work on
the STEM curriculum and assessments.

A Career and Technical Education Task Force will be assembled from representatives of the
United States Chamber of Commerce Institute for a Competitive Workforce, the National
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Association of State Directors of Career Technical Education Consortium and the American
Association of Community Colleges to oversee and direct our work designed to create a rigorous
curriculum on Career and Technical Education, along with performance assessments (see letters
in Appendix Q).

The Board of Trustees will make policy for SCOBES, including setting its goals and
objectives, setting the criteria for admission of states to the consortium and for removing a state
from membership (and thus defining the key irreducible features of the SCOBES program),
setting the standards for certification of Board Examination System providers, approving the
pass points on the lower division examinations, hiring the President and chief executive officer if
needed, engaging the Project Management Partner and setting the budget for the organization.

NCEE responsibilities for the project include: supporting the Board of Trustees, overseeing
the research program; engaging the evaluator; distributing grant funds to the LEAs and the states;
providing substantive input into the procurement process, assuring the quality of the products
and services of the Board Examination System providers, designing the provider certification
process, supporting implementation in the field, coordinating the work of the Board Exam
providers with the work in the schools; developing and disseminating outreach materials at the
state and local level and coordinating and supporting the implementation of the program
described in this proposal in all other respects.

The partner LEAs are responsible for recruiting teachers, students and parents to the
program; organizing teacher training; working with NCEE to purchase the materials needed to
implement the program; gathering and sharing necessary student data: attending project
meetings; and reaching out to local stakeholder groups.

In addition to participating in the work of the Board of Trustees, which will set overall policy
for the project, the state departments of education are responsible for coordinating a consistent,
high quality rollout across the LEAs. They will have to work with policymakers, including the
Governor’s office, state legislature, and the state board of education. Among the key roles of the
chief state school officers will be taking the lead in assuring that his or her state will be able to
offer all students who pass their Board Exams, as carly as the end of that student’s sophomore
year, a diploma entitling that student to leave high school and enroll in a public 2-year or 4-year
open-admissions postsecondary institution, without having to take remedial courses. Each state’s
member of the Higher Education Task Force will be responsible for working with his or het



colleagues in the higher education community in that state to facilitate their acceptance of the
program in the state.

The Board Exam providers will be responsible for delivering their products and services:
syllabi, course materials, formative and summative assessment packets, scoring services, and
teacher professional development at various levels of intensity to the participating schools. In
addition, they will provide on-going online and telephone based teacher support throughout this
project.

There are eight major deliverables for this project:

Deliverable one: Define roles and responsibilities and secure commitments of partners
Milestones: 1) Develop project rollout plan for each state and its high schools. 2) Recruit
remaining high schools, if necessary 3) Conduct a competitive process for selecting Board Exam
Providers, 4) Conduct webinars for states, LEAs and high schools to provide a project overview,
5) Receive remaining MOUs from LEAs, 6) Draft LEA rollout plans

Deliverable two: Conduct initial research and analysis needed to implement Board Exams
Milestones: 1) Convene TAC, 2) Evaluate the Board Exam programs in relation to the Common
Core State Standards, 3) Judge their comparability one to the other, 4) Determine college-ready
performance levels in English and mathematics, 5) Bring together empirical evidence 1o set cut
scores (6) Make cut score recommendations to Board

Deliverable three: Reach key policy decisions to guide project

Milestones: 1) Board determines and updates MOU policy (which defines the key features of the
program consortium-wide), 2} Board adopts criteria for certifying Board Examination Systems,
3) Board approves selection of Board Examination System providers, 4) Board determines policy
on course offerings, 5) Board determines criteria for states’ Move-On-When-Ready program, 6)
Board approves cut score for lower division exams

Deliverable four: Implement Board Exam programs in the participating high schools
Milestones: 1) Negotiate with providers for materials and services, 2) Recruit teachers and
students, 3) Conduct teacher training, 4) Deliver materials to schools, 5) Arrange logistics to
initiate rollout, 6) Maintain contact with schools and districts prior to pilot start date, 7) Provide
on-going support during implementation phase

Deliverable five: Evaluate Board Exam programs’ impact on student achievement,

instructional quality, student motivation and college-going.



Milestones: 1) Finalize evaluation plan, 2) Collect data required, 3) Analyze data and report
results, 4) Share findings

Deliverable six: Communicate with key constituency groups and share results

Milestones: 1) Create project website, 2) Develop communication materials including brochures
and toolkit, 3) Develop outreach plans by state, 4) Disseminate project resulfs to participating
states and to the education community more broadly. (See timeline for details on the rollout in
Appendix R).

Deliverable seven: Develop a rigorous STEM program, including courses and assessments,
Jor the upper division of high school and publicize that program

Milestones: 1) Assemble review committee of distinguished STEM experts, 2) Agree on aims
and criteria, 3) Conduct review and decide on one or more STEM programs, 4) Publicize the
results in appropriate media

Deliverable eight: Develop three rigorous upper division Career and Technical Education
programs for the upper division of high school/community college two-year programs
Milestones: 1) Assemble review committee from high school, community college and business
communities, 2) Agree on aims and criteria, 3) Conduct review and decide on not less than three
upper division/community college programs of study, including performance examinations, 4)
Promote the use of the new programs by high schools, community colleges, and the recognitions
of the awards by employers all over the United States.

Summary Table (B){6)(b): Project Workplan and Timeline

M?l)ie:i:;es Associated Tasks Start Date | End Date | Responsible Entity
Define roles Develop project rollout plan for - | Oct 2010 - | Dec 2010 | Project Management
and each state and its high schools Partner
responsibilities | Recruit remaining high schools, if | Oct 2010 Nov 2010 | LEAs
and secure necessary
commitments | Conduct a competitive process for | Oct 2010 | Dec 2010 Project Management
of partners selecting Board Exam providers Partner

Conduct webinars for states, Oct 2010 | Mar 2011 | Project Management

LEAs and high schools to provide Partner

a project overview

Receive remaining MOUs from Oct 2010 | Nov 2010 | Project Management

LEAs Partner

Draft LEA rollout plans Nov 2010 | Mar2011 | Project Management
Partner and LEAs




Major

Start Date

End Date

Responsible Entity

Milestones Associated Tasks
Conduet initial | Convene Technical Advisory Oct 2010 | Sept 2014 | Project Management
research and Committee (TAC) Partner
analysis needed | Evaluate the Board Exam Oct 2010 | Dec 2010 | Project Management
to implement | programs in relation to the Partner /TAC
Board Exams | Common Core State Standards
Judge their comparability oneto | Oct 2010 | Dec 2010 | Project Management
the other Partner /TAC
Determine college-ready Oct 2010 | Apr 2011 | Project Management
performance levels in English and Partner /TAC
mathematics
Bring together empirical evidence | Oct 2010 | Apr2011 | Project Management
to set cut scores Partner /TAC
Reach key Convene Board of Trustees Oct 2010 | Sept 2014 | Project Management
policy decisions Partner
to guide project | States adopt Board Exam Systems | Nov 2010 | Feb 2011 | SCOBES
Determine initial course offerings | Oct 2010 | Dec 2010 | SCOBES
Determine criteria for states’ Oct 2010 | May 2011 | SCOBES
Move-On-When-Ready program
Approve cut score for lower Apr2011 | June 2011 | SCOBES
division exams
Form and convene Higher Oct2010 | Sept 2014 | Project Management
Education Task Force Partner
Implement Negotiate with providers for Jan 2011 Mar 2011 | Project Management
Board Exam materials and services Partner
programs in Recruit teachers and students Oct 2010 | March Project Management
the 2014 Partner and LEAs
participating Conduct teacher training June 2011 | July 2014 | LEAs and Board
high schools Exam Providers
Order/Deliver materials to June 2011 | June 2014 | LEAs and Board
schools Exam Providers
Arrange logistics to initiate Mar 2011 | Aug 2011 | LEAs and Board
rollout Exam Providers
Maintain contact with schools and | Apr2011 | Sept 2011 | Board Exam
districts prior to pilot start date Providers
Provide on-going support during | Sept 2011 | Sept 2014 | Board Exam
implementation phase Providers
Evaluate Board | Finalize evaluation plan Oct2010 | Jan2011 | Project Management
Exam Partner and
programs’ Evaluator
impact on
student Collect data required June 2011 | Sept 2014 | Project Management
achievement, Partner and
teacher and Evaluator
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Major

community colleges, and the
recognitions of the awards by
employers all over the United
States

Milestones Associated Tasks Start Date | End Date | Responsible Entity
principal Analyze data and report results June 2011 | Sept 2014 | Evaluator
value-added, Share findings Sept 2012 | Sept 2014 | Project Management
instructional Partner and
quality, student Evaluator
motivation and
college-going
Communieate | Create project website Nov 2010 | Feb2011 | Project Management
with key Partner
constitucney Develop communications Nov 2010 | Aug 2011 | Project Management
groupsand | materials including brochures and Partner
share results toolkit

Develop outreach plans by state | Nov 2010 | Apr2011 | Project Management
Partmer and States
Disseminate project results Sept 2012 | Sept 2014 | Project Management
throughout the project Partner and
Evaluator
Develop a Assemble review committee of Oct 2010 | Oct 2011 | Project Management
rigorous STEM | distinguished STEM experts Partner
program, Apree on aims and criteria Oct 2010 Dec 2010 | STEM Task
including Force/SCOBES
courses and Conduct review and decide on Dec2010 | Apr2011 . | STEM Task Force/
assessments, one or more STEM programs Project Management
for the upper Partner /SCOBES
division of high | Publicize the results in June 2011 | Sept 2011 | Project Management
school and appropriate media Partner
publicize that
program
Develop three | Assemble review committee from | Oct 2010 | Oct 2012 Project Management
rigorous upper | high school, community college Partner
division Career | and business communities
and Technical | Agrec on aims and criteria Oct2010 | Dec 2010 | CTE Task
Education Force/SCOBES
programs for Conduct review and decide on not | Dec 2010 | Mar 2012 | CTE Task Force/
the upper less than three upper Project Management
division of high | division/community college Partner /SCOBES
school/eommun | programs of study, including
ity college two | performance examinations
year programs | Promote the use of the new Mar2012 | Oct2012 | Project Management
programs by high schools, Partner
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See detailed Timeline in Appendix R.

(¢) Adequacy of the Budget and Reasonableness of the Costs. Please see the budget

Justification for a display of the projected costs associated with the program described in this
proposal.

The grant for which we are applying is part of a larger funding package designed to support
the whole Board Examination program. The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (Gates)
provided an initial one-year planning grant to NCEE, in the amount of $1.5 million, which ends
in September 2010. That grant, combined with a gift to the program from NCEE’s operating
reserves of $1.8 million, has enabled the Project Management Partner to hire a core staff, create
the program plan and the research plan, recruit the initial group of states, launch the Board of
Trustees and the TAC work and initiate the necessary research. At the end of May 2010, the
Project Management Partner received an additional 2 years of funding in the amount of $3.2
million from the Gates Foundation, primarily to support the continuing research program and
provide modest support for the staff operation.

NCEE has applied for an 13 validation grant on behalf of the Consortium. In that proposal,
the Consortium requested funds to support high-need and rural high schools committed to
implementing the Board Examination System in ten states. The amount applied for was $30
million. The budget for this proposal, also for $30 million, is entirely for cost items that were not
included in the i3 proposal. Thus the budgets for both this proposal and that proposal together
come to $60 million, not including the matching amount required for the i3 proposal. No cost
items appear in both of these proposals; they are complementary, not duplicative in costs,
But that means that, if NCEE does not win an award for the i3 program, it will only be able to
accomplish half of what it will otherwise be able to accomplish. We have therefore submitted
two budgets with this proposal. One shows what would be funded through the Race to the Top
Assessment Program if we win the i3 grant, and the other shows what our budget request is if we
do not win the i3 grant. Please see the budget justification section for a description of those
activities described in this proposal that could be funded if we do and do not get the i3 grant.

The Government should be aware that, between the Gates grants shown in the budget
justification and the subsidy for the program provided from NCEE's operating reserves, there is
no danger that the program will fail if the 13 grant or the other sources of funds Jjust named do not
come through, The funds provided by Gates and NCEE are sufficient to assure the necessary
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core funding. But they provide no support to the schools and districts to play their part, and they
provide no funds for program evaluation. They would not support any work on STEM or Career
and Technical Education. There would be little or no support for the schools or states. Given the
current highly distressed fiscal condition of the schools, it would therefore be difficult for many,
perhaps most, schools and districts to participate without substantial assistance. If they did not
participate in substantial numbers, it is doubtful that the Board Examination System providers
would be willing to make the changes in their product lines, including modifying them to align
with the Common Core State Standards, that we are anticipating. Thus something would happen,
but it would have nothing like the impact that we will have if the federal government funds the
work described in this proposal.

(d) Estimated Ongoing Costs to the States. States in the Consortium have committed to
making Board Examination courses and assessments available statewide after the end of the
grant period if the evaluation of the instructional systems shows that they successfully prepare
students for open admissions 2- and 4-year colleges without remediation. The cost of ongoing
administration, maintenance, and enhancement for Board Examination programs includes,
therefore. not just the cost of the assessments and their administration and scoring, but also the
cost of the associated instructional material, teacher's materials, teacher training and teachers’
access to a wide range of other resources. This is true of the core academic program we are
proposing, as well as the Career and Technical programming and the STEM programs of study.
We pointed out in the text above that the entire cost of the core academic program will be
completely offset afier the first three years implementation in a school by the reduction in high
school costs produced by high school students leaving early to enroll in college after their
sophomore or junior years. After that point, the implementation of our design, as we pointed out,
actually creates a fiscal dividend that could be allocated to both provide more services in the
schools to students who need extra services to succeed in the Board Examination System and to
fund the costs of the increase in expenditures to bring new schools into the program. Thus the
savings in the early adopter schools could be used to fund the process of bringing new schools on
board until all the schools in the state are funded. In Appendix O, we illustrate the dynamics of
the fiscal relationships involved,

It is impossible, at this time, to determine, by State, the replacement costs for assessment

both because the cost depends in part on the choices that schools make among possible Board
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Examination Systems and because any given State is replacing an entire curriculum, instruction
and assessment program at the high school level, and no one has comprehensive data on these
costs at any level of the system. SCOBES will explore these questions if a grant is made and will
develop state-by-state plans for finding the seed funds necessary to scale up the system in the out
years after the grant period ends. These plans, as just pointed out, could include the use of fiscal
dividends from early adopters to provide the seed funds for those schools that enter the system
later.

PART 1.I. COMPETITION PRIORITIES

COMPETITIVE PREFERENCES PRIORITY 1: FOCUS ON PREPARING STUDENTS
FOR STUDY IN STEM-RELATED FIELDS

The State Consortium on Board Examination Systems (SCOBES), like the Department of
Education, believes that Americans' achievement in the STEM areas will increasingly hold the
key to competitiveness for our economy in the years ahead. Greatly expanding the number of
students graduating from our high schoals with strong STEM skills is not the only STEM
strategy worth pursuing, but it is an indispensable component of a national strategy to achieve
this goal:

Our approach to building a rigorous STEM curriculum builds directly on the core strategies
on display in this proposal. The purpose of our lower division program is to create a very solid
core curriculum for all our high school students. That curriculum will include good, solidly
designed courses in mathematics and science, intended to lay a firm foundation for the upper
division work to follow.

Our focus here is on the upper division program. Pearson/Edexcel and the University of
Cambridge have a very ample catalogue of courses at the upper division level that is based on the
English "A" levels, which the English like to call the "gold standard" of the English curriculum
worldwide. Students taking “A” levels in England need present only three courses for their
applications to England’s leading universities, and so these courses end up being taken by their
best students, and they are very demanding courses. They are offered at two different levels of
challenge. The International Baccalaureate Diploma Program is designed at a similar level of
rigor. Over the last few years, the College Board has been reviewing and rebuilding many of

their courses in the STEM subjects to make them competitive with the best of the English exams
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and courses.

The strategy we propose to use is simple. We have asked Dr. Michael Crow, president of
Arizona State University, to take the lead in assembling a group of national STEM leaders to
develop a rigorous program of STEM courses and assessments. {see Appendix S for a letter of
support from President Crow). Under President Crow’s leadership ASU has adopted his model of
a New American University, that is, a university that consciously combines top intellectual
leadership in the disciplines with a strong commitment to the application of new knowledge to
the solution of the most important problems faced by our society. Two of the most important
arenas for that work at ASU are the transformation of public education and advances in the
STEM arena.

ASU is home to Nobel Prize winners and other leading researchers in the STEM disciplines
who are committed to advancing the STEM agenda in the public schools. President Crow has
agreed to assemble a group of such people at ASU and 1o reach out to others in our Consortium
states and elsewhere to take the lead in creating a very strong STEM course of study, with the
associated examinations. This team of leading STEM academics, augmented by high school
teachers of these subjects, will go through the course and examination catalogues of the Board
Examination System providers and select from each a group of upper division courses that
would, in their judgment, constitute a demanding, rigorous and coherent program of study for
upper division high school students anticipating a STEM career and preparing themselves for
admission to a selective college. The architecture of each of these STEM programs might include
some required courses and some options, and it will leave time in the student’s schedule for non-
STEM subjects.

Though this is a simple idea, it could have powerful ramifications. The elite high schools,
public and private, probably don’t need what we have Just described. Most already offer a rich
assortment of first-rate courses, and have a faculty that can make a judicious selection of them
and the knowledge needed to guide their students through them ina way that accurately matches
students’ abilities and goals with the courses they should be taking to reach those goals.

But not every high school is Groton, Phillips Andover, Harvard-Westlake, Winnetka High,
Scarsdale High or the Bronx High School of Science. In fact, very few are. For all the others,
especially the vast majority of schools that will be piloting our program and then adopting it

statewide, it will make an enormous difference to have a very clear map of the program that
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students who have a serious interest and capacity in the STEM subjects should take to prepare
themselves for a STEM career. Postsecondary institutions all over the US will be looking for
students who have taken these programs and they will know how to evaluate their grades (given
not by their high school wache;s but by Board Examination System scorers). Students can take
these programs with the confidence that they are taking courses that leaders in the STEM
community say they ought to be taking to achieve their dreams. High school principals and
faculty will be able to plan their curricula, order their materials and train their teachers based on
clear guidance about what core courses their students should take in each one of these Board
Examination programs. The idea is to use this opportunity to create a clear signaling system for
students, high school teachers and college admissions staff,

Our plan calls for taking a year to complete this project. Thus the guidance produced by this
task force will be available at the beginning of the first year of piloting the program.

COMPETITIVE PREFERENCE PRIORITY 2: FOCUS ON CAREER READINESS AND
PLACEMENT

We intend to design at least three rigorous career and technical offerings in the upper
division of high school that result in industry-recognized credentials in three broad high-growth
occupational areas. To be valuable to the student, these credentials must be industry-driven,
standards-based, portable, and have connections to either a job or the next level of training.

As in the core academic areas, we will build on the best career and technical courses of study
(with assessments) in English currently used around the world. We have already identified at
least three systems of technical qualifications that can be adapted for use in the US as the basis of
rigorous career and technical curriculum at the secondary level. One is Edexcel’s multi-level
system of BTEC qualifications, which offers programs of study at both the lower division
{grades 9/10) and upper division (grades 11/ 12) of high school. Another is City and Guilds, also
English, which offers a wide variety of qualifications in the trades. And another is the Applied
“A” Level offerings of Edexcel and the University of Cambridge. All of these offerings are
framed in 2 single coherent system of qualifications by OfQual, the British regulator, which
functions in this arena as a national skill standards board for Britain. They are used in over 100
countries around the world. We will run a formal compete process to select the final providers.
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One of the tasks is to identify broad, high-demand, high-wage occupational areas that are
appropriate to introduce and certify at the secondary level. Several that appear promising are: 1)
green jobs, including energy provision, 2) engineering, 3) media 4) IT and 3) healthcare. For
example, students in media courses could take an introductory course as an elective in the lower
division and then choose from a variety of areas in upper division such as: media productions,
computer gaming, and web publishing. Students in engineering could study vehicle technology
as a lower division elective and then broaden to aerospace, mechanical, operations engineering,
and/or computer systems development in the 11th/12th grades. These career areas are likely to be
of interest to the range of governing states as they allow high school students to explore and
investigate many facets of these growing industries.

To determine the best sequence of courses, we propose a two-year development process. We
have identified three national partners representing the business community (US Chamber of
Commerce Institute for a Competitive Workforce), higher education (American Association of
Community Colleges), and career and technical education experts at the state level {the State
Directors of Career Technical Education Consortium). Each of these partners has committed to
participating on a Career and Technical Education Task Force (CTETF) to help define the
courses of study, reach out to network members, and generate information from the field. (See
Appendix N for letters of support for CTETF).

Step One: We will review the best international career and technical assessments/
qualifications systems to determine how they line up with current US career pathways and
licensing requirements in the identified career areas. These systems offer not just assessments
and certifications, but also rigorous instructional programs and performance-based assessments.
With few exceptions, the US lags other advanced economies that have far more comprehensive
national skill standards and credentialing systems.

The CTETF will recommend upper level programs of study {and suggest lower division
introductory electives) in the occupational areas identified, based on a thorough review of the
best available programs of study that result in industry-recognized, portable credentials. We
realize that some adaptations may need to be made to fit the needs of American employers and
educational previders. However, the benefit is that we are working from well-designed
instructional systems and high-quality assessments rather than starting anew. These rigorous

models will be designed to prepare students for technical certification examinations.



postsecondary education, and/or employment. The career and technical education programs of
study will also be suitable for adoption by community colleges, technical colleges, and other 2-
year and 4-year open enrollment postsecondary institutions.

Step Two: The career and technical cousses of study will only be valuable if we have high
schools and community colleges willing to offer them and employers that will recognize them.
Therefore, our second, and very important, task is to work with the CTETF partners and their
constituencies to promote these new courses and assessments so that college and schools will
offer them and employers will employ students who earn certificates. Because we will be
adapting qualifications that are highly regarded and well accepted in many other countries, we
are confident that US colleges and businesses will be willing to adopt and honor them. Our
partners on the CTETF have committed to publicizing the CTE courses of study.






Detailed Narrative:

This is the first of two budgets that we have submitted with our Board Exam proposal. This first
budget assumes that granis are secured for both of our grant applications to the Race to the Top
Assessment Program and Investing in Innovation Program — i.e., $66 million in total. With both
budgets, we assumed that SCOBES would send all of the grant proceeds to NCEE in its role as
Project Management Partmer. This would allow us to avoid inefficient duplication between the
SCOBES and NCEE, saving project funds. At the same time, NCEE leadership would work
with the Finance Committee of the SCOBES Board of Trustees to insure that the funds were
spent consistent with the grant provisions and for the benefit of the Consortium. Therefore, the
budget assumptions described below that were used for calculating this budget, are based on
NCEE’s cost structure.

1) Personnel

We plan to have 8.6 FTE’s working on this project for the four-year period. We estimate salary
costs for these staff at $6.7 million over the four-year project. This assumes an annual cost of
living increase of 3% (A B T individual staff members are
listed in the table below.

| Staff % FTE [Base Salary | Total

Projeet Director: Marc Tucker will serve as President and
Chief Executive Officer of SCOBES. He will provide overall
direction to the staff as they carry out the policies established
the Board of Trustees. In addition, Tucker will take 75%
personal responsibility for providing guidance to the

nt Managers as they work with state officials on
licy matters in their states related to the SCOBES program.

Deputy Director: Betsy Brown Ruzzi will serve as Deputy
Director of SCOBES, acting as Chief of Staff for the
organization. She has responsibility for coordinating the work | gy
of staff and consultants, monitoring operations against the
milestones and timelines and correcting course when
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necessary, monitoring program against budget and maintaining
liaison with all funding agencies.

Project Manager: Jana Carlisle will serve as Deputy Director

jof State Services: as an Engagement Manager for the Western

Region; as Project Manager for the i3 grant, and as Operations

Manager, with responsibility for coordinating the needs of the
ols in the system with the delivery of products and

rvices by the Board Examinafion System providers.

100%

Director of State Services: Susan Sclafani will have overall
responsibility for the quality, timeliness and efficiency with
which the stafT delivers technical assistance to the states,
districts and schools served by the program. In addition to
supervising the work of the Engagement Managers, Sclafani
will herself take responsibility for serving as Engagement
Manager for the Southern Region, and for up to two states in
[the Middle States Region and Northeast Region.

5%

Director of Research and Policy Analysis: David Mande! will
oversee the work of all teams conducting the various research
studies required by SCOBES, participate in the analysis of that
and serve as the organization’s liaison to the evaluation
team, helping them to gain access 10 the data they need.

75%

gagement Manager: Lyonel Tracy will join David Osborne
in an Engagement Manager team 10 serve the Northeast
egion, providing a wide range of technical assistance to the
states, districts and schools in that region.

100%%

gagement Manager: David Osborne will join Lyonel Tracy
in an Engagement Manager team to serve the Northeast

gion, providing a wide range of technical assistance to the
states, districts and schools in that region.

100%




Senior Associate: Jackie Kraemer will provide staff support to
the various research studies required by SCOBES, including
the research necessary to define what is required to succeed in
open-admission institutions. She will also support the various
SCOBES Task Forces.

rmxmh¢AmmmmtCmmwncuqmﬁumwwk
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inistrative support to the members of the executive team.

Staff Assistant: Jennifer Craw will provide administrative
support 1o the entire team.

2) Fringe Benefits

We estimate fringe benefits costs will total $1.3 million. Fringe benefits will be pooled and

charged to the project based on actual salary costs. The rate used for the proposal is 20% which
is consistent with NCEE's recent experience.

3) Travel

| Key Components of Travel Budget | # Trips | SperTrip | Total

* 2 people/State x 12 i

Board of Trustees meetings States +4 staff x 3 |81,025/person  [$386,400
migs/yr

Higher Education Task Force: The Board

xam system needs to be accepted by colleges

universities as a legitimate high school |24 members + 4
graduation standard. We will work witha staff x 2 migs/yr SLuZspermon, . 18200/000
group of higher education officials to build
t bridge in our member states.

Engagement manager travel: These staff
provide technical assistance and support to the |9 trips/yr x 12 states [$875/person $378,000
12 members of the Board Exam Consortium.
Other staff travel: Staff will need to travel for 5 staffx 1
various reasons including meetings with new pipdmcnth $875/person $212,904
Ipotential states, Board Exam providers, etc, I
STEM Task Force: Will convene a groupto |10 members + 2 $750/person + $42.000
stupport the creation of a STEM program staff x 3 meetings  |$1,000/trip 4
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within the Board Exam project. plus 1 trip monthly
for coordinator

CTE Task Force: Will convene agroupof {3 meetings per year
national business, higher education, and CTE  {for two years plus 1 $3,000/meeting
experts to create a career and technical ftrip monthly for +81.000/rip

iprogram within the Board Exam project. coordinator

$42.000

4) Equipment
None.

5) Supplies
None.

6) Contractual

Over §51.8 million of the total project costs of $66.0 million are included in contractual costs.
This includes the following:

» Board Exam System Costs for schools ($35.3 million): Ten high schools will be piloting
the Board Exam system across 10 states. We estimate that the cost fo train teachers,
purchase teacher and student materials and purchase student exams will be about $353k
per school over the course of the demonstration project.

> Supports [or struggling students ($4.4 million): We estimate that a significant number of
students will come to the ninth grade behind grade level. Without additional support,
these students would fail the rigorous curriculum that will be used at these demonstration
schools. Therefore, for the 40 high-need schools that will be part of this pilot project, we
have included $81,000 per school to provide these schools with the rescurces to get these
students ready to successfully complete the ninth grade curriculum. In addition, we
expect a significant number of students to struggle to pass the board exams at the end of
the second or third year of the préject. We have budgeted $14k per high-need school to
provide the resources for the schools to help these students to get back on track to pass
these exams. For the 60 other high schools that will participate in the pilot program, we
have budgeted about $9,700 per school to provide additional support for struggling
students. It will 1ake more than this to help all of the students at risk, but we believe these

schools should be able to reallocate existing resources to meet these needs.
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State Coordination ($2.7 million): We have budgeted $270,000 per pilot state to provide
the resources to coordinate the demonstration program. This includes the cost of staff
time, travel, supplies and state-wide meetings. The state will be responsible for
conducting project meetings of stakeholders, develop a state-wide roll-out plan, develop
outreach materials, hold informational meetings, work with the project evaluator to
obtain teacher and school data and resolve any pilot related issues in the schools,
Evaluation ($5.25 million): These funds will be used to support a team of researchers at
the University of Michigan led by Professor Brian Rowan as they conduct an
independent, third-party evaluation of demonstration high schools in the project. The
budget includes personnel costs of $1.9 million, $1.2 million for examinations and
incentives for respondents, $1.9 million for indirect costs. and $250k for other costs. See
the Evaluation narrative in Section (B)(4) for a detailed description of the evaluation
plan.

Research ($2.0): These funds will pay for the research necessary to drive the program’s
technical requirements including establishing a college-ready standard, equating the
different vendor systems so that all are set to a common benchmark, and the significant
number of other technical issues that have to be addressed to create a fair and reliable
assessment system. These funds will support the work of the TAC.

Procurement costs for Kentucky ($750,000): The state of Kentucky has agreed to be the
lead state for procurement for the pilot project. This budget covers their costs to play this

role over the course of the project.
Ii

STEM Task Force 4% ITo suppert the work of the STEM Task Force, we will
pam each of the 10 members for attendance and participation at threc meetings.

(b -ngl,
In addition, we will pay Gretchen Cheney (consulting staff member) a fee nn

provide the research, technical, and support capacity for the Task Force.
Career & Technical Education Task Force |~ | We have recruited the American
Association of Community Colleges, the US Chamber of Commerce, and the National

Association of State Directors of Career and Technical Education to work with us on the

CTE Task Force. We estimate the costai | per organization over the two-year effort.
b)(2]
In addition, we will pay Gretchen Cheney (consulting staff member) a fee 0 per

vear o provide the research, technical, and support capacity for the Task Force.

69



)2 ,
» Tim Bm‘nic!e Mr. Bamicle supplements our engagement manager staff

resources that provide technical assistance to the states.

» Outreach, Communications and Media Relations ($530,000): A project that makes major
changes in the way high schools operate will draw much interest. We have budgeted
funds to pay for consultants to help us design and execute an effective communications
strategy to educate parents and other education stakeholders on these changes and the
benefits of participating in the demonstration program.

» Legal consulting on state contracting ($50k): We will be consulting with a lawyer to
identify and resolve procurement challenges that will be faced when trying to implement
this pilot program.

7) Training Stipends
None.
8) Other

We estimate that other costs will equal $1.3 million for this project. Other costs consist of office
support costs like rent, supplies and copier leases. This amount was calculated as 20% of
personnel costs (line 1) based on the historical experience of NCEE.

9) Total Direct Costs
Total estimated direct costs for this project equal $62.5 million.
10) Indirect Costs

Total indirect costs for the project are estimated to be $3.5 million. NCEE's negotiated indirect
cost rate for FY'09 was 22.94%. Therefore we used this rate to calculate indirect costs for this
project. The effective rate is much lower because NCEE only charges indirect costs on the first
$25,000 of contractual costs per year per vendor and this contract will have a significant amount
of these “pass through” funds. We are prepared to negotiate a new indirect cost rate with the US
Department of Education within 90 days of the awarding of this grant.

11) Total Costs

The total estimated costs of this project are $66 million over the four-year grant period.
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12) Other Funds Allocated Toward this Work

This budget assumes that we receive a grant from the i3 grant competition for $30 million. The
major areas that this would fund include the pilot in 40 high-need schools including the Board
Exam curriculum, professional development and assessments ($14.1 million), the costs to
support the struggling students to meet the high standards ($3.8 million), over half of the staff
and travel costs ($5.3 million), most of the evaluation costs ($4.25 million), and a portion of the
state coordination costs ($1.1 million). We also have a commitment from the Gates Foundation
to provide $3.2 million for this project over the next two years. The key areas that this grant will
cover include research costs ($1.3 million), state coordination costs ($480k), staff travel costs
($379Kk), as well as a significant portion of the Board of Trustees, Outreach, and Higher
Education Task Force for the next two years ($473k). We are currently seeking the remaining
funds from other foundations. If these funds are not secured from these efforts, NCEE is
prepared to pay for the remainder of these costs from its own internal reserves. In this budget, the
bulk of these costs would include $500k for research, $1.1 million for state coordination, and
$580k to support struggling students at the 60 additional pilot sites.

13) Total Funds Requested

We are requesting $30 million for this project over the four-year grant period.
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Detailed Narrative:

This is the second of two budgets that we have submitted with our Board Exam proposal. This
second budget assumes that we do not win an Investing in Innovation grant and therefore, have
to fund the program with the Race to the Top Assessment Program grant and funds we raise from
other sources. With both budgets, we assumed that SCOBES would send all of the grant
proceeds to NCEE in its role as Project Management Partner. This would allow us to avoid
inefficient duplication between SCOBES and NCEE, saving project funds. At the same time,
NCEE leadership would work with the Finance Committee of the SCOBES Board of Trustees to
insure that the funds were spent consistent with the grant provisions and for the benefit of the
Board Exam Consortium. Therefore, the budget assumptions described below that were used for
calculating this budget are based on NCEE’s cost structure.

1) Personnel

We plan to have 8.6 FTE's working on this project for the four-vear period. We estimate salary
costs for these staff at $6.7 million over the four-year proj
living increase of 3%l
listed in the table below. |®

This assumes an annual cost of
e individual staff members are

| Staff % FTE [Base Salary|_Total

Project Director: Mare Tucker will serve as President and
Chief Executive Officer of SCOBES. He will provide overall
direction to the staff as they carry out the policies established
by the Board of Trustees. In addition, Tucker will take 75%
personal responsibility for providing guidance to the
Engagement Managers as they work with state officials on
policy matters in their states related to the SCOBES program.

Deputy Director: Betsy Brown Ruzzi will serve as Deputy
Director of SCOBES, acting as Chief of Staff for the
iorganization. She has responsibility for coordinating the work

60%

of staff and consultants, monitoring operations against the
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milestones and timelines and correcting course when
ecessary, monitoring program against budget and maintaining
iaison with all funding agencies.

ject Manager: Jana Carlisle will serve as Deputy Director

f State Services; as an Engagement Manager, with special
nsibility for the Western Region; as Project Manager for
i3 grant, and as Operations Manager, with responsibility
for coordinating the needs of the schools in the system with the
delivery of products and services by the Board Examination
System providers.

100%

r of State Services: Susan Sclafani will have overall
r'ﬁponﬂ“bility for the quality, timeliness and efficiency with
which the staff delivers technical assistance to the states,
districts and schools served by the program. In addition to

upervising the work of the Engagement Managers, Sclafani

Il herself take responsibility for serving as Engagement
er for the Southern Region, and for up to two states in
Middle States Region and Northeast Region.

15%

Director of Research and Policy Analysis: David Mandel will
versee the work of all teams conducting the various research
ies required by SCOBES, participate in the analysis of that
1a and serve as the organization’s liaison to the evaluation
» helping them to gain access to the data they need.

75%

'Engagmmﬂ Manager: Lyonel Tracy will join David Osborne
in an Engagement Manager team to serve the Northeast
Region, providing a wide range of technical assistance to the
lslalea, districts and schools in that region.

100%

Engagement Manager: David Osbome will join Lyonel Tracy

!mm&gagmemhmsﬂwmmmﬂmﬂdm

100%
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ion, providing a wide range of technical assistance to the
tates, districts and schools in that region.

Limar Associate: Jackie Kraemer will provide staff support to
various research studies required by SCOBES, including
the research necessary to define what is required to succeed in
open-admission institutions. She will also support the various
SCOBES Task Forces.

160%

Executive Assistant: Carolyn Carey will provide
ministrative support to the members of the executive team.

75%

Staff Assistant; Jennifer Craw will provide administrative
support to the entire team.

100%

2) Fringe Benefits

We estimate fringe benefits costs will total $1.3 million. Fringe benefits will be pooled and
charged to the project based on actual salary costs. The rate used for the proposal is 20% which

is consistent with NCEE’s recent experience.

3) Travel
| Key Components of Travel Budget i # Trips | $perTrip | Touwl
|B 2 people/State x 12
oard of Trustees meetings States + 4 staffx 3 {$1,025/person [$386,400
migs/yr
Higher Education Task Force: The Board
Exam system needs to be accepted by colleges
land universities as a legitimate high school |20 members + 3 |
graduation standard. We will work witha  |staffx 1 mtgsfyr [0 oooopersen $100,000
oup of higher education officials to build
bridge in our member states.
[Engagement manager travel: These staff
vide technical assistance and support to the |9 trips/yr x 12 states [$875/person $378,000
12 members of the Board Exam Consortium.
ther stalT travel: Staff will need to travel for 5 staffx 1
rious reasons including meetings with new e $875/person $212,904
tential states, Board Exam providers, etc. I
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STEM : 10 members + 2
S e o s e mctngs | e
within the Board Exam project. plus 1 trip monthly 1$1,000/rip

for coordinator
CTE Task Force: Will convene a groupof 3 meetings per year
national business, higher education, and CTE  |for two years plus 1 1$3,000/meeting $42 000
experts 1o create a career and technical ipmonthly for |+ $1,000/rip ’
iprogram within the Board Exam project. ';ordinaior

4) Equipment

None.

5) Supplies

None,

6) Contractual

Over $23.3 million of the total project costs of $36.3 million are included in contractual costs.

This includes the following:

»

Board Exam System Costs for schools ($14.1 million): Four high schools will be piloting
the Board Exam system in each of the 10 partner states. We estimate that the cost to train
teachers, purchase teacher and student materials and purchase student exams will be
about $353k per schoo! over the course of the demonstration project.

Supports for struggling students ($1.0 million): We estimate that a significant number of
students will come to the ninth grade behind grade level. Without additional support,
these students would fail the rigorous curriculum that will be used at these demonstration
schools. In addition, we expect a significant number of additional students to struggle to
pass the Board Exams at the end of the third year of the project. We have budgeted $25k
per school to provide the resources for the schools to help these students to get back on
track to pass these exams. It will take more than this to help all of the students at risk, but
we believe the schools should be able to reallocate existing resources to meet these needs.
State Coordination ($1.6 million): We have budgeted $160,000 per pilot state to provide
the resources to coordinate the demonstration program. This includes the cost of staff
time, travel, supplies and statewide meetings. The state will be responsible for conducting

project meetings of stakeholders, develop a statewide roll-out plan, develop outreach
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materials, hold informational meetings, work with the project evaluator to obtain teacher
and school data and resolve any pilot related issues in the schools. This budget is $1.1
million less than amount in the first budget. This reflects the fact that there are fewer
schools involved in this version of the project (40 versus 100 schools),

Evaluation ($4.0 million): These funds will be used to support a team of researchers at
the University of Michigan led by Professor Brian Rowan as they conduct an
independent, third-party evaluation of demonstration high schools in the project. The
budget included personnel costs of $1.7 million, $730K for examinations and incentives
for respondents, $1.4 million for indirect costs, and $170k for other costs. See Section
(B)(4) in the narrative for a detailed description of the evaluation plan,

Research ($1.4): These funds will pay for the research necessary to drive the program’s
technical requirements including establishing a college-ready standard, equating the
different vendor systems so that all are set to a common benchmark, and the significant
number of other technical issues that have to be addressed to create a fair and reliable
assessment system. These funds will support the work of the TAC, To accommodate the
lower budget, we will reduce the number of standard setting studies that we will conduct.
Procurement costs for Kentucky ($400,000): The state of Kentucky has agreed to be the
lead state for procurement for the pilot project. This budget covers their costs to play this
role over the course of the project, The lower amount in this version of the budget reflects
the fact that there will be fewer schools involved in the demonstration (40 versus 100).
STEM Task Force Fﬁﬁ:’m support the work of the STEM Task Force, we will

' [to each of the 10 members for attendance and participation at three meetings.

In add:imn, we will pay Gretchen Cheney (consulting staff member) a fee of(BN2)

provide the research, technical, and support capacity for the Task Force.

Career & Technical Education Task Force @ 2) To support the work of the CTE
Task Force, we will payu cach of 10 members for attendance and participation at
six meetings over a two-year period. In addition, we will pay©"<

over two years to

the three organizations { American Association of Community Colleges, US Chamber of
Commerce Institute for a Competitive Workforce and American Association of State
Directors of Career and Technical Education) that now make up the CTE Task Force.

We will also pay Gretchen Cheney (consulting staff member) a fee nnver 4
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two-year period to provide the research, technical, and support capacity for the Task

Force.

¢ Mr. Bamicle supplements our engagement manager staff
resources that provide technical assistance to the states.

Outreach, Communications and Media Relations ($180,000): A project that makes major
changes in the way high schools operate will draw much interest. We have budgeied
funds to pay for consultants to help us design and execute an effective communications
strategy to educate parents and other education stakeholders on these changes and the
benefits of participating in the demonstration program. The reduction from the budget
level described in the first budget would necessitate less media spots, a lesser number of
brochures and a less sophisticated website.

# Legal consulting on state contracting ($50k): We will be consulting with a lawyer to

identify and resolve procurement challenges that will be faced when trying to implement

b

this pilot program.

7} Training Stipends
None.

8) Other

We estimate that other costs will equal $1.3 million for this project. Other costs consist of office
support costs like rent. supplies and copier leases. This amount was calculated as 20% of
personnel costs (line 1) based on the historical experience of NCEE.

9) Total Direct Costs
Tolal estimated direct costs for this project equal $33.8 million.
10) Indirect Costs

Total indirect costs for the project are estimated to be $2.5 million. NCEE’s negotiated indirect
cost rate for FY"09 was 22.94%. Therefore we used this rate to calculate indirect costs for this
project. The effective rate is much lower because NCEE only charges indirect costs on the first

$25,000 of contractual costs per year per vendor and this contract will have a significant amount



of these “pass through” funds. We are prepared to negotiate a new indirect cost rate with the US
Department of Education within 90 days of the awarding of this grant.

11) Total Costs

The total estimated costs of this project are $36.3 million over the four-year grant period.

12) Other Funds Allocated Toward this Work

We have a commitment from the Gates Foundation to provide $3.2 million for this project over
the next two years. The key areas that this grant will cover inchude research costs ($1.3 million),
state coordination costs ($480k), staff travel costs ($379k), as well as a significant portion of the
Board of Trustees, Outreach, and Higher Education Task Force for the next two years ($47 3k).
We are currently seeking the remaining funds from other foundations. If these funds are not
secured [rom these efforts, NCEE is prepared to pay for the remainder of these costs from its

own internal reserves. In this budget, the bulk of these costs would include $2.3 million for staff
COSts.

13) Total Funds Requested

We are requesting $30 million for this project over the four-year grant period.
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Appendix A
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

For The
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

June 10, 2010

| & Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU) is made and effective a3 of this @”day of
June 2010, (the “Effective Date”) by and between the State of A2 (“State”) and the State
Consortium on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Consortium”).

il Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
participation in the Consortium.  This document describes the purpose and goals of the

Consortium, presents its background, and defines responsibilities associated with membership in
the Consortium.

1L Definitions

A,

The “Pilot Program” consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Approved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it,
providing extra assistance to students who begin high school not ready to begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11™ and
12" grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
to the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It is expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher training
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school year. It is expected that
states joining the Consorfium after the 2010-2011 school year will follow a
similar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their entry into the Consortium.

“Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is certified for use by the Consortium.

“Upper Division” means junior and senior years in high school.
“Lower Division” means the freshman and sophomore years in high school.

“Implementing the program statewide™ as used in Section VI.B4. means making
sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity to take at least
one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and
one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs

1



(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination
System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Career and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all ngh schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. It also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance to students who begin high
school not ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Examination
System program and provide for 11™ and 12 grade students, who do not pass
their board exams, a program customized to the areas in which those students did
not do well on their board examinations.

IV.  Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released a
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of performance-based
high school diplomas matched to the actual requirements for success in America’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two years later, it organized 2 consortiam of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. Subsequently, the consortium decided to
pursue a variety of sources of funds to advance its agenda, including the High School Course
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program (see Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Attachment 4 (the
“Notice”), 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 (Apr. 9, 2010)). This MOU supersedes the
Memorandum of Understanding previously developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

V. Purpose and Goals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and
patticipate elfectively in STEM-related careers by:

1. Making available for use in our high schools the world’s most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
fraining services of which they are composed;

2. Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable and valid for the
putposes for which they will be used;

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary to assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools;

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and
5. Assisting the States in developing the policy structures and other support structures

needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students.



The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined jointly by the Board of

Trustees of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing commitments, projected
schedules, available resources and other relevant factors.

VL. Roles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES

A The State hereby certifies and represents that it:

1.
2.

Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU;

Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment
Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment
Program and is supporlive of and will work to implement the
Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortium and
consistent with the Notice (Attachment 4);

Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will carry out ali of its
responsibilities;

Will, as a condition of continued membership in the Consortium, ensure
that at least one course assessment program will be implemented in the
State no later than the 2013-2014 school year and that all assessments in
the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year;

Consents to be bound by every statement and assurance in the
Consortium’s grant application;

Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations to
participate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s
application (Attachment 1).

B. In addition to the assurances set forth above in Section VIA., if the State is one of
the original ten (10) Consortium members’. and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top
Assessment Program to support the pilot schools in the State, the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

1. Identify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Pilot Program,

four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the demographic diversity of that
State. (The requirement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with

' The “original ten (10) Consortium members” shall be the first tenr (10) states to execute z Memorandum of
Understanding with the Consortium.  Any States that execute a Memorandum of Execution with the Consortium
after the first ten (10) states shall be subject to the terms set forth in Sections VLA and VL.C.



a population below 1.3 million, but no State will be allowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

2. Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high school diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permiiting those students, if they wish, to enroll as early as the end of
their sophomore year in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

3. Provide, subject to applicable law, all required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it,
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Committee of the Program
Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal government.

4. Implement the program statewide no later than four {4) years after the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has
shown that the program produces statistically significant academic gains
for students who participate in it.

5. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board meetings.

C. If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
do not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not required to identify schools to participate
in the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VLA, the State hereby certifies and represents that it will:

L. Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section VLB, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools to pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasonably represent the
demographic diversity of the State.

VII. Governance Structure

The Consortium shall adhere to the govemance structure set forth in the Consortium’s
application for the Race to the Top High School Course Assessment Program (Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3).

VIIL. Application Process
The State becomes a member of the Consortium upon executing this MOU, thereby

demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section VI of this
MOU.



IX.  Membership Opt-Out Process

A The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a letter signed by the
State’s CSSO Member (as defined in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3)) of
the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that notifics the chair of the Board of
Trustees of the State’s decision to withdraw from the Consortium.

B. The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortium membership of the State if the
State does not honor its commitments under this MOU. The Board of Trustees
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-vear period to cure its
noncompliance with the Consortium membership eligibility criteria.

X.  Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the part of either the State or the
Consortium. It is understood that the ability of the State and of the Consortium to carry out their

obligations and commitments is subject to the availability of funds and personnel through their
respective funding procedures.

XI. Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortium shall make any claim
against the other or against the other’s employees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arising from or in
connection with activities undertaken pursuant to this MOU.

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses are not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability 1o another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU, shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include loss of revenine or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

XIl. Moedifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time by mutual
written agreement executed by the parties hereto.



XIIL. Signatures

Al Govemor, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State
Board of Education

By my signature below, 1 hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Governing State in the
Consortium, is fully committed to the application and will support its implementation.

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

Governor (Printed Name): Telephone Number:
Joice ¥ PXewer 602 54I-/00
Signature of Governor: Date:

G -/5-,0

Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): Telephone Number:
Tom Horne L0 - 347 - 54 0
Signature of Chief State School Offices- Date;

’TWW (o-10-70

President of the State Board of Education {Printed Telephone Number;

Name):
-
: : . LOT - S“z- 5053
Vt i, %a\ew\ wie
Signature of President of the State Board of Date:

EM% é, It 2,




_ _ ‘fy that t icable procurement rules of
'me State anfi determmed _t_h_at_ _:]_1_e State may pamczpate in the procummmt decisions of the

Consortium  and in the procurement system described in the Consortium’s application
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Appendix A

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
For The
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

June 10, 2010
1. Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU") is made and effective as of this 7 day of June
2010, (the “Effective Date”) by and between the State of Connecticut {“State™) and the State
Consortium on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Consortium™).

L Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
participation in the Consortium. This document describes the purpose and goals of the

Consortium, presents its background, and defines responsibilities associated with membership in
the Consortium.

I,  Definitions

A, The “Pilot Program” consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Approved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it,
providing extra assistance to students who begin high school not ready to begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11™ and
12" grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
to the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It is expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher training
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school year. It is expected that
states joining the Consortium after the 2010-2011 school year will follow a
similar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their entry into the Consortium.

B. “Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is certified for use by the Consortium.

C. “Upper Division” means junior and senior years in high school.
D. “Lower Division” means the freshman and sophomore years in high school.

E. “Implementing the program statewide” as used in Section VLB.4. means making
sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity to take at least
one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and
one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs
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(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination
System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Career and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all high schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. It also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance to students who begin high
school not ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Examination
System program and provide for 11" and 12" grade students, who do not pass
their board exams, a program customized to the areas in which those students did
not do well on their board examinations.

IV.  Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released a
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of performance-based
high school diplomas matched to the actual requirements for success in America’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two years later, it organized a consortium of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. Subsequently, the consortium decided to
pursue a variety of sources of funds to advance its agenda, including the High School Course
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program (see Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Attachment 4 (the
“Notice™), 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 (Apr. 9, 2010)), This MOQU supersedes the
Memorandum of Understanding previously developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

V. Purpose and Goals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and
participate effectively in STEM-related careers by:

I. Making available for use in our high schools the world’s most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
training services of which they are composed;

2. Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable and valid for the
purposes for which they will be used;

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary {o assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools;

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and

5. Assisting the States in developing the policy structures and other support structures
needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students.



The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined jointly by the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing commitments, projected
schedules, available resources and other relevant factors.

VL. Roles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES

A.  The State hereby certifies and represents that it:

L
2.

Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU:

Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment
Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment
Program and is supportive of and will work to implement the
Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortium and
consistent with the Notice (Attachment 4);

Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will carry out all of its
responsibilities;

Will, as a condition of continued membership in the Consortium, ensure
that at least one course assessment program will be implemented in the
State no later than the 2013-2014 school year and that all assessments in
the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year;

Consents to be bound by every statement and assurance in the
Consortium’s grant application;

Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations to
participate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s
application (Attachment 1).

B. In addition to the assurances set forth above in Section VLA., if the State is one of
the original ten (10) Consortium members', and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top
Assessment Program to support the pilot schools in the State, the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

1. Identify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Pilot Program,

four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the demographic diversity of that
State. (The requirement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with

' The “original ten (10) Consortium members” shall be the first ten (10) states to execute a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Consortium. Any States that execute a Memerandum of Execation with the Consortium
after the first ten (10) states shall be subject to the terms set forth in Sections VI.A. and VIL.C.



a population below 1.3 million, but no State will be allowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

I

- Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high school diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permifting those students, if they wish, to enroll as early as the end of
their sophomore vear in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

L

. Provide, subject to applicable law, alt required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it,
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Committee of the Program
Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal government.

4. Implement the program statewide no later than four (4) years after the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has
shown that the program produces statistically significant academic gains
for students who participate in it.

L

. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board meetings.

C. If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
de not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not required to identify schools to participate
in the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VI.A., the State hereby certifies and represents that it will:

1. Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section VI.B, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools to pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasonably represent the
demographic diversity of the State.

VII. Governance Structure

The Consortium shall adhere to the governance structure set forth in the Consortium’s

application for the Race to the Top High School Course Assessment Program (Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3).

VIII. Application Process
The State becomes a member of the Consortium upon executing this MOU, thereby

demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section VI of this
MOU.



IX. = Membership Opt-Out Process

A. The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a letter signed by the
State’s CSSO Member (as defined in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3)) of
the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that notifies the chair of the Board of
Trustees of the State’s decision to withdraw from the Consortium.

B. The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortium membership of the State if the
State does not honor its commitments under this MOU. The Board of Trustees
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-year period fo cure its
noncompliance with the Consortium membership eligibility criteria.

X. Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the part of either the State or the
Consortium. It is understood that the ability of the State and of the Consortium to carry out their
obligations and commitments is subject to the availability of funds and personnel through their
respective funding procedures.

XI.  Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortium shall make any claim
against the other or against the other’s emplovees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arising from or in
connection with activities undertaken pursuant to this MOU.

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses are not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability to another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU, shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include loss of revenue or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

XII. Modifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time by mutual
written agreement executed by the parties hereto.



XIIL. Signatures

A. Governor, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State
Board of Education

By my signature below, I hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Governing State in the
Consortium, 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.

Govemor (Printed Name): Telephone Number:

M. Jodi Rell 860-566-4840

Signature of Governor: Date:

Waz& @ 6/ § /" ?
(a5

Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): Telephone Number:

Mark K. McQuillan, Commissioner §60-566-6500

Signature of Chief State School Officer: Date;

Pieheaaes 0/3/10

President of the State Board of Education (Printed

Name):

Allan B. Taylor / 860-275-0225
Signature of President of the State Board of Date:
Education:

%ﬁ !77’% ¢ /8/bosy




B. Chief Procurement Officer

By my signature below, I hereby certify that [ have reviewed the applicable procurement rules of
the State and determined that the State may participate in the procurement decisions of the
Consortium and in the procurement system described in the Consortium’s application

(Attachment 1).

Chief Procurement Official or Designee (Printed Telephone Number:
Name):

Carol Wilson 860-713-5093
Signature of Chief Procurement Official or Date:

Designee:
Coand J. 11—
Direttor of Proturemant? DAS

(/)16

Attachments:

Attachment 1: Application of the State Consortium on Board Examination Systems for a grant to
operate a consortium of states under the provisions of the Race to the Top
Assessment Program, Part B, High School Course Assessment Program

Attachment 2: Articles of Incorporation of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 3: Bylaws of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 4: Department of Education Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal

Year (FY) 2010




MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
. For The
State Consortium on Board Examination Systerus

June 10, 2010
I. Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU”) is made and effective as of this_9th_day of
June 2010, (the “Effective Date™) by and between the State of Kentucky  (“State™) and the
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Consortium”).

1L Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
participation in the Consortium. This document describes the purpose and goals of the
Consortium, presents its background, and defines responsibilities associated with membership in
the Consortium.

11,  Definitions

A.  The “Pilot Program” consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Approved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it
providing exira assistance to students who begin high school not ready to begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11" and
2 grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
to the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It is expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher training
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school vear. It is expected that
states joining the Consortium after the 2010-2011 school year will follow a
similar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their entry into the Consortium.

B. “Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is certified for use by the Consortium.

€. “Upper Division” means junior and senior years in high school.

D “Lower Division” means the freshman and sophomore years in high school.

E. “Implementing the program statewide” as used in Section V1.B.4. means making

sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity to take at least
one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and
one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs
(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination
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System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Career and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all high schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. It also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance to students who begin high
school not ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Examination
System program and provide for 11 and 12% grade students, who do not pass
their board exams, a program customized to the areas in which these students did
not do well on their board examinations.

IV.  Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released a
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of performance-based
‘high school diplomas matched to the actual requirements for success in Arerica’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two vears later, it organized a consortium of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. Subsequently, the consortium decided to
pursuc a variety of sources of funds to advance its agenda, including the High School Cousse
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program (see Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Aftachment 4 (the
“Notice™), 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 (Apr. 9, 2010)). This MOU supersedes the
Memorandum of Understanding previously developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

Vi Purpose and Goals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and
participate effectively in STEM-related careers by:

I. Making available for use in our high schools the world’s most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
training services of which they are composed;

2. Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable and valid for the
purposes for which they will be nsed:

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary to assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools;

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and
5. Assisting the States in developing the policy structures and other support structures

needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students.

N



The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined jointly by the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing commiiments, projected
schedules, available resources and other relevant factors.

VI.  Roles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES

A.  'The State hereby certifies and represents that it:

8
2

0.,

Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU:

Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment
Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment
Program and is supportive of and will work to implement the
Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortium and

‘consistent with the Notice (Attachment 4);

Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will carry out all of its
responsibilities;

Will, as a condition of continued memibership in the Consortium, ensure

that at Jeast one course assessment program will be implemented in the

State no later than the 2013-2014 school year and that all assessments in
the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year:

Consents to be bound by every statement and assurance in the
Consortium’s grant application;

Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations to

patticipate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s

application (Attachment 1).

B. In addition to the assurances set forth above in Section VLA., if the State is one of
the original ten (10) Consortium members', and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top
Assessment Program to support the pilot schools in the State, the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

1. Identify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Pilot Program,

four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the demographic diversity of that
State. (The requirement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with

' The “original ten {10} Consortium members” shall be the first ten (10) states to execute a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Consortium.  Any States that execute a Memerandum of Execution with the Consertium
after the first ten {10) states shall be subject to the terms set forth in Sections VLA and VLC.



a population below 1.3 million, but no State will be allowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

2. Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high school diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permitting those students, if they wish, to enroll as early as the end of
their sophomore year in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

3. Provide, subject to applicable law, all required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it,
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Committee of the Program
Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal government.

4. Implement the program statewide no later than four (4) years after the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has
shown that the program produces statistically significant academic gains
for students who participate in it.

3. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board meetings.

C. If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
do not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not required to identifv schools to participate
in the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VLA, the State hereby certifies and represents that it will:

1. Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section VI.B, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools to pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasonably represent the
demographic diversity of the State.

VII. Governance Structure

The Consortium shall adhere to the govemance structure set forth in the Consortium’s
application for the Race to the Top High School Course Assessment Program (Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3).

VIII. Application Process

The State becomes a member of the Consortium upon exccuting this MOU, thereby
demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section VI of this
MOU.



IX.  Membership Opt-Out Process

A. The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a letter signed by the
State’s CSSO Member (as defined in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3))of
the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that notifies the chair of the Board of
Trustecs of the State’s decision to withdraw from the Consortium.

B. The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortium membership of the State if the
State does not honer its commitments under this MOU. The Board of Trustees
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-year period to cure ils

noncompliance with the Consortium membership eligibility criteria.
X. Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the part of either the State or the
Consortium. [t is understood that the ability of the State and of the Consortium to carry out their
obligations and commitments is subject to the availability of funds and personnel through their
respective funding procedures.

XL Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortium shall make any claim
against the other or against the other’s employees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arisig_g from or in
connection with activitics undertaken pursnant to this MOU, ; L

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses are not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability to another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU, shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include loss of revenue or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

XII. Modifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time by mutual
wrilten agreement executed by the parties hereto.



XII. Signaturcs

A.  Governor, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State
Board of Education

By my signature below, I hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application {Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Governing State in the
‘Consortium, is fully committed to the application and will support its implementation.

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

‘implementation.
[ Governor (Printed Name): Telephone Number: |
Steven L. Beshear (502) 564-2611

Signature of Governor: _ N - | Date:

(- 9-70

Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): Telephone Number:
Terry Holliday (502) 564-3141

Signature of Chief State School Officer: Date:

L-G-(0

President of the State Board of Fducation (Printed | Telephone Number:
‘| Name): -

Joe Brothers %/ '

(270) 766-3500

Signature of #resident of the State Board of

du% >

O \rvmpy



B. Chief Procurement Officer

By my signature below, I hereby certify that I have reviewed the applicable procurement rules of
the State and determined that the State may participate in the procurement decisions 'of '.thc
Consortium and in the procurement system described in the Consortium’s application

(Attachment 1).

Chief Procurement Official or Designee (Printed
Name):

| Telephone Number:

0 -SUH-H 240

| Signatyre #f Chief Procurement Official or
Designee

—E(\Gc\*r\an MiMey

Date:

(o | Ito] 2010

Attachments:

Attachment 1: Application of the State Consortium on Board Examination Systems for a grant to
operate a consortium of states under the provisions of the Race to the Top
Assessment Program, Part B, High School Course Assessment Program

Attachment 2: Articles of Incorporation of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 3: Bylaws of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 4: Department of Education Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal

Year (FY) 2010

DR\ baripd_.




Appendix A

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
For The
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

June 10, 2016
I Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU”) is made and effective as of this  day of
June 2010, (the “Effective Date”) by and between the State of JZJ& (““State”) and the State
Consortium on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Consortium”™).

I.  Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
participation in the Consortium. 'This decument describes the purpose and goals of the
Consortium, presents its background, and defines responsibilities associated with membership in
the Consortium.

[II.  Definitions

Al The “Pilot Program” consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Approved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it,
providing extra assistance to students who begin high school not ready to begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11 and
12® grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
to the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It is expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher training
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school year. It is expected that
states joining the Consortium after the 2010-2011 school year will follow a
similar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their entry into the Consortium.

B.  “Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is certified for use by the Consortium.
“Upper Division” means junior and senior years in high school.

D.  “Lower Division” means the freshman and sophomore years in high school.

E. “Implementing the program statewide” as used in Section V1.B.4. means making
sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity to take at least

one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and
one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs

1



(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination
System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Carcer and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all high schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. It also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance to students who begin high
school not ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Examination
System program and provide for 11™ and 12% grade students, who do not pass
their board exams, a program customized to the areas in which those students did
not do well on their board examinations.

IV. Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released a
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of performance-based
high school diplomas matched to the actual requirements for success in America’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two years later, it organized a consortium of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. Subsequently, the consortium decided to
pursue a variety of sources of funds to advance its agenda, mchuding the High School Course
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program (see Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Attachment 4 (the
“Notice”), 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 (Apr. 9, 2010)). This MOU supersedes the
Memorandum of Understanding previously developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

V. Purpose and Goals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and
participate cffectively in STEM-related careers by:

. Making available for use in our high schools the world’s most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
training services of which they are composed;

b2

Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable and valid for the
purposes for which they will be used;

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary to assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools:
4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and

5. Assisting the States in developing the policy structures and other support structures
needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students.



The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined jointly by the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing commitments, projected
schedules, available resources and other relevant factors.

VI.  Roles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES

A, The State hereby certifies and represents that it:

1.

2

Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU;

Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment
Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment
Program and is supportive of and will work to implement the
Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortium and
consistent with the Notice (Attachment 4);

Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and wiil carry out all of its
responsibilities;

Will, as a condition of continued membership in the Cousortium, ensure
that at least one course assessment program will be implemented in the
State no later than the 2013-2014 school year and that all assessments in
the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year;

Consents to be bound by every statement and assurance in the
Consortium’s grant application;

Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations to
participate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s
application (Attachment 1).

B. In addition to the assurances set forth above in Section VLA., if the State is one of
the original ten (10) Consortium members’, and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top
Assessment Program to support the pilot schools in the State, the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

L. Identify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Piiot Program,

four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the demographic diversity of that
State. (The requirement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with

_‘ The “original ten (10) Consortium members” shall be the first ten (10) states to execute a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Consortivm. Any States that execute a Memorandum of Execution with the Consortium
after the first ten (10) states shall be subject to the terms set forth in Sections VLA and VI.C.



a population below 1.3 million, but no State will be allowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

2. Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high school diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permitting those students, if they wish, to enroll as early as the end of
their sophomore year in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

3. Provide, subject to applicable law, all required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it,
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Committee of the Program
Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal government.

4. Implement the program statewide no later than four (4) years after the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has
shown that the program produces statistically significant academic gains
for students who participate in it.

5. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board meetings.

G, If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
do not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not required to identify schools to participate
1in the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VLA, the State hereby certifies and represents that it will:

L. Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section VLB, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools to pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasonably represent the
demographic diversity of the State.

VH. Governance Structure

The Consortium shall adhere to the governance structure set forth in the Consortium’s
application for the Race to the Top High School Course Assessment Program (Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3).

VIII. Application Process
The State becomes z member of the Consortium upon executing this MOU, thereby

demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section VI of this
MOU.



IX.  Membership Opt-Out Process

A. The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a leiter signed by the
State’s CSSO Member (as defined in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3)) of
the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that notifies the chair of the Board of
Trustees of the State’s decision to withdraw from the Consortium.

B. The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortium membership of the State if the
State does ot honor its commitments under this MOU. The Board of Trustess
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-year period fo cure its
noncompliance with the Consortium membership eligibility criteria.

X, Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the part of either the State or the
Consortium. It is understood that the ability of the State and of the Consortium fo carry out their
obligations and commitments is subject to the availability of funds and personnel through their
respective funding procedures.

XI.  Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortium shall make any claim
-against the other or against the other’s employees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arising from or in
connection with activities undertaken pursuant to this MOU.

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses are not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability to another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU, shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include loss of revenue or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

XIL. Moedifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time by mutal
written agreemnent execated by the parties hereto



Xill. Signatures

A Govemor, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State
Board of Education

By my signature below, I hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Governing State in the
Consortium, is fully committed to the application and will support its implementation.

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

Governor (Printed Name): ' Telephone Number:

John B Baldece: (20 281-353)|

‘ Date:

!

f

Gﬁ;::f State School Officer (Printed Name): Telephone Number:

HAngela Fuherty 307- 6346620

Signature of Chief State School Officer: Date:

7, 20/0

t/ o v

President of the State Board of Education (Printed | Telephone Number:

Name): _ . (9
Ann Weisleder J- 267 =, 24~ 60/

Signature of President of the State Board of Date:

Education;

gf’;&/ Mﬁ&/‘/ b9~ 010
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B. Chief Procurement Officer

By my signature below, I hereby certify that I have reviewed the applicable procurement rules of
the State and determined that the State may participate in the procurement decisions of the
Consortium and in the procurement system described in the Consortium’s application
{Attachment 1).

Chief Procurement Official or Designee (Printed Telephone Number:
Name): ) : _ .
: ' : | | 207} ((24-17331
5{_—2 # o /]7 Larmorean ( }
: Signature of Chief Procurement Official or Date:

Designee:

Settr M, Slomosis. | @ /110

Attachments:

Attachment 1: Application of the State Consortium on Board Examination Systems for a grant to
operate a consortium of states under the provisions of the Race to the Top
Assessment Program, Part B, High School Course Assessment Program

Attachment 2: Articles of Incorporation of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems
Attachment 3: Bylaws of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

ttachment 4: Department of Education Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal
Year (FY) 2010




MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
For The
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

June 10, 2010
L Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU”) is made and effective as of this | T%ay of
June 2010, (the “Effective Date™) by and between the State of M@A  (“State™ and the State
Consortium on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Consortium™).

IL Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
participation in the Consortium. This document describes the purpose and goals of the
Consortium, presents its background, and defines responsibilities associated with membership in
the Consortium.

III.  Definitions

A.  The “Pilot Program” consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Approved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it,
providing extra assistance to students who begin high school not ready to begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11" and
2% grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
to the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It is expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher fraining
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school vear. It is expected that
states joining the Consortium after the 2010-2011 school vear will follow 2
similar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their entry into the Consortium.

B.  “Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is certified for use by the Consortium.

“Upper Division” means junior and senior years in high school.

“Lower Division” means the freshman and sophomore years in high school.
“Implementing the program statewide” as used in Section VI.B.4. means making
sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity to take at least
one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and

one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs
(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination

!



System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Career and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all high schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. [t also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance to students who begin high
school not ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Examination
System program and provide for 11™ and 12 grade students, who do not pass
their board exams, a program customized to the areas in which those students did
not do well on their board examinations,

IV.  Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released a
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of performance-based
high school diplomas maiched to the actual requirements for success in America’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two years later, it organized a consortium of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. Subsequently, the consortium decided to
pursue a variety of sources of funds to advance its agenda, including the High School Course
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program (see Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Attachment 4 (the
“Notice™), 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 (Apr. 9, 2010)). This MOU supersedes the
Memorandum of Understanding previousiy developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

V. Purpose and Goals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and
participate effectively in STEM-related careers by:

1. Making available for use in our high schools the world’s most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
training services of which they are composed;

2. Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable and valid for the
purposes for which they will be used;

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary to assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools;

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and
5. Assisting the States in developing the policy structures and other support structures

needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students.



The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined jointly by the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing commitments, projected
schedules, available resources and other relevant factors.

VL. Roles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES

A.  The State hereby certifies and represents that it:

1.

2.

Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU;

Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment

Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment

Program and is supportive of and will work to implement the
Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortium and
consistent with the Notice (Attachment 4);

Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will carry out all of its

responsibilities;

Will, as a condition of continued membership in the Consortium, ensure
that at least one course assessment program will be implemented in the

State no later than the 2013-2014 schoo! vear and that all assessments in

the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year:

Consents to be bound by every statement and assurance in the
Consortium’s grant application;

Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations to
participate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s
application (Attachment 1).

B, In addition to the assurances set forth above in Section VI.A., if the State is one of
the original ten (10) Consortium members', and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top
Assessment Program to support the pilot schools in the State, the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

1. Identify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Pilot Program,

four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the demographic diversity of that
State. (The requirement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with

* The *original ten (10) Consortium members” shall be the first ten (10) ‘states to executs a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Consortium. Any States that execute a Memorandum of Execution with the Consortium
after the first ten (10) states shall be subject to the terms set forth in Sections VL.A. and VI.C.



a population below 1.3 million, but no State will be allowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

2. Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high school diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permitting those students, if they wish, to enroll as early as the end of
their sophomore year in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

3. Provide, subject to applicable law, all required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it,
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Committee of the Program
Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal government.

4. Implement the program statewide no later than four (4) years afier the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has
shown that the program produces statistically significant academic gains
for students who participate in it.

5. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board meetings.

C. If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
do not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not required to identify schools to participate
in the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VLA, the State hereby certifies and represents that it will;

1. Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section VLB, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools to pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasonably represent the
demographic diversity of the State.

VII. Governance Structure

The Consortium shall adhere to the governance structure set forth in the Consortium’s
application for the Race to the Top High School Course Assessment Program (Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3).

VIII. Application Process

The State becomes a member of the Consortium upon executing this MOU, therchy

‘demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section V1 of this
MOU.



IX.  Membership Opt-Out Process

Al The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a letter signed by the
State’s CSSO Member (as defined in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3)) of
the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that notifies the chair of the Board of
Trustees of the State’s decision to withdraw from the Consortium.

B.  The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortium membership of the State if the
State does not honor its commitments under this MOU. The Board of Trustees
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-year period to cure its
noncompliance with the Consortium membership cligibility criteria.

X.  Finaneial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the part of cither the State or the
Consortium. It is understood that the ability of the State and of the Consortium to carry ouf their
obligations and commitments is subject to the availability of funds and personnel through their
respective funding procedures.

XI.  Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortium shall make any claim
against the other or against the other’s employees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arising from or in
connection with activities undertaken pursuant to this MOU,

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses arc not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability to another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU. shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include loss of revenue or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

XII. Modifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time by mutual
written agreement executed by the parties hereto.



XIIL. Signatures

A. Govemor, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State
Board of Education

By my signature below, 1 hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Governing State in the
Consortium, is fully committed to the application and will support its implementation.

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

Governor (Printed Name): Telephone Number:

Deal ?@4(@{; _ (G?iﬂ_"t'fﬂ*.ggqo

Signature of Govern Date:

June (3, 2010

P
Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): Telephone Number:
Signature of Chief State School Officer: Date:

President of the State Board of Education (Printed | Telephone Number:
Name):

Signature of President of the State Board of Date:
Education:




XIII. Siguatures

Al Governor, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State

Board of Education

By my signature below, I hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Governing State in the
Consortium, is fully committed to the application and will support its implementation.

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

W 0815

implementation.
| Governor (Printed Name): Telephone Number:
Signature of Governor: Date;
|
i
Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): Telephone Number: - .
Signature of Chief State School Officer: Date:
G-11- Lo
[ President of the State Board of Education (Printed | Telephone Number:
Name}:
Signature of President of the State Board of Date:
Education:
e-1n-1e
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B. Chief Procurement Officer

By my signature below, I hereby certify that I have reviewed the applicable procurement rules of
the State and determined that the State may participate in the procurement decisions of the
Consortium and in the procurement system described in the Consortium®s application
(Attachment 1).

Chief Procurement Official or Designee (Printed Telephone Number: 617-720-3183
Name):
Ellen M. Bickelman

| :Signaf.ure of Chief Procurement Official or Date: June 14, 2010
Designee:

Fece ,ﬁcu@

Attachments:

Attachment |: Application of the State Consortium on Board Examination Systems for a grant to
operate a consortium of states under the provisions of the Race to the Top
Assessment Program, Part B, High School Course Assessment Program

Altachment 2: Articles of Incorporation of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems
Attachment 3: Bylaws of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 4: Department of Education Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal
Year (FY) 2010



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
For The
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

June 7, 2010
L Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU”) is made and effective as of this 7th day of
June 2010, (the “Effective Date”) by and between the State of Mississippi (“State™) and the State
Consortium on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Consortium™).

II.  Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
participation in the Consortium. This document describes the purpose and goals of the
Consortium, present its background, and define responsibilities associated with membership in
the Consortium. -

HI. Definitions

A. The “Pilot Program™ consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Approved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it,
providing extra assistance to students who begin high school not ready to begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11" and
12" grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
to the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It is expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher fraining
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school year, It is expected that
states joining the Consortium after the 2010-2011 school vear will follow a
similar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their entry into the Consortium,

B. “Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is cerlified for use by the Consortium.

G “Upper Division” means junior and senior years in high school.
D. “Lower Division™ means the freshman and sophomore years in high school.

E. “Implementing the program statewide” as used in Section VI.B.4. means making
sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity to take at least
one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and
one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs
(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination
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System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Carcer and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all high schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. It also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance to students who begin high
school not ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Examination
System program and provide for 11" and 12" grade students, who do not pass
their board exams, a program customized to the areas in which those students did
not do well on their board examinations.

IV.  Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released a
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of performance-based
high school diplomas matched to the actual requirements for success in Amierica’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two years later, it organized a consortium of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. Subsequently, the consortium decided to
pursue a varicty of sources of funds to advance its agenda, including the High School Course
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program (see Notice Inviling
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Attachment 4 (the
“Notice”), 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 (Apr. 9, 2010)). This MOU supersedes the
Memorandum of Understanding previously developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

V. Purpose and Goals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and
participate effectively in STEM-related careers by:

1. Making available for use in our high schools the world’s most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
training services of which they are composed;

2. Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, refiable and valid for the
purposes for which they will be used:

(Y

Adapting and improving those systems as necessary to assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools:

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and
5. Assisting the States in developing the policy structures and other support structures

needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students.
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The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined Jointly by the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing commitments, projected
schedules, available resources and other relevant factors.

VL. Reoles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES
A. The State hereby certifics and represents that it:
L. Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU;

2. Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment
Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund 'Assessment
Program and is supportive of and will work to implement the
Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortium and
consistent with the Notice (Attachment 4);

3. Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will carry out all of its
responsibilities;

4. Will, as a condition of continued membership in the Consortium, ensure
that at least one course assessment program will be implemented in the
State no later than the 2013-2014 school year and that all assessments in
the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year:

5 Consents to be bound by every statement and assurance in the
Consortium’s grant application;

6. Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations to
participate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s
application (Attachment 1).

B. In addition to the assurances set forth above in Section VLA, if the State is one of
the original ten (10) Consortium members', and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top
‘Assessment Program to support the pilot schools in the State; the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

1. Identify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Pilot Program,
four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the student population of that State.
(The requirement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with a

! The “original ten (10) Consortium members” shall be the first ten (10) states to execute a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Consortium. Any States that execute a Memorandum of Execution with the Consortium
after the first ten (10) states shall be subject to the terms set forth in Sections VLA, and VI.C.



population below 1.3 million, but no State will be allowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

2. Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high school diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permitting those students, if they wish, to envoll as early as the end of
their sophomore year in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

3. Provide, subject to applicable law, all required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it,
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Committee of the Program
Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal government.

4. Implement the program statewide no later than four (4) vears after the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has
shown that the program produces significant academic gains for students
who participate in it.

5. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board meetings,

C. If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
do not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not required to identify schools to participate
in the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VLA, the State hereby certifies and represents that it will:

i Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section VI.B, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools to pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasonably represent the student
population of the State.

VII. Governance Structure

The Consortium shall adhere to the governance structure set forth in the Consortium’s
application for the Race to the Top High School Course Assessment Program (Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3).

VIII. Application Process
The State becomes a member of the Consortium upon executing this MOU, thereby

demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section VI of this
‘MO



IX.  Membership Opt-Out Process

A. The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a letter signed by
each of the State’s two members of the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that
notifies the chairman of the Board of Trustees of the State’s decision to withdraw
from the Consortium.

B. The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortium membership of the State if the
State does not honor its commitments under this MOU. The Board of Trustees
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-year period to cure its
noncompliance with the Consortium membership eligibility criteria.

X.  Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the part of either the State or the
Consortium. [t is understood that the ability of the State and of the Consortium to carry out their
obligations and commitments is subject 1o the availability of funds and personnel through their
respective funding procedures.

XI.  Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortium shall make any claim
against the other or against the other’s employees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arising from or in
connection with activities undertaken pursuant to this MOU.

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses are not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability to another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU, shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include loss of revenue or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

XIL. Modifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time by mutual
written agreement executed by the parties hereto.
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XIH. Signatures

A,
Board of Education

By my signature below, I hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Goveming State in the
Consortium, is fully committed to the application and will support its implementation.

Govemor, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State

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

Governor (Printed Name): Telephone Number:

Haley Barbour 601-359-3130

Signature of Governor: Date:

@/7/r0

Jseat_

Chief State SXhgbl Officer (Printed Name): Telephone Number:
Tom Burnham 601-359-1750
Signature of Chief State School Officer: Date:

.

ClRlio

Education:

Wl .

Sl

President of the State Board of Education (Printed Telephone Number:
Name):

William Jones 601-359-1750
Signature of President of the State Board of Date:

4[4/




B. Chief Procurement Officer

By my signature below, I hereby certify that I have reviewed the applicable procurement rules of
the State and determined that the State may participate in the procurement decisions of the
Consortium and in the procurement system described in the Consortium’s application
(Attachment 1).

Chief Procurement Official or Designee (Printed Telephone Number:

Name):

Gina Davis Myrick ;

Or 601-359-2007

Milo Crabtree

Signature of Chief Procurement Official or Date: T

DESMWW\WU ooloalzo0

Attachments:

Attachment 1: Application of the State Consortium on Board Examination Systems for a grant to
operate a consortium of states under the provisions of the Race to the Top
Assessment Program, Part B, High School Course Assessment Program

Attachment 2: Articles of Incorporation of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems
Attachment 3: Bylaws of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 4: Department of Education Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal
Year (FY) 2010




Appendix A

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
For The
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

June 10, 2018
L Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU?) is made and effective as of this 10day of
June 2010, (the “Effective Date™) by and between the State of NH {“State™) and the State
Consortinm on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Consortium™).

. Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
participation in the Comsortium. This document describes the purpose and goals of the

Consortium, presents its background, and defines respousibilities associated with membership in
the Consortnim,

HI.  Definitions

A. The “Pilot Program™ consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Approved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it,
providing extra assistance to students who begin high school not ready fo begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11™ and
12" grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
to the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It is expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher training
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school year. It is expected that
states joining the Comnsortium after the 2010-2011 school year will follow a
similar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their enfry into the Consortiom,

B. “Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is certified for use by the Consortium.

“Upper Division” means junior and senior years in high school.
D. “Lower Division” means the freshman and sophomore vears in high school.

“Implementing the program statewide” as used in Section VI.B.4. means making
sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity to take at least
one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and
one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs
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(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination
System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Career and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all high schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. It also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance to students who begin high
school not ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Examination
System program and provide for 11" and 12® grade students, who do not pass
their board exams, a program customized to the areas in which those students did
not do well on their board examinations.

IV,  Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released 2
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of performance-based
high school diplomas matched to the actual requirements for success in America’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two years later, it organized a consortium of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. Subsequenily, the consortium decided to
pursue a variety of sources of funds to advance its agenda, including the High School Course
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program (see Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Attachment 4 (the
“Notice™), 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 (Apr. 9, 2010)). This MOU supersedes the
Memorandum of Understanding previously developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

Ve Purpose and Geals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and
participate effectively in STEM-related careers by:

1. Making available for use in our high schools the world’s most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
training services of which they are composed;

2. Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable and valid for the
purposes for which they will be used;

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary to assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools;

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and
5. Assisting the States in developing the policy structures and other support structures

needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students.



The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined jointly by the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing commitments, projected
schedules, available resources and other relevant factors.

VL Roles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES

A, The State hereby certifies and represents that it:

1.

2.

Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execnte this MOU;

Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment
Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment
Program and is supportive of and will work to implement the
Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortinm and
consistent with the Notice {Attachment 4);

Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will carry out all of its
responsibilities;

Will, as a condition of continued membership in the Consortium, ensure
that at least one course assessment program will be implemented in the
State no later than the 2013-2014 school year and that all assessments in
the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year;

Consents to be bound by every statement and assurance in the
Consortium’s grant application;

Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations to
participate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s
application (Attachment 1).

B. In addition te the assurances set forth above in Section VLA, if the State is one of
the original ten (10) Consortium members’, and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top
Assessment Program 1o support the pilot schools in the State, the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

1. Identify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Pilot Program,

four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the demographic diversity of that
State. (The requirement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with

" The “original ten (10) Consortium members” shall be the &rst ten (10) states to execute a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Consortium, Any States that execute 2 Memorandum of Execution with the Consortium
after the first ton (10) states shall be subject to the terms set forth in Sections VLA and VI.C.



a population below 1.3 million, but no State will be aliowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

2. Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high school diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permitting those students, if they wish, to enroll as sarly as the end of
their sophomore year in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

3. Provide, subject to applicable law, all required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it,
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Committee of the Program
Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal government.

4. Implement the program statewide no later than four (4) years after the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evalnation of the program has
shown that the program produces statistically significant academic gains
for students who participate in it.

5. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board meetings.

C. If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
do not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not required to identify schools to participate
n the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VLA, the State hereby certifies and represents that it will:

1. Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section VI.B, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools to pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasomably represent the
demographic diversity of the State.

VIL Governance Structure

The Consortium shall adhere to the govemance structure set forth in the Consortium’s
application for the Race to the Top High School Course Assessment Program (Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3).

VIII. Application Process
The State becomes a member of the Consortium upon executing this MOU, thereby

demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section VI of this
MOU.



IX.  Membership Opt-Out Process

A.  The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a letter signed by the
State’s CSSO Member (as defined in the Consortium’s Bylaws {Attachment 3)) of
the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that notifics the chair of the Board of
Trustees of the State’s decision to withdraw from the Consortium.

B. The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortium membership of the State if the
State does not honor its commitments under this MOU. The Board of Trustees
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-year period to cure its
noncompliance with the Consortium membership eligibility criteria.

X. Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the part of either the State or the
Consortium. 1t is understood that the ability of the State and of the Consortium to carry out their
obligations and commitments is subject to the availability of funds and personnel through their
respective funding procedures.

XL  Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortium shall make any claim
against the other or against the other’s employees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arising from or in
connection with activities undertaken pursuant to this MOU.

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses are not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability to another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU, shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include loss of revenue or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

Xil, Modifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time by mutual
written agreement executed by the parties hereto.
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XML Signatures

A. Governer, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State
Board of Education

By my signature below, 1 hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Governing State in the
Consortium, 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.

Governor (Printed Name): | Telephone Number:

John H. Lynch 603-271-2121

| Signature of

VEeImor: Date:

| Chief State Sehool Officer (Printed Name): Telephone Number:
Virginia M. Barry, Ph.D. 603-271-3144
‘Signature of Chief State School Officer: Date:

T By |

President of the State Board of Education (Printed | Telephone Number-

Name):

John E. Lyons, Jr. 603-271-3144
Signatare of President of the State Board of Date:
‘Education;

?/ G/?//o
B Ja
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8. Chief Procurement Officer

By my signature below, I hereby certify that I have reviewed the applicable procurement rules of
the State and determined that the State may participate in the procurement decisions of the
Consortium and in the procurement system described in the Consortium’s application

(Attachment 1).

Chief Procurement Official or Designee {Printed
Namae):

Robert Stowell

Telephone Number:

603-271-2201

Signature of Chief Procurement Official or
Designee:

Hd,

Date:

o/ fo

(o

Attachment 1. Application of the State Consortium on Board Examination Systems for a grant to
operate a consortium of states under the provisions of the Race to the Top
Assessment Program, Part B, High School Course Assessment Program

Attachment 2: Articles of Incorporation of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachraent 5: Bylaws of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 4: Department of Education Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal

Year (FY) 2010




Appendix A

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
For The
State Consortium on Board Examination Bystems

June 10, 2010
L Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU”) is made and « ‘ﬁcﬁvg as of thisd [ day of
June 2010, (the “Effective Date”) by and between the State of VM1 (“State”) and the State
Consortium on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Consortium™).

II.  Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
‘participation in the Consortium. This document describes the purpose and goals of the
Consortium, presents its background, and defines responsibilities associated with membership in
the Consortium.

L.  Definitions

A The “Pilot Program” consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Appraved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it,
providing extra assistance to students who begin high school not ready to begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11™ and
12" grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
to the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It is expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher training
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school year. Itisexpected that
states joining the Consortium after the 2010-2011 schaol year will follow a
stmilar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their entry into the Consortium.

B. “Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is certified for use by the Consortium.

“Upper Division™ means junior and senior years in high school.
D, “Lower Division™ means the freshman and sophomore years in high scheol.

E. “Implementing the program statewide” as used in Section VI.B.4. means making
sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity 16 take at least
one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and
one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs
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(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination
System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Career and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all high schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. It also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance to students who begin high
school not ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Examination
System program and provide for 11% and (2™ grade students, who do not pass
iheir board exams, a program customized to the areas in which those students did
not do well on their board examinations.

IV.  Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released a
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of performance-based
high school diplomas matched to the actual requirements for success in America’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two years later, it organized a consortium of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. Subsequently, the consortium decided to
pursue 2 variety of sources of finds to advance its agenda, including the High School Course
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program {see Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Attachment 4 (the
“Notice”), 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 (Apr. 9, 2010)). This MOU supersedes the
Memorandum of Understanding previously developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

V. Purpose and Goals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and
participate effectively in STEM-related careers by:

1. Making available for use in our high schools the world’s most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
training services of which they are composed;

2. Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable and valid for the
purposes for which they will be used:

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary 1o assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools; )

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and
5. Assisting the States in developing the palicy structures and other support structures

needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for 2!} students.



The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined jointly by the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing commitments, projectad

.

schedules, ava

ilable resources and other relevant factors,

VL. Roles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES

A.  The State hereby certifies and represents that it:

L
2

Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU;

Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment
Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment
Program and is supportive of and will work to umpiement  the
Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortium and
consistent with the Notice {Attachment 4);

Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will canry out all of its
responsibilities;

Will, as a condition of continued membership in the Consortium, ensure
that at least one course assessment program will be implemented in the
State no later than the 20132014 school vear and that all assessments in
the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year;

Consents to be bound by cvery statement and assurance in the
Consortium’s grant application;

Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations 1o
participate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s
application (Attachment 1).

B. In addition to the assurances set forth above in Section VLA, if the State is one of
the original ten (10) Consortium members’, and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top

Assessment Program to support the pilot schools in the State, the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

I. Identify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Pilot Program,

four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the demographic diversity of that
State. (The requitement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with

" The “original ten (10) Consortium members” shall be the first fen (10) states o execute 2 Memorendum of
Understanding with the Consertium. Any States that exccute 8 Memorandusm of Execution with the Censortivm
after the first ten {10) states shall be subject to the terms set forth in Sections VLA and V1.0,



a population below 1.3 million, but no State will be allowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

2. Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high scheol diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permitting those students, if they wish, to earoll as early as the end of
their sophomore year in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

3.. Provide, subject to applicable law, all required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Committee of the Program

Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal govemment,

4. Implement the program statewide no later than four {4) years after the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has
shown that the program produces statistically significant academic gains
for students who participate in it,

5. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board meetings:

C. If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
do not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race 1o the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not reguired o identify schools ta participate
in the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VI.A., the State hereby certifies and represents that it will:

=

1. Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section VLB, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools to pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasonably represent the
demographic diversity of the State.

VII.  Governance Structure

The Consortium shall adhere to the governance structure set forth in the Consortium’s

application for the Race to the Top High School Course Assessment Program {Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3),

VIIL Application Process

The State becomes a member of the Consortium npon executing this MOU, thereby

demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section VI of this
MO



IX. Membership Opt-Out Process

A, The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a leter signed by the
State’s CSSO Member (as defined in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3)) of
the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that notifies the chair of the Board of
Trustees of the State’s decision to withdraw from the Consortium.

B.  The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortivm membership of the State if the
State does not honor its commitments under this MOU. The Beard of Trustees
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-year period to cure its
noncompliance with the Consortium membership eligibility criteria.

X, Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the pait of either the State or the
Consortivm. It is understood that the ability of the State and of the Consortium to carry out their
obligations and commitments is subject to the availability of finds and personnsl through their
respective funding procedures.

XI.  Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortinm shall make any claim
against the other or against the other’s employees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arising from or in
connection with activities undertaken pursuant to this MOU.

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses are not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability to another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU, shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include foss of revenue or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

XH. Modifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time by mutual
writien agreement executed by the parties hereto.

W
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B. Chief Procurement Officer

By my signature below, [ hereby cerufy that I have reviewed the applicable procurement rules of
the State and determined that the State may participate in the procurement decisions of the
Consortium and in the procurement system described in the Consortium’s application
(Attachment 1).

| Chief Procurement Official o7 Designoe (Printed Telephone Number: ]
Name): :

Michae) \/{-njﬁ;_.{-bf _C{Dﬁ) Qi -0477 2

Signature of Chief Procurement Official or

> AN

_"““""‘(__,-"’" . e =z
Attachments:

Attachment {: Application of the State Consortium on Board Examination Systems for a grant to
operate 2 consortium of states under the provisions of the Race 1o the Top
Assessment Program, Part B, High School Course Assessment Program

Altachment 2: Articles of Incorporation of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 3: Bylaws of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Aftachment 4: Department of Education Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal
Year (FY) 2010



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
For The _
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

June 10, 2010
) F Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU) is made and effective as of this |} day of
June 2010, (the “Effective Date”) by and between the State of New York (*“State™) and the State
Consortium on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Consortium™).

II.  Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
participation in the Consortium. This document describes the purpose and goals of the
Consortium, presents its background, and defines responsibilities associated with membership in

the Consortium.
[1I.  Definitions

A, The “Pilot Program™ consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Approved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it,
providing extra assistance to students who begin high school not ready to begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11" and
12" grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
io the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It is expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher training
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school year. It is expected that
states joining the Consortium after the 2010-2011 school year will follow a
similar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their entry into the Consortium.

B. “Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is certified for use by the Consortium.

C. “Upper Division” means junior and senior years in high school.

D. “Lower Division™ means the freshman and sophomore years in high school.

“Implementing the program statewide™ as used in Section VI.B.4. means making
sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity to take at least
one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and
one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs
(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination

1



System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Carcer and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all high schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. It also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance to students who begin high
school not ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Examination
System program and provide for 11™ and 12" grade students, who do not pass
their board exams, a program customized to the areas in which those students did
not do well on their board examinations.

1V.  Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released 2
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of perfonmance-based
high school diplomas matched to the actual requirements for success in America’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two years later, it organized a consortium of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. Subsequently. the consortium decided to
pursue a variety of sources of funds to advance its agenda, including the High School Course
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program (see Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Attachment 4 (the
“Notice”), 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 {Apr. 9, 2010)). This MOU supersedes the
Memorandum of Understanding previously developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

V. Purpoese and Goals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and
participate effectively in STEM-related careers by:

I. Making available for use in our high schools the world's most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
training services of which they are composed;

2. Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable and valid for the
purposes for which they will be used;

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary to assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools:

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and
5. Assisting the States in developing the policy structures and other support structures

needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students.



The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined jointly by the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing commitments, projected
schedules, available resources and other relevant factors.

VL. Roles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES

A. The State hereby certifies and represents that it;

I

2
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Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU:

Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment
Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment

Program and is supportive of and will work to implement the
Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortium and
consistent with the Notice (Attachment 4);

Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will carry out all of its
responsibilities;

Will, as a condition of continued membership in the Consortium, ensure
that at least one course assessment program will be implemented in the
State no later than the 2013-2014 school year and that all assessments in
the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year;

Consents to be bhound by every statement and assurance in the
Consortium’s grant application;

Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations to
participate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s
application (Attachment 1),

B. in addition to the assurances set forth above in Section VLA, if the State is one of
the original ten (10) Consortium members', and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top
Assessment Program to support the pilot schools in the State, the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

1. Tdentify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Pilot Program,

four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the demographic diversity of that
State. (The requirement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with

' The “original ten (10) Consortium members” shall be the first ten (10} states to execute a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Consortium. Any States that execute a Memorandum of Execution with the Consortiuin
after the first ten (10) states shail be subject to the terms set forth in Sections VI.A. and VLC.



a population below 1.3 million, but no State will be allowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

29

- Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high school diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permitting those students, if they wish, to enroll as early as the end of
their sophomore year in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

3. Provide, subject to applicable law, all required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it,
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Commitice of the Program
Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal government.

+. Implement the program statewide no later than four (4) years after the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has
shown that the program produces statistically significant academic gains
for students who participate in it.

LA

. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board meetings.

G If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
do not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not required to identify schools to participate
in the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VLA, the State hereby certifies and represents that it will:

L Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section VLB, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools to pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasonably represent the
demographic diversity of the State.

ViL.  Governance Structure

The Consortium shall adhere to the govemance structure set forth in the Consortium’s
application for the Race to the Top High School Course Assessment Program (Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3).

VIII. Application Process
The State becomes a member of the Consortium upon executing this MOU, thereby

demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section VI of this
MOU.



IX.  Membership Opt-Out Process

Al The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a letter signed by the
State’s CSSO Member (as defined in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3)of
the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that notifies the chair of the Board of
Trustees of the State’s decision to withdraw from the Consortium.

B. The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortium membership of the State if the
State does not honor its commitments under this MOU. The Board of Trustees
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-year period to cure its
noncompliance with the Consortium membership eligibility criteria.

X. Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the part of either the State or the
Consortium. It is understood that the ability of the State and of the Consortium to carry out their
obligations and commitments is subject to the availability of funds and personnel through their
respective funding procedures.

X1, Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortium shall make any claim
against the other or against the other’s employees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arising from or in
connection with activities underiaken pursuant to this MOU.

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses are not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability to another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU, shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include loss of revenue or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

XIL. Modifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time by mutual
written agreement executed by the parties hereto.



XIH. Signatures

A. Govemnor, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State
Board of Education

By my signature below, [ hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Governing State in the
Consortium, 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.

Governor (Printed Name): '- Telephone Number:
David A. Paterson 518-474-7516
Signature of Govemor: ' Date: o

Kol A, Poerneon, '5//’/9

Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): Telephone Number:
David M. Steiner
NYS Commissioner of Education {518)474-5844

Signature ofChief State School Officer: Date:

e (/8/2010

- i S

_Prcsi.dcnz of the State Board of Education (Printed | T elephone Number:

Name):

Merryl H. Tisch _

Chancellor, NYS Board of Regents (212) 879-9414
Signature of President of the State Board of | Date:
Education: ;

6/8/10




B. Chief Procurement Officer

By my signature below, 1 hereby certify that I have reviewed the applicable procurement rules of
the State and determined that the State may participate in the procurement decisions of the

Consortium and in the procurement system described in the Consortium’s application
{Attachment 1).

Chief Procurement Official or Designee (Printed Telephone Number:
Name):

Commissioner of General Services Telephone Number:

John C. Egan Cf/p) 6/7%‘ 5#’?9./

Signature of Chief Procurement Official or Date:
Designee:

Mu £ Eqon 6 /1t Jio

Attachments:

Attachment 1: Application of the State Consortium on Board Examination Systems for a grant to
operate a consortium of states under the provisions of the Race to the Top
Assessment Program, Part B, High Schoo! Course Assessment Program

Attachment 2: Articles of Incorporation of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems
Attachment 3: Bylaws of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 4: Department of Education Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal
Year (FY) 2010 '




MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
For The
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

June 10, 2010
I Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU”) is made and effective as of this 10th day of
June 2010, (the “Effective Date™) by and between the State of Pennsylvania (“State™) and the
State Consortinm on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Consortium™).

IL Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
participation in the Consortium. This document describes the purpose and goals of the
Consortium, presents its background, and defines responsibilities associated with membership in
the Consortium,

II.  Definitions

A, The “Pilot Program™ consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Approved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it,
providing extra assistance to students who begin high school not ready to begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11" and
o grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
to the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It is expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher training
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school year. It is expected that
states joining the Consortium after the 2010-2011 school year will follow a
similar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their entry into the Consortium.

B. “Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is certified for use by the Consortium.

C. “Upper Division” means junior and senior years in high school.

D. “Lower Division” means the freshman and sophomore years in high school.

E. “Implementing the program statewide” as used in Section VI.B.4. means making
sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity to take at least
one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and

one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs
(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination

!



System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Career and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all high schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. It also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance to students who begin high
school not ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Examination
System program and provide for 11" and 12™ grade students, who do not pass
their board exams, a program customized to the areas in which those students did
not do well on their board examinations.

IV.  Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released a
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of performance-based
high school diplomas matched to the actual requirements for success in America’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two years later, it organized a consortium of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. Subsequently, the consortium decided to
pursue a variety of sources of funds to advance its agenda, including the High School Course
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program (see Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Atftachment 4 (the
“Notice”). 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 (Apr. 9, 2010)). This MOU supersedes the
‘Memorandum of Understanding previously developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

V. Purpose and Goals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and
participate effectively in STEM-related careers by:

1. Making available for use in our high schools the world’s most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
training services of which they are composed;

2. Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable and valid for the
purposes for which they will be used;

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary to assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools;

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and
5. Assisting the States in developing the policy structures and other support structures

needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students.

[iS]



The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined jointly by the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing commitments, projected
schedules, available resources and other relevant factors.

V1. Roles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES
A, The State hereby certifics and represents that it:
L. Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU;
2. Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment
Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment
Program and is supportive of and will work to implement the

Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortium and
consistent with the Notice (Attachment 4);

3. Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will carry out all of its
responsibilities;
4. Will, as a condition of continued membership in the Consortium, ensure

that at least one course assessment program will be implemented in the
State no later than the 2013-2014 school year and that all assessments in
the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year;

5: Consents to be bound by every stalement and assurance in the
Consortium’s grant application;

6. Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations to
participate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s
application (Attachment 1).

B. In addition to the assurances set forth above in Section VI.A., if the State is one of
the original ten (10) Consortium members', and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top
Assessment Program to support the pilot schools in the State, the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

L. Identify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Pilot Program,
four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the demographic diversity of that
State. (The requirement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with

" The “original ten (10) Consortium members” shall be the first ten (10) states to execute 2 Memerandum of
Understanding with the Consortium. Any States that execute a Memorandum of Execution with the Consortium
after the first ten (10) states shall be subject to the terms set forth in Sections VLA, and VI.C.

Ll



a population below 1.3 million, but no State will be allowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

2. Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high school diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permitting those students, if they wish, to enroll as early as the end of
their sophomore year in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

3. Provide, subject to applicable law, all required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it,
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Committee of the Program
Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal government.

4. Implement the program statewide no later than four (4) years after the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has
shown that the program produces statistically significant academic gainsg
for students who participate in it.

5. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board meetings.

2 If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
do not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not required to identify schools to participate
in the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VLA, the State hereby certifies and represents that it will:

1. Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section VLB, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools to pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasonably represent the
demographic diversity of the State.

VII. Governance Structure

The Consortium shall adhere to the governance structure set forth in the Consortium’s
application for the Race to the Top High School Course Assessment Program (Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3).

VIII. Application Process

The State becomes a member of the Consortium upon executing this MOU, thereby

demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section VI of this
MOU.



IX.  Membership Opt-Out Process

A, The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a letter signed by the
State’s CSSO Member (as defined in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3)) of
the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that notifies the chair of the Board of
Trustees of the State’s decision to withdraw from the Consortium.

B.  The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortium membership of the State if the
State does not honor its commitments under this MOU. The Board of Trustees
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-year period to cure its
noncompliance with the Consortium membership eligibility criteria.

X. Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the part of either the State or the
Consortium. It is understood that the ability of the Statc and of the Consortium to carry out their
obligations and commitments is subject to the availability of funds and personnel through their
respective funding procedures.

XI.  Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortium shall make any claim
against the other or against the other’s employees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arising from or in
connection with activities undertaken pursuant to this MOU.

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses are not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability to another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU, shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include loss of revenue or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

XII. Modifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time by mutual
written agreement executed by the parties hereto.



XIII. Signatures

A.  Governor, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State
Board of Education

By my signature below, I hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Governing State in the
Consortium, is fully committed to the application and will support its implementation.

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

Governar (Printed Name): | Telephone Number:
Edward G. Rendell (717) 772-9003
Signature of Govemor: Date:
: June 10, 2010
€ el G @eﬁ&m

[ Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): Telephone Number:
Thomas E. Gluck (717) 783-9780
Signature of Chief State School Officer: Date:

June 10, 2010

President of the State Board of Education (Printed Telephone Number:
Name): 1 (717) 787-3787
Joseph M. Torsella

Signature of President of the State Board of Date:
Education: June 10, 2010




XIIL Signatures

A, Governor, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State

Board of Education

By my signature below, I hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Governing State in the
Consortium, 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.

Governor (Printed Name): Telephone Number:
Edward G. Rendell (717) 772-9003
Signature of Governor: [ Date:

June 10, 2010

‘Chief State School Officer (Printed Name):
Thomas E. Gluck

Telephone Number:
(717) 783-9780

At

Education:

7 &y

Signature of Chief State School Officer: Date:

June 10, 2010
President of the State Board of Education (Printed | Telephone Number:
Name): (717) 787-3787
Joseph M. Torsella
Signature of President of the State Board of [Date:

June 10, 2010
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B. Chief Procurement Officer

By my signature below, [ hereby certify that I have reviewed the applicable procurement rles of
the State and determined that the State may participate in the procurement decisions of the
Consortium and in the procurement system described in the Consortium’s application

(Attachment 1).

Chief Procurement Official or Designee (Printed | Telephone Number:
Name): (717) 705-3896
Deputy Secretary for Administration and

Procurement

Signature of Chief Procurement Official or Date:
Designee: June 10, 2010

Y

Attachments:

Attachment 1: Application of the State Consortium on Board Examination Systems for a grant to
operate a consortium of states under the provisions of the Race to the Top
Assessment Program, Part B, High School Course Assessment Program

Attachment 2: Articles of Incorporation of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 3: Bylaws of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 4: Department of Education Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal

Year (FY) 2010




MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
_ For The
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

June 2010
L Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU”) is made and effective as of this ﬂ_”’day of
Tune 2010, (the “Effective Date™) by and between the State of Rhode Island (“State”) and the
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Conisortium®).

.  Scopeof MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
participation in the Consortium. This document describes the purpose and goals of the
Consortium, presents its background, and defines responsibilities associated with membership in
the Consortium.

IIl.  Definitions

A. The “Pilot Program™ consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Approved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it,
providing extra assistance to students who begin high school not ready to begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11% and
12" grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
to the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It is expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher training
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school year. It is expected that
states joining the Consortium after the 2010-2011 school year will follow a
similar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their entry into the Consortium.

B. “Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is certified for use by the Consortium.

C. “Upper Division” means junior and senior years in high school.

D.  “Lower Division” means the freshman and sophomore years in high school.

E. “Implementing the program statewide” as used in Section VI.B.4. means making
sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity to take at least
one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and
one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs
(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination
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System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Career and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all high schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. It also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance to students who begin high
school not ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Examination
System program and provide for 11" and 12" grade students, who do not pass
their board exams, a program customized to the areas in which those students did
not do well on their board examinations.

IV.  Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released a
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of performance-based
high school diplomas matched to the actual requirements for suceess in America’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two years later, it organized a consortium of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. ‘Subsequently, the consortium decided to
pursue a variety of sources of funds to advance its agenda, including the High School Course
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program (see Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Attachment 4 (the
“Notice™), 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 (Apr. 9, 2010)). This MOU supersedes the
Memorandum of Understanding previously developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

¥ Purpose and Goals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding carcers and
participate effectively in STEM-related careers by:

I. Making available for use in our high schools the world’s most cffective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
training services of which they arc composed;

2. Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable and valid for the
purposes for which they will be used;

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary to assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools:

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and
5. Assisting the States in developing the policy structures and other support structures

needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students.



The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined jointly by the Board of
Trusices of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing comumnitments, projected
schedules, available resources and other relevant factors.

VL. Roles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES

A.  The State hereby certifics and represents that it;

1.

2

Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU:;

Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment
Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment
Program and is supportive of and will work to implement the
Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortium and

‘consistent with the Notice (Attachment 4

Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will carry out all of its

responsibilities;

Will. as a condition of continued membership in the Consortium, ensure

that at least one course assessment program will be implemented in the

State no later than the 2013-2014 school year and that all assessments in
the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year,

Consents to be bound by every statement and assurance in the

Consortium’s grant application;

Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations to
participate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s
application (Attachment 1).

B. In addition to the assurances set forth above in Section VLA., if the State is one of
the original ten (10) Consortium members’, and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and recetving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race to the Top
Assessment Program to support the pilot schools in the State, the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

1. Identify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Pilot Program,

four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the demographic diversity of that
State. (The requirement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with

' The “original ten (10) Consortium members” shall be the first fen (10) states to execute a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Consortium. Any States that execute a Memorandum of Execution with the Consortium
after the first ten (10} states shall be subject ro the terms set forth in Sections VLA. and VI.C.



a population below 1.3 million, but no State will be allowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

2. Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high school diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permitting those students, if they wish, to enroll as early as the end of
their sophomore year in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

3. Provide, subject to applicable law, all required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it,
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Committee of the Program
Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal government.

4. Implement the program statewide no later than four (4) vears after the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has
shown that the program produces statistically significant academic gains
for students who participate in it.

5. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meetings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board meetings.

64 If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
do not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not required to identify schools to participate
in the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VLA, the State hereby certifies and represents that it will:

1. Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section VLB, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools to pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasonably represent the
demographic diversity of the State.

VII. Governance Structure

‘The Consortium shall adhere to the governance structure set forth in the Consortium’s
application for the Race to the Top High School Course Assessment Program (Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3).

VIIL. Application Process

The State becomes a member of the Consortium upon executing this MOU, thereby

demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section VI of this
MOU.



IX.  Membership Opt-Out Process

A, The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a letter signed by the
State’s CSSO Member (as defined in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3)) of
the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that notifies the chair of the Board of
Trustees of the State’s decision to withdraw from the Consortium.

B.  The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortium membership of the State if the
State does not honor its commitments under this MOU. The Board of Trustees
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-vear period to cure its
noncompliance with the Consortium membership eligibility criteria,

X. Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the part of either the State or the
Consortium. It is understood that the ability of the State and of the Consortium to carry out their
obligations and commitments is subject to the availability of funds and personnel through their
respective funding procedures.

XL Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortium shall make any claim
against the other or against the other’s employees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arising from or in
connection with activities undertaken pursuant to this MOU.

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses are not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability to another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU, shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include loss of revenue or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

XII. Modifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any fime by mutual
written agreement executed by the parties hereto.



i XTI signa:um.

A, Govemor, Chief State School Officer and, as applmabie President of the State
Board of Educanon

By my signature below, I hereby certtfy that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
‘assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Goveming State in the

Consomum s fully committed to the application and will support its implementation.

1 further ccmfy that I have read the application, am fully commltted o0 it, and will support its
r:1mplementahon _ :

Govmor{pnmedmc) __ e Te[ephgneNumber S

Donald L. Carcieri | - @ony2222080

e

CinefStateSchoolomcer(anedee) [ Tolephons Nomber:

| Deborah Gist | | @oty222:4600

' Pmszdem of the State Board of Education (Printed | Telephone Number:
: Name) '

Rtb _fi’-s rt Flamders




B. C.&?hiéfﬁ?frocmmem- Officer

.....

3~C_ zisommn axzd in ﬁae pracw‘cment system descnbed in the Censn\rtmm s apphcat:on

(Attachment 1).

.3:Chxef Procurement C}fﬁcml or Desngﬂ'eé (Pmltcd T TelephomNnmber |
Name} 3

 Rosewa

SiS:gnatture of Chief Procurement Ofﬁcmf or | Date

i Demgnee

Jume. 11, Zo1o

Attachments:

Attachment 1 Apphcaﬁon of the State Consortium on:_Board Exammatwn S)stems for a grant to
- operate a consortium of states under the provisions of the Race to the Top
Assessment Program Part B, High School Course Assessment Program

Attachment z-‘-:Arncle'Sfof rInc-orporamen of State :Consortnm on Board Examanahon.&y‘stems

e (FY) 2010




Appendix A

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
_ For The
State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

June 19, 2010
I Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (this “MOU”) is made and_gffective as of this |7 day of
June 2010, (the “Effective Date”) by and between the State of Ygsmi#Tate’) and the State
Consortium on Board Examination Systems (“SCOBES” or “Consortium™)

IL  Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium and the State regarding
participation in the Consortium. This document describes the purpose and goals of the
Consortium, presents its background, and defincs responsibilities associated with membership in
the Consortium.

1. Definitions

A. The “Pilot Program” consists of each pilot school fully implementing at least one
Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and one Upper Division
Approved Board Examination System for those students who volunteer to take it,
providing extra assistance to students who begin high school not ready to begin
the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System and providing 11" and
12® grade students who do not pass their board exams with a program customized
to the areas in which those students did not do well on their board examinations.
It 15 expected that planning for the Pilot Program and the initial teacher training
will take place during the 2010-11 school year, the first year of implementation of
the Pilot Program in schools will take place the following year and the last year of
the Pilot Program will take place in the 2013-2014 school year. It is expected that
states joining the Comsortium after the 2010-2011 school year will follow a
similar schedule, but delayed by the delay in their entry into the Consortium.

B. “Approved Board Examination System” means a Board Examination System that
is certified for use by the Consortinm.

€. “Upper Division” means junior and senior years in high school.

D.  “Lower Division” means the freshman and sophomore years in high school.

E. “Implementing the program statewide” as used in Section VI.B.4. means making

sure that every high school student in the State has an opportunity to take at least
one of the Lower Division Approved Board Examination System programs and
one of the Upper Division Approved Board Examination System programs
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(including, as options, a regular Upper Division Approved Board Examination
System program, an approved STEM program or an approved Career and
Technical Education program). It does not mean that all high schools have to
offer these programs, but that such programs are reasonably available to all
students who wish to take them. It also means that the high schools that offer
these programs are prepared to offer extra assistance fo students who begin high
scheol net ready to begin the Lower Division Approved Board Fxamination
System program and provide for 11™ and 12 grade students, who do not pass
their board exams, a program customized to the areas in which those students did
not do well on their board examinations.

IV.  Background

In December 2006, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce released a
report that, among other things, recommended a new structure for American high schools based
on the use of the world’s best Board Examination Systems and on the idea of performance-based
high school diplomas matched to the actual requirements for success in America’s open-
admissions postsecondary institutions. Two years later, it organized a consortium of states
interested in piloting these proposals in their States. Subsequently, the consortinm decided to
pursue a variety of sources of funds to advance its agenda, including the High Schoot Course
Assessment Program of the Race to the Top Assessment Program (see Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards for Fiscal Year 2010 attached here to as Attachment 4 (the
“Notice™), 75 Federal Register 18171-18185 (Apr. 9, 2010)). This MOU supersedes the
Memorandum of Understanding previously developed for the Consortium, in order to ensure that
the MOU is compliant with the requirements in the Notice.

V. Purpose and Goals

Each party to this MOU is committed to greatly increasing the proportion of our high school
students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and
participate effectively in STEM-related careers by:

1. Making available for wse in our high schools the world’s most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
training services of which they are composed;

2. Ensuring that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable and valid for the
purposes for which they will be used;

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary to assure that they are genuinely
world class and meet the needs of our schools;

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these programs; and
5. Assisting the States in developing the policy structures and other support structures

needed to use these Approved Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the
greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students,

P2



The specific activities to be conducted under this MOU will be defined jointly by the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, in consideration of merit, existing commitments, projected
schedules, available resources and other relevant factors.

VL Roles, Responsibilities and Obligations of the State to SCOBES

A. The State hereby certifies and represents that it:

1.

2

Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU;

Is familiar with the Consortium’s High School Course Assessment
Program grant application for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment
Program and is supportive of and will work fo implement the
Consortium’s plan (Attachment 1), as defined by the Consortium and
consistent with the Notice (Attachment 4);

Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will carry out all of its
responsibilities;

Will, as a condition of continued membesship in the Consortium, ensure
that at least one course assessment program will be implemented in the
State no later than the 2013-2014 school year and that all assessments in
the program will be operational no later than the 2014-2015 school year;

Consents to be bound by every statement and assurance in the
Consortium’s grant application;

Has the requisite authority under applicable State laws and regulations to
participate in the procurement process described in the Consortium’s
application (Attachment 1).

B. In addition to the assurances set forth above in Section VI.A.. if the State is onc of
the original ten (10) Consortium members’, and is therefore participating in the
Pilot Program and receiving funds from the i3 Program and/or the Race 1o the Top
Assessment Program to support the pilot schools in the State, the State hereby
certifies and represents that it will:

L. Identify at least ten (10) high schools to participate in the Pilot Program,

four (4) of which are to serve mainly high-need students, and all of which
taken together reasonably represent the demographic diversity of that
State. (The requirement of 10 high schools will be waived for States with

! The “original ten (10) Consortium members” shall be the first ten (10) states to execnts a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Consortivm. Any States that excoute a Memorandum of Execution with the Consortium
after the first ten {10) states shal] be subject to the terms set forth in Sections VLA and VI.C.



a population below 1.3 million, but no State will be allowed to participate
with fewer than five high schools in the Pilot Program.)

2. Adopt policies that have the effect of (a) offering a high school diploma
for students who pass their Lower Division board examinations and (b)
permitting those students, if they wish, to enroll as carly as the end of
their sophomore year in high school as regular students in the 2-year and
4-year public open admissions post-secondary institutions in the State
without having to take remedial courses.

3. Provide, subject to applicable law, all required data related to the Pilot
Program, and to the performance and characteristics of the students in it,
which is requested by the Technical Advisory Committee of the Program
Manager engaged by the Consortium, the program evaluator and/or the
federal government.

4. Implement the program statewide no later than four (4) years afier the
Pilot Program has begun, provided that the evaluation of the program has
shown that the program produces statistically significant academic gains
for students who participate in it.

3. Participate with reasonable regularity in the meefings of the Board of
Trustees of the Consortium, it being understood that the Board will adopt
a policy of no substitutions for members at board mectings.

€. If the State is not one of the original ten (10) members, the State’s pilot schools
do not receive any funds under the i3 program or the Race to the Top Assessment
Program, and the State is therefore not required to identify schools to participate
in the evaluation. However, in addition to the assurances set forth in Section
VLA, the State hercby certifies and represents that it will:

1. Be bound by each of the assurances set forth in Section V1B, except that
the State is required to identify five (5) high schools 1o pilot the program
as designed, all of which taken together reasonably represent the
demographic diversity of the State.

VII. Governance Structure

The Consortium shall adhere to the governance structure set forth in the Consortium's
application for the Race 1o the Top High School Course Assessment Program (Attachment 1) and
in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3).

VIHI. Application Process
The State becomes a member of the Consortium upon executing this MQU, thereby

demonstrating that the State agrees to undertake the commitments recited in Section VI of this
MOU.



IX.  Membership Opt-Out Process

A The State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing a letter signed by the
State’s CSSO Member (as defined in the Consortium’s Bylaws (Attachment 3))of
the Board of Trustees of the Consortium that notifies the chair of the Board of
Trustees of the State’s decision to withdraw from the Consortium.

B. The Board of Trustees may revoke the Consortium membership of the State if the
State does not honor its commitments under this MOU. The Board of Trustees
shall have the discretion to afford the State a one-year period fo cure ifs
noncompliance with the Consortium membership eligibility criteria.

X.  Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute any financial commitment on the part of either the State or the
Consortium. Tt is understood that the ability of the State and of the Consertium to carry out their

obligations and commitments is subject to the availability of funds and personnel through their
respective funding procedures.

XI.  Liability and Risk of Loss

To the extent consistent with law, neither the State nor the Consortium shall make any claim
against the other or against the other’s employees for any injury, death or property loss, whether
such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or otherwise, arising from or in
connection with activities undertaken pursuant to this MOU,

To the extent that a risk of damage or losses are not dealt with expressly in this MOU, such
party’s liability to another party, whether or not arising as the result of alleged breach of this
MOU, shall be limited to direct damages only and shall not include loss of revenue or profits, or
other indirect or consequential damages.

XIi. Moedifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time by mutual
written agreement executed by the parties hereto.



XIIIL  Signatures

A.  Govemor, Chief State School Officer and, as applicable, President of the State
Board of Education

By my signature below, T hereby certify that the State agrees to be bound by every statement and
assurance in the application (Attachment 1) and that the State, as a Governing State in the
Consortium, 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.

Governor (Printed Name): Telephone Number;
Thmes 4. 200614 foz- 18-3333

Signature of Governor:

. | Date:
’Dgi_* il

N
Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): Telephone Number:
yralr A 02 - 52853135
Signature of Chief State School Officer: Date:

0 R A

President of the State Board of Education (Printed | Telephone Number:

Name):

F-:.?j 1je@ 5g H’llﬁf ?09‘_ {?bb B 1‘177
Signature of President of the State Board of Date:
Education:

’/fuJT PYDISI 'V O 53 b//'l{/o?o;o




B. Chief Procurement Officer

By my signature below, | hereby certify that | have reviewed the applicable procurement rules of
the State and determined that the State may participate in the procurement decisions of the
Consortium and in the procurement system described in the Consortium’s application

(Attachment 1),

Chief Procurement Official or Designee (Printed
Name):

Tc-h ?‘a. L N4

Telephone Number:

G2%- 3322

Signature of Chief Procurement Official or
Designee:

Date:

&/f}ﬁz’

Attachment 1: Application of the State Consortium on Board Fxamination Systems fora grant to
operate a consortium of states under the provisions of the Race to the Top
Assessment Program, Part B, High School Course Assessment Program

Attachment 2: Articles of Incorporation of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 3: Bylaws of State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Attachment 4: Department of Education Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal

Year (FY) 2010




THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF EDUCATION
ONE ASHBURTON PLACE = ROOM 1403
BOSTON, MA 02108

BEVALL PATRICK TEL: (617)979-8340
GONERNOR FAX: (617) 727-0049
TIMOTHY P. MURRAY www.mass.govieducation
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR

S. PAUL REVILLE
SECRETARY

June 21, 2010

Mare Tucker, President

National Center on Education and the Economy
‘2000 Pennsylvania Aventue, NW

Suite 5300

Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Tucker:

‘Thank you for coordinating and leading the work of the State Consortium on Board Examination Systems
(SCOBES). We are very pleased to be part of this important work and appreciate your support, as well as that
of the SCOBES miember states,

We are submitting this letter to accompany the attached Memorandum of Understanding. While we understand
that the SCOBES by-laws require all states to sign the same MOU, and we are happy fo do that, it is important
to us to record here the understandings we believe we share with you and with the member states about the
common interpretation of the MOU.

First, as you know, Massachusetts is very proud of the widely praised standards and assessments embodied in
the MCAS system and we are not interested in towering those standards. We decided to join the SCOBES
consortium precisely because what you plan to offer will plausibly enable us to both raise our standards even
further and provide students with a very strong curriculum that will enable more of them to achieve those
standards.

We understand that the purpose of the pilot program you are offering is to demonstrate to the people of
Massachusetts and the other member states that students using the SCOBES assessments will achieve higher
standards than the standards we have already set. Further, it is our understanding that none of the member states
will be obligated to scale up the program statewide unless the rescarch and evatuation program funded by the
Race to the Top Assessment Program grant and the i3 grants unequivocally demonstrates that kind of success.
In accordance with this approach, once the data and analysis from the evaluation of the pilot schools is
completed, and we as a state are able to make the determination that they add vatue to the current system in
Massachusetts, we will then work to implement them statewide.

We also understand that, for the pilot program to adequately test the program design, Massachusetts must be in a
position to offer a new, performance-based diploma to students in the pilot program who pass their lower
division exams as early as the end of their sophomore year in high school, and these students must havé the
opportunity the following fall to enter public open-enrollment 2-year and 4-year institutions of education as full



time students if they wish, without having to take remedial courses. As you know, Massachusetts does not yet
have such policies in place. We will do our best to put them in place for when students will be recruited for the
first year of the pilot program, but there is no guarantee of success. In the event that we have not put such a
policy in place by that time, we are aware Massachusetts will no longer be permitted to continue as a member of
the Consortium,

Second, we understand that nothing in the MOU will require the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to spend
money that it does not have. In fact, another of the attractive features of the SCOBES program is that it could
plausibly give us better results at lower costs than we are incurring right now, once the program is fully
implemented.

Finally, we will, of course, be making a series of policy decisions about SCOBES as the pilot unfolds in
Massachusetis. At each step, we will be making sure that the program is living up to its promise in order to
ensure that Massachusetts” participation in the Consortium is in the best interests of cur students, families and
teachers.

Thank you again for your work. We are excited to be part of this effort and fook forward to its success.

Sincerely, .
Paul Reville Mitchell D. Chester

Secretary of Education ‘Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education
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Steven L, Beshear Terry Holliday, Ph.D.

Govarnor Commissioner of Education
EDUCATION AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT CABINET *
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Capital Plaza Tower » 500 Mern Strect e Frankfort, Kentucky 40801
Phone: (502) 5644770 » www.education.ky.gov
May 27, 2010
TO; WHOM T MAY CONCERN

FROM Hiren Desai
Assoclate Commissicner
internal Administration and Support
Kentucky Department of Education

RE: State Consortium on Board Examination Systems
Grant Writer and Project Manager Procurement

OVERVIEW

The Kentucky Department of Education (“KDE”) recently engaged in a competitive bid process
to obtain the services of a vendor to work with a design team composed of a consortium of
states to develop a grant proposal for a multi-state common assessment for Category B: High
School Course Assessments, and to act as the project management partner for the actual
implementation of any grant award. The purpose of this memorandum is to provide an
overview of the procurement process used by KDE to obtain these services.

LEGAL AUTHORITY

KDE conducted the procurement in accordance with the Kentucky Model Procurement Code
(Kentucky Revised Statutes, Chapter 45A). This particular Request for Proposals (“RFP”) was
issued in accordance with KDE's statutory authority under KRS 45A.690 st seq. This authority
allows a state agency in the Commonwealth of Kentucky to issue a solicitation for professional
services in order to establish a Personal Service Contract. See KRS 45A.695 (3) through (5).
A copy of this statute is attached.

The state Finance and Administration Cabinet has promulgated policies and procedures to
govern the procurement process in Kentucky. These policies and procedures are incorporated
by reference in administrative regulation 200 KAR 5:021. A copy of this regulation is attached.

The particular Finance Policy which governs the establishment of personal service contracts
and provides the additional administrative level of detail required to implement the above-
referenced statutes is Finance Administrative Policy ("FAP") 111-43-00. A copy of this FAP is
attached. Numerical paragraph 1 outlines the competitive bid process for such contracts.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROCESS

KDE followed the steps outlined in FAP 111-43-00, numerical paragraph 1, to establish this
personal service contract. In essence, the process was as follows:

1. KDE issued an RFP in the state’s procurement system (“eMARS”) on May 4, 2010.
The RFP closed on May 11, 2010. This was for the minimum period of seven days
required under Kentucky law by FAP 111-43-00. A copy of the RFP is attached.
The RFP established certain evaluation criteria.

2. Only one proposal was received. KDE reviewed and evaluated this proposal in
accordance with the criteria established in the RFP. The evaluation team was
composed of members of KDE's Office of Assessment and Accountability and Office
of Internal Administration and Support who determined that the vendor wes a
responsible bidder (i.e. had the capability in all respects to perform fully the contract
requirements and the integrity and reliability to assure good faith performance) in
accordance with the criteria established in the RFP. Consensus scoring was
utilized.

3. Upon completion of evaluation, KDE negotiated fair and reasonable compensation
with the best evaluated vendor. In this instance, fair and reasonable compensation
was determined to be zero cost for the grant-writing activities and a maximum cap of
ten percent of the total grant award for any program management activities
associated with actual implementation of the grant.

4. KDE awarded a contract (‘PON2-540-1000002577") in the state procurement
system. A copy of the contract is attached.

KDE maintains a copy of the bid file and original signed contract at the Department and it is
available for inspection as needed. Please contact Hiren Desai at (502) 564-1976 if any
additional information is required.

Attachments

—
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45A.695 Personal service contract procedures — Tax incentive agreements,

(1)

2)

()

(4)

®)

Except as provided in subsection (8) of this section, no one shall bogin work on a
personal service contract entered into by any contracting bedy or incur expenditures
under a tax incentive agreement until notification of the personal service contract or
tax incentive agreement is filed with the committee. Each personal service contract
shall have a cancellation clause not to exceed thirty (30) days notice to the
contractee.

Each personal service contract, tax incentive agreement, and memorandum of

agreement shall be filed with the committee prior to the effective date and shall be

sccompanied by a completed proof of necessity form as established by the
committee by promulgation of an administrative regulation, or ecquivalont
information if submitted electronically. The proof of necessity form shall document:

(a) The need for the service or benefit to the Commonwealth of the tax incentive
agreement;

(b) Yor personal service contracts and memoranda of agreement, the
unavailability of state personpel or the nonfeasibility of utilizing state
personnel to perform the service;

(¢) The total projected cost of the contract of agreement and source of funding;

(d) The total projected duration of the contract or tax incertive agreement;

(e) Payment information, in detail;

() In the case of memoranda of agrecment or similar device, the reason for
exchanging resources or responsibilities; and

{&) Such other information as the committee deems appropriate,

Adequate notice of the need for a personal service contract shall be given by the
contracting body through a request for proposals. The request for proposals shall
describe the services required, list the type of information and data required of each
offeror, and state the relative importance of particular qualifications.

‘The head of the contracting body or his or her designee may conduct discussions

with any offeror who has submitted a proposal to determine the offerors
qualifications for further consideration. Discussions shall not disclose any
information derived from proposals submitted by other offerors.

Award shall be made 10 the offeror determined by the head of the contracting bady,
or his or her designee, to be the best qualified of all offerors based on the evaluation
factors set forth in the request for proposels and the negotiation of fair and
reascnable compensation. If compensation cannot be agreed upon with the best
qualified offeror and if proposals were submitted by one (1) or more other offerors
determined to be qualified, negotiations may be conducted with the other offeror or
offerors in the order of their respective qualification ranking. In this case, the
contract may be awarded to the next best ranked offeror for 2 fair and reasonable
compensation. All determinations of the qualification rankings of offerors by the
head of the contracting body or a designee of the officer based on evaluation factors
set forth in the request for proposals shall be made in writing. Written
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(6)

N

®

&

documentation shall be maintained conceming the final results of negotiation with
each vendor and reasoning as to why each vendor was chosen.

The committee shali maintain 2 record or have readily accessible records of the date
on which each personal service contract, tax incentive agreement, and memorandurm
of agreement was received and shall maintain or have access to electronic or paper
files on all personal service contracts, tax incentive agreements, and memoranda of
agreement. Except for records exempt from inspection under KRS 61.870 to
61.884, all personal service contracts, tax incentive agreements, and memoranda of
agreement shall be made available for public inspection.

Payment on personal service contracts, tax incentive agreements; and memoranda of
agreement submitted to the committee for approval shall not be made for services
rendered or projects undertaken after committee disapproval, unless the decision of
the committes is overridden by the secretary of the Finance and Administration
Cabinet or agency head, if the agency has been granted delegation authority by the
secretary of the Finance and Administration Cabinet. All personal service contracts,
tax incentive agreements, and memoranda of agreement shall contain a provisicn
that stipulates that payments on personal service contracts and memoranda of
agreement shall not be authorized for services rendered after committee
disapproval, unless the decision of the committes is overridden by the secretary of
the Finance and Administration Cabinet or agency head, if the agency has been
granted delegation authority.

In the event of a governmental emergency as defined under KRS 45A.690, work
may begin prior to filing notification of the personal service contract with the
committee, if the secretary of the Finance and Administration Cabinet or his
designee determines that the time involved in the normal review process would be
detrimental to the Commonwealth's ability to act or procure the services and the
normal process will not accommodate the governmental emergency. Payment shall
not be made until written notification and explanation of the reasons for this action
are forwarded to the commitiee.

If a governmental cmergency exists as defined under KRS 45A.690 and work is
authorized to begin on a personal service contact immediately, a copy of a
statement, approved by the s¢cretary of the Finance and Administration Cabinet or

‘his designee, setting forth in detail the nature of the emergency shall be filed with

the committee, along with a copy of the personal service contract.
Effectiver June 26, 2009

History: Amended 2009 {Ist Extra. Sess.) Ky. Acis ch. 1, sec. 49, effective June 26,
2009. -~ Amended 1998 Ky. Acts ch. 486, sec. 3, effective July 15, 1998, prevails
over ch. 120, sec. 16, effective July 15, 1998. — Amended 1997 (st Extra. Sess)) Ky.
Acts ch. 4, sec. 33, effective May 30, 1997. — Amended 1992 Ky. Acis ch. 55,
sec, 11, effective July 14, 1992. - Created 1990 Ky. Acts ch. 496, sec. 15, effective
July 13, 1990,

Legisiative Research Commission Note {7/15/58). This section was amended by 1908
Ky. Acts Chs. 120 and 486 which are in conflict. Under KRS 446.250, Acls ch. 486,
which was last enacted by the General Assembly, prevails.
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200 KAR 5:021. Manuat of policies and procedures. Page 1 of |

200 KAR 5:021. Manual of policies and procedures.

RELATES TO: KRS Chapter 45A

STATUTORY AUTHORITY: KRS 45A.045(2)

NECESSITY, FUNCTION, AND CONFORMITY: KRS 45A.045(2) requires the Finance and Administration Cabinet to publish a manual of
policles and procedures, which Is fo be incorporated by reference as an administrative regulation pursuznt to KRS Chapler 134, This
administtative regulation incorporates the Finance and Administration Cabinet Manusl of Polisies aid Proceduras.

Section 1. Incorporation by Reference. (1) *Finance and Adminisiration Cabinet of Policies and Procedures (Revised January 2008)" is
incomporated by referance.

(2) This material may be Inspected, copied, or obtained, subject to applicable copyright law, at the Finance and Administration Cabinet,
Ofice of Policy and Aucit, Policy Branch, Room 468, Capitol Annex, Frankfor, Kentucky 40601, Monday through Friday, 8 a.m. to 4:30 pm.
This material may 2iso be obtained 2t the Finance and Administration Cabinet's Web sife, werw Binance ky.gov. (21 Ky.R. 709; off. 6-14-04-
Am. 22 Ky.R. 2044; eff, 7-5-96; 23 Ky.R. 1403; eff. 11-11.86; 3072: ff. 3-26.07: 24 Ky.R. 928; 1294; eff. 1-12-08; 25 Ky.R. 903; off. 2-18-00;
2B Ky.R. 1908, 2127, eff. 4-15-2002: 30 Ky.R. 667; 1450; off. 1-5:04; 31 Ky.R. 139: 702; ef. 11-5-04; 1675; 32 KyR. 47: 8-5-05: 837" 1388;
aff. 3:3-06))
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FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION CABINET
MANUAL OF POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

Revised: January 2006

INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE AS AN ADMINISTRATIVE
REGULATION PURSUANT TO 200 KAR 5:021
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Finance and Administration Cabinet Manual of Policies and Procedures

FAP 111-43-00
PERSONAL SERVICE CONTRACTS

1.

An agency shall procure a Personal Service Contract by issuing a Request for Proposal for Personal
Service Contract.

3. An agency desiring to procure a professional service shall issue a Request for Proposals (RFP} in
the state’s procurement system. An agency shall post the RFP to the Commonwealth's
eProcurement web site for a minimum of seven (7) days. At the discretion of the agency and if
stated in the RFP, a vendor may respond via the oniine bidding fealure of the state’s procurement
system, in accordance with FAP 110-10-00.

b. The agency shall review the proposals received and record a determination of the qualification
rankings of the offerors based on the evaluation factors set forth in the RFP. The determination
shall be documented in the Bid Evaluation of the state’s procurement system by the contracting
agency. - '

¢. After determining the best proposal received, the agency may negotiate a fair and reasonable
compensation with the selected offeror. '

d. The agency shall award 2 contract electronicaily from a bid evaluation in the siate's procurement
system. The contract shall include all terms and conditions agreed upon; the swomn statement
regarding campaign finance laws required by KRS 45A.110(2) and 45A.115; the statement
regarding revealing of violations of and compliance with certain KRS chaplers required by KRS
45A.485; the Legislative Research Commmission (LRC} Proof of Necessity (PON) form; language
regarding access to documents required by 200 KAR 5:314; and language of KRS 4A5A.895(7)
regarding payment and cancellation clause required by 45A.695(1}). If any changes are mads to
the agreement along the efectronic route, a new copy shall be forwarded 1o the second party for
agreement {o the changes.

e. A vendor wishing to exempt proprietary information from disclosure as stated in 200 KAR 5:314
shall submit a request fo the secrefary of the Finance and Administralion Cahinet for approval

before executing a contract. The request shall specifically describe the information requested to
be exempted.

f.  The agency shall maintain the original contract, signed by both parties, and the coniract shall be
available for review upon request. The electronic contract shall be forwarded through the agency
and the Finance and Administration Cabinet for appropriate approvals. The Finance and
Administration Cabinet shali file the contract with LRC.

A Personal Service Coniract for auditing services shall not be established until the Auditor of Public
Accounts has declined in writing to perform the service or has falled to respond within thirty (30) days
to a written request for an audit. {KRS 45.149).

Exemptions from the requirements of KRS 45A.690 — 45A.725 and this policy may be approved by
the secretary of the Finance and Administration Cabinet, or his designes, if an emergency condition
exists or if a sole source provider is identified. To request exemption, the requesting agency shall
submit a leter to the secretary of the Finance and Administration Cabinet with the following
information:

a. Approval of the agency head or secretary of the requesting cabinet or agency:

b. A description of the needed service and sole source justification, or a deseription of the
emeargency conditions:
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Finance and Administration Cabinet Manual of Policies and Procedures

¢. An estimate of the planned amount of work involved:
d. Anestimate of the contract cost per fiscal year or biennium, including anticipated amendments;
e. Identity of an agency contact person; and

f. Verification of the unavallability of Commonwealih personnel or the non-feasibility of wiilizing
Commonwsalth personnet to perform the service.

if a governmental emergency, as defined by KRS 45A.690, requires that a vendor begin work prior to
the contraet being filed with LRC, the agency shall submit a lefter to the sacretary of the Finance and
Administration Cabinet requesting an emergency effective date, and describing the circumsiances
that required the vendor to start work prior to filing the contract with LRC.

Modification to a Personal Service Confract shall be processed in the same manner as the original
contract in the state's procurement system. A modification shall be used i the parties 1o an
established Personal Service Contract agree to increase or decrease funds, revise the scope of work,
extend the time for performance within the current biennium, or any other change.

. If an agency creating a Personal Service Contract does not have legel counsel in-houss, the agency

shall submit the original document to the Personal Service Contract Office of the Office of Material
and Procurement Services. The Personal Service Contract Office shall review the agreement, secure
ihe signature of an attorney for the Finance and Administration Cabinet, and return the original to the
agency lo be retained.

(KRS 45A.080)
(KRS 45A.690 - KRS 45A.725)
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Appendix C

State Consortium on Board Examination Systems
Technical Advisory Committee

Biographical Sketches

Howard T. Everson— Co-Chair

Howard T. Everson is Professor and Senior Fellow at the City University of New York’s Center
for Advanced Study in Education. Prior to joining the City University, he was Professor of
Psychology and Psychometries at Fordham University. Dr. Everson's research and scholarly
interests focus on the intersection of cognitive psychology., instruction and assessment. e has
contributed fo developments in educational psychology, psychometrics and quantitative methods
in psychology. He serves as consulting research scientist to number of organizations, including
the American Councils for International Education, the American Institutes for Research, and the
National Center for Education and the Economy.

Dr. Everson was founding director of the Educational Statistics Services Institute at the
American Institutes for Research. He also served as Vice President for Academic Initiatives and
Chief Research Scientist for the College Board, and was a Psychometric Fellow at the
Educational Testing Service. Dr. Everson is a Fellow of both the American Educational
Research Association and the American Psychological Association, a charter member of the
American Psychological Society, and past-president of the Division of Educational Psychology
(Division 15) of the American Psychological Association. He currently serves on APA’s
Committee on Testing and Assessment Issues and the National Collegiate Athletic Association’s
Advisory Panel on Research, and chairs the New York State Regents Examination’s Technical
Advisory Panel.

James W. Pellegrino - Co-Chair

James W. Pellegrino is Liberal Arts and Sciences Distinguished Professor and Distinguished
Professor of Education at the University of Hlinois at Chicago. He also serves as Co-director of
UIC’s interdisciplinary Learning Sciences Research Institute. Previously he was Professor of
Psychology and a Research Associate of the University of Pittsburgh's Learning Research and
Development Center, Professor of Education and Psychology at the University of California at
Santa Barbara, Frank W. Maybom Professor of Cognitive Studies at Vanderbilt University,
where he also served as co-director of the Learning Technology Center and Dean of Vanderbilt’s
Peabody College of Education and Human Development.

Dr. Pellegrino's research and development interests focus on children’s and adult’s thinking and
learning and the implications of cognitive research and theory for assessment and instructional
practice. Much of his current work is focused on analyses of complex leaming and instructional
environments, including those incorporating powerful information technology tools, with the
goal of better understanding the nature of student learning and the conditions that enhance deep
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understanding. A special concern of his research is the incorporation of effective formative
assessment practices, assisted by technology, to maximize student leaming and understanding,

Dr. Pellegrino’s has led several National Academy of Sciences/National Research Council study
committees. These include chair of the Study Committee for the Evaluation of the National and
State Assessments of Educational Progress, co-chair of the Study Committee on Learning
Research and Educational Practice, and co-chair of the Study Committee on the Foundations of
Assessment. He was a member of the Study Committee on Improving Learning with Information
Technology and chaired the Panel on Research on Learning and Instruction for the Strategic
Education Research Partnership. Most recently he completed service as a member of the Study
Committee on Test Design for K-12 Science Achievement and currently serves on the Study
Commitiee on Science Learning: Games, Simulations and Education. He is a lifetime National
Associate of the National Academy of Sciences and a past member of the NRC’s Board on
Testing and Assessment. In 2007 he was elected to lifetime membership in the National
Academy of Education and has served on ARRA’s Governing Council.

Lieyd Bond

Lloyd Bond is a Consulting Scholar with the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching and Emeritus Professor of Education at the University of North Carolina, Greensboro.
From 2002 to 2008 he was a Senior Scholar at Camegie working in the area of assessment across
several Camegie Foundation programs. Dr. Bond obtained the Ph. D. in Psychology (1976) from
the Johns Hopkins University, specializing in psychometrics and quantitative methods. He
taught test theory and psychometrics at the University of Pittsburgh, and at the University of
North Carolina (Greensboro).

Dr. Bond has published widely in the area of assessment, measurement theory and testing policy
and has made fundamental contributions to the literature on measuring complex performance and
cognitive process underlying test performance. He has held editorial positions on the leading
joumals in educational and psychological measurement and serves on numerous commissions
and panels devoted to testing and testing policy. He is currently a member of the Data Analysis
Committee of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the Psychometric
Panel of the College Board. Previously he served on the National Academy of Sciences’
Committee on Indicators of Science and Mathematics Education and their Committee on Science
Assessment Standards. A fellow of both The American Psychological Association and the
American Educational Research Association (AERA), Professor Bond is the recipient of
numerous honors and awards, including the Presidential Citation from AERA for Contributions
to Educational Measurement and an APA Distinguished Service Award for his work on the Joint
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing. He has served as a trustee for the College
Board, and currently sits on the boards of the Human Resources Research Organization and
CRESST.

Phillip Daro

Phillip Daro is a Senior Fellow for Mathematics for America’s Choice where he focuses on
programs for students who are behind and algebra for all. He also directs the partnership of the
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University of California, Stanford and others with the San Francisco Unified School District for
the Strategic Education Research Partnership, with a focus on mathematics and science learning
among students learning English or developing academic English, Over the past year he has
chaired the Common Core State Standards Mathematics Workgroup.

Mr. Daro has directed, advised and consulted to a range of mathematics education projects. He
currently serves on the NAEP Validity Studies panel, has chaired the mathematics standards
committees for Georgia and Kentucky and chaired the Technical Advisory Group for
ACHIEVE's Mathematics Work Group. He also has served on the College Board’s Mathematics
Framework Committee, the RAND Mathematics Education Study Panel, and several
mathematics task forces for the State of California. A regular consultant to large urban school
districts across the country, from the mid ‘80s until the 90s, he was the director of the California
Mathematics Project for the University of California. He has also worked with reading and
literacy experts and panels on problems related to academic language development, especially in
mathematics classroom discourse.

Richard P. Durin

Richard P. Durdn is a Professor at the Gevirtz Graduate Schoel of Education, University of
California, Santa Barbara. Prior to joining UC, he served as a research scientist at Educational
Testing Service where he conducted studies on the validity of the SAT for use in predicting
Latino students’ college achievement, the validity of the GRE test, and the validity of the Test of
English as Foreign Language. Since joining UCSB Dr. Duran has conducted and published
research on assessment validity and education policy, and educational interventions serving
English language leamers preparing for college. He has investigated how more effective
instruction could be designed to improve the academic outcomes of culturally and linguistically
diverse students who don’t perform well on standardized tests and who come from low-income
“families, and how students’ self awareness of their performance can lead to new notions of

assessment. Most recently he has been conducting research on student learning in after-school
computer clubs.

Dr. Duran has served as a member of the National Research Council Board on Testing and
Assessment, and a5 a member of the NRC Committee on Appropriate Test Use that authored a
congressionally mandated report on the validity of tests for high school graduation purposes. He
currently serves as a member of the NAEP Validity Studies Panel and on the Technical Advisory
Committees for the state assessment systems of New York, Texas, Washington and California.

Edward H. Haertel

Edward H. Haertel is the Jacks Family Professor of Education at Stanford University, where his
research and teaching focus on quantitative research methods, psychometrics and educational
policy, especially test-based accountability and the use of test data for educational program
evaluation. Haertel's early work investigated the use of latent class models for item response
data. His recent research projects have included studies of standard setting and standards-based
score interpretations, statistical properties of test-based accountability systems, metric-free
measures of score gaps and trends, and the policy uses and consequences of test-based
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accountability. Recent publications include "Validating Standards-Based Test Score
Interpretations” (2004, with W. A. Lorié), Uses and Misuses of Data for Educational
Accountability and Improvement (2005 NSSE Yearbook, with J L. Herman), “Reliability” (in
Educational Measurement, 4th ed., 2006), and Assessment, Equity, and Opportunity to Learn
(2008, co-edited with Pamela Moss, James Gee, Diana Pullin, and Lauren Young).

Dr. Haertel has served as president of the National Council on Measurement in Education, chairs
the Technical Advisory Committee concerned with the design and evolution of California's test-
based school accountability system, chairs the NRC's Board on Testing and Assessment, and
from 2000 to 2003 chaired the Committee on Standards, Design, and Methodology of the
National Assessment Governing Board. He has served on numerous state and national advisory
committees related to educational testing, assessment, and evaluation, including the Joint
Committec responsible for the 1999 edition of the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing. Dr. Haertel has been a fellow at the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral
Sciences and is a fellow of the American Psychological Association and a member of the
National Academy of Education where he has served in several different leadership positions,

Joan Herman

Joan Herman is Director of the National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and
Student Testing (CRESST) at UCLA. Her research has explored the effects of testing on schools
and the design of assessment systems to support school planning and instructional improvement.
Her recent work has focused on assessment validity and teachers’ use of formative assessment
practices in mathematies and science. She also has wide experience as an evaluator of school
reform. Dr. Herman’s work is noted for bridging research and practice. Among her books are
Tracking Your School's Success: A Guide to Sensible School-Based Evaluation; and A Practical

Guide to Alternative Assessment, both of which have been popular resources for schools across
the country.

A former teacher and school board member, Dr. Herman also has published extensively in
research journals and is a frequent speaker to policy audiences on evaluation and assessment
topics, advisor 1o state and local educational agencies, and a regular participant in projects for the
National Academy of Sciences and the National Research Council, She served on the NAS’s
Committee on the Design of Science Assessment, and is currently serving on the Roundtable on
Fducation Systems and Accountability. Dr. Herman is past president of the California
Educational Rescarch Association and has been elected to a variety of leadership positions in the
American Educational Research Association, National Organization of Research Centers, and
Knowledge Alliance. Among her current involvements, she is editor of Educational Assessment,
member of the Joint Committee for the Revision of the Standards for Educational and

Psychological Measurement, member at large for AERA, and chair of the Board for Para Los
Nifios.
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Rebert L. Linn

Robert L. Linn is a distinguished professor emeritus of education in the research and evaluation
methods program of the University of Colorado. He has published over 250 journal articles and
chapters in books dealing with a wide range of theoretical and applied issues in educational
measurement. Dr. Linn’s research explores the uses and interpretations of educational
assessments, with an emphasis on educational accountability systems. His work has investigated
a variety of technical and policy issue in the uses of test data, including altemative designs for
accountability systems and the impact of high-stakes testing on teaching and learning. He has
received several awards for his contributions to the field, including the ETS Award for
Distinguished Service to Measurement, the E.L Thorndike Award, the EF. Lindquist Award, the
National Council on Measurement in Education Career Award, and the American Educational
Research Association Award for Distinguished Contributions to Educational Research.

Dr. Linn is a member of the National Academy of Education and a Lifetime National Associate
of The National Academies. He has been an active member of the American Educational
Research Association for more than 40 years and served as vice president of the AERA Division
of Measurement and Research Methodology, vice chair of the joint committee that developed the
1985 Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing, and as president of AERA. Heisa
past president of the National Council on Measurement in Education, past editor of the Journal of
Educational Measurement and editor of the third edition of Educational Measurement, a
handbook sponsored by NCME and the American Council on Education. He was chair of the
National Research Council’s Board on Testing and Assessment and served on the NRC’s Board
of the Center for Education, and on the Advisory Committee for the Division of Behavioral and
Social Sciences. He served as chair of the NAEd Committee on Social Scienice Research
Evidence on Racial Diversity in Schools, and as chair of Committee on Student Achievement
and Student Leaming for the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards.

Catherine E. Snow

Catherine E. Snow 1s the Patricia Albjerg Graham Professor of Education at the Harvard
Graduate School of Education. She received her Ph.D. in psychology from McGill and worked
for several years in the linguistics department of the University of Amsterdam. Her research
mterests include children's language development as influenced by interaction with adults in
home and preschool settings, literacy development as related to language skills and as influenced
by home and school factors, and issues related to the acquisition of English oral and literacy
skills by language minority children. She has co-authored books on langnage development (e.g,,
Pragmatic Development with Anat Ninio) and on literacy development (e.g., Is Literacy
Enough? with Michelle Porche, Patton Tabors and Stephanic Harris), and published widely on
these topics in referred journals and edited volumes.

Dr. Snow's contributions to the field include membership on several joumnal editorial boards, co-
directorship at the origin of the Child Language Data Exchange System, and editorship for many
years of Applied Psycholinguistics. She served as a board member at the Center for Applied
Linguistics and a member of the National Research Council’s Committee on Establishing a
Research Agenda on Schooling for Language Minority Children. She chaired the NRC’s
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Committee on Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, which produced a report that
has been widely adopted as a basis for reform of reading instruction and professional
development. She has also served on the NRC's Council for the Behavioral and Social Sciences
and Education, and as president of the American Educational Research Association. A member
of the National Academy of Education, Dr. Snow has held visiting appointments at the
University of Cambridge, England, Universidad Autonoma in Madrid, and The Institute of
Advanced Studies at Hebrew University in Jerusalem, and has guest taught at Universidad
Central de Caracas, El Colegio de Mexico, Odense University in Denmark, and several
institutions in The Netherlands.

Dylan Wiliam

Dylan Wiliam is Professor of Educational Assessment and Deputy Director of the
University of London’s Institute of Education. Afler a first degree in mathematics
and physics, and one year teaching in a private school, he taught in inner-city schools
for seven years, during which time he eared further degrees in mathematics and
mathematics education. In 1984 he joined Chelsea College, University of London,
which later became part of King's College London. During this time he worked on
developing innovative assessment schemes in mathematics before taking over the
leadership of the mathematics teacher education program at King’s. Between 1989
‘and 1991 he was the Academic Coordinator of the Consortium for Assessment and
Testing in Schools, which developed a variety of statutory and non-statutory
assessments for the national curriculum of England and Wales. After his retum to
King’s, he completed his PhD, addressing some of the technical issues thrown up by
the adoption of a system of age-independent criterion-referenced levels of attainment
in the national curriculum of England and Wales.

From 1996 to 2001 Dr. Wiliam was the Dean and Head of the School of Education at
King’s College London, and from 2001 to 2003, he served as Assistant Principal of
the College. In 2003 he moved to the US, as Senior Research Director of the
Learning and Teaching Research Center at the Educational Testing Service. His
recent work has focused on the use of assessment to support leamning (sometimes
called formative assessment). He was the co-author, with Paul Black of a major
review of the research evidence on formative assessment published in 1998 and has
subsequently worked with many groups of teachers, in both the UK and the US, on
developing formative assessment practices. Another current interest is how school-
based teacher leaming communities can be used to create effective systems of
teacher professional development at scale.
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Articles of Incorporation and Bylaws for SCOBES
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS .

* Kk %
==i=n
e

CERTIFICATE

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that ail applicable provisions of the District of Columbia
NonProfit Corporation Act have been complied with and accordingly, this
CERTIFICATE OF INCORPORATION is hereby issued to:

STATE CONSORTIUM ON BOARD EXAMINATION SYSTEMS

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and caused the seal of this
office to be affixed as of the 9th day of June,2010.

LINDA K. ARGO
Director

Business and Professional Licensing Administration

PATRICIAE. GRAYS

Superiniendent of Corporatxms
Corporations Division

Adrian M. Fenty
Mayor
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ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION
OF

STATE CONSORTIUM ON BOARD EXAMINATION SYSTEMS

We, the undersigned natural persons of the age of eighteen years or more,
acting as incorporators of the above-named corporation, adopt the following Articles of
Incorporation of such corporation pursuant to the District of Columbia Nonprofit
Corporation Act.

FIRST: The name of the corporation is State Consortium on Board
- Examination Systems (the “Corporation”).
SECOND: The period of the Corporation’s duration is perpetual.
THIRD: The purposes for which the Corporation is organized are as follows: -
A. To operate exclusively for charitable and educational purposes, including,
but not limited to, greatly increasing the proportion of our high school students who leave

high school ready to do college-level work, enter into rewarding careers and participate
effectively in STEM-related careers by:

{1) Making available for use in our high schools, the world’s most
effective Board Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring
systems and teacher training services of which they are composed;

(2) Making sure that the assessments included in these systems are fair,
reliable and valid for the purposes for which they will be used:

(3) Adapting and improving those systems as necessary o assure that
they are genuinely world class and meet the needs of our schools;

(4) Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in
these programs; and

(3) Assisting the states in developing the policy structures and other
support structures needed to use these Board Examination Systems in ways that promote
the greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students; =



B. To exercise any powers conferred upon corporations formed under the
District of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation Act as may be necessary or convenient in
order to accomplish the above-described purposes, including, but not limited to, the
power to accept donations of money or property, whether real or personal, or any interest
therein, wherever situated, or any other thing of value.

FOURTH: The Corporation shall not have members, and shall not issue any
capital stock.

~ FIFTH: Except for the initial Board of Trustees, whose names are set forth in
these Articles of Incorporation, the Board of Trustees shall be chosen in the manner
provided in the Bylaws.

SIXTH: Except as provided in these Articles of Incorporation, the internal
affairs of the Corporation shall be regulated and determined as provided in the Bylaws.

SEVENTH: At all times, and notwithstanding merger, consolidation,
reorganization, termination, dissolution or winding up of the Corporation (voluntary or
involuntary or by operation of law), or any other provisions hereof:

A. The Corporation shall not possess or exercise any power or authority,
whether expressly, by interpretation, or by operation of law, that would pose a substantial
risk of preventing it at any time from qualifying and continuing to qualify as an
organization described in section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (the
“Code"), contributions to which are deductible for federal income tax purposes, nor shail
the Corporation engage directly or indirectly in any activity that would pose a substantial
risk of causing the loss of such qualification under section 501(c)(3) of the Code.

B. At no time shall the Corporation engage in any activities that are unlawful
under the laws of the United States, the District of Columbia or any other jurisdiction
where any of its activities are carried on.

C. No part of the assets or net earnings of the Corporation shall ever be used,
‘nor shall the Corporation ever be organized or operated, for purposes that are not _
exclusively charitable, educational or scientific within the meaning of section 501(c)(3)
of the Code.

D. The Corporation shall never be operated for the primary purpose of
carrying on a trade or business for profit.

E. The Corporation shall not carry on propaganda or otherwise attempt to
influence legislation to an extent that would disqualify it for tax exemption under section
501{c)3) of the Code by reason of attempting to influence legislation. Nor shall the
‘Corporation, directly or indirectly, participate in or intervene in (including the publishing

e
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or distributing of statements) any political campaign on behalf of or in opposition to any
candidate for public office.

F. No solicitation of contributions to the Corporation shall be made, and no
gift, bequest or devise to the Corporation shall be accepted, upon any condition or
limitation that would pose a substantial risk of causing the Corporation to lose its federal
income tax exemption.

- G. Pursuant to the prohibition contained in section 501 (¢)(3) of the Code, no
part of the net earnings, current or accumulated, of the Corporation shall ever inure to the
benefit of any private shareholder or individual.

H. Notwithstanding any other provision of these Articles of Incorporation, if
at any time or times the Corporation is a private foundation within the meaning of section
509 of the Code, then during such time or times:

- oo (1)-The Corporation shall not engage in any act of self-dealingas- - -
defined in section 4941(d) of the Code;

(2) The Corporation shail distribute its income for each taxable year at
such time and in such manner as not to subject the Corporation to tax under section 4942
of the Code;

- {3) The Corporation shall not retain any excess business heldings as
defined in section 4943(c) of the Code;

{4) The Corporation shall not make any investments in such a manner as
to subject the Corporation to tax under section 4944 of the Code; and

(5) The Corporation shall not make any taxable expenditures as defined
in section 4945(d) of the Code.

EIGHTH: Upon the termination, dissolution or winding up of the Corporation
in any manner or for any reason, voluntary or involuntary, its assets, if any, remaining
after the payment or provision for payment of all liabilities of the Corporation shall be
distributed to, and only to, one or more organizations described in section S01(c)(3) of
the Code.

NINTH: The private property of the officers and trustees of the Corporation
shall not be subject to payment of debts of the Corporation to any extent whatever.

TENTH: The Corporation shall indemnify any trustee or officer or former
trustee or officer of the Corporation against expenses actually and necessarily incurred by
him or her in connection with the defense of any action, suit or proceeding in which he or

-3-
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she is made a party by reason of being or having been such a trustee or officer, except in
relation to matters as to which he or she shall be adjudged in such action, suit or
proceeding to be liable for negligence or misconduct in the performance of a duty. The
indemnification provided by this Article TENTH shall not be deemed exclusive of any
other rights to which such trustee or officer may be entitled under any bylaw, agrecment,
vote of the Board of Trustees or otherwise. No payment shall be made under this Atticle
TENTH if such payment would result in any liability for tax under chapter 42 6f the
Code.

ELEVENTH: All references contained in these Articles of Incorporation to the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or to the “Code,” shall be deemed to refer to the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 and to the Regulations established pursuant thereto as they now
exist or as they may hereafler be amended. Any reference contained in these Articles of
Incorporation to a specific section or chapter of the Code shall be deemed to refer to such
section or chapter and the Regulations established pursuant thereto as they now exist or
as they may hereafter be amended, and to any corresponding provision of any future
United States Internal Revenue law and any Regulations established pursuant thereto.

TWELFTH: The address, including street number and zip code, of the initial
registered office of the Corporation and the name of its initial registered agent at such
address are:

Corporation Service Company
1090 Vermont Avenus, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

THIRTEENTH: The number of trustees constituting the initial Board of
Trustees of the Corporation is three (3). The name and address, including street number

and zip code, of each of the individuals who are to constitute the initial Board of Trustees
are:

Name;

Terry Holliday

Robert King

John Lyons

Address:

500 Mero Streét, 1st Floor CPT

Frankfort, KY 40601

1024 Capital Center Drive
Suite 320
Frankfort, KY 40601

1 New Hampshire Avenue

Suite 235
Portsmouth, NH 03801
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FOURTEENTH: The name and address, including street number and zip code,
of cach incorporator are:

Name: Address:

Andras Kosaras 555 12" Street, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Jonathan Hommer 555 12" Street, NW

Washington, DC 20004
Deborah Morman 555 12® Street, NW
Washington, DC 20004

-~ IN-WITNESS-WHEREOF, we have signed and acknowledged these Articles of
Irmrpomhon this ¥45 day of June, 2010

District of Columbia, ss:

t, (hpishho Quiodles _, aNotay Public,hereby cetity that on the 8%

day of June, 2010, personally appeared before me Andras Kosaras, Jonathan Hommer
and Deborah Monman, who signed the foregoing dggument as incorporators and declared
that the statements contained therein are trud{bj{2) :

My Commission Expires:
CHRISTOPHER R GONZALES
My Cormmrission Expines Apl 14, 2014
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Appendix D
BYLAWS
OF
STATE CONSORTIUM ON BOARD EXAMINATION SYSTEMS
Article [
Name

The name of the corporation is State Consortium on Board Examination Systems
(the “Corporation™).

Article 1
Purposes of the Corporation

The Corporation has been organized to operate exclusively for charitable and
educational purposes, including, but not limited to, greatly increasing the proportion of
our high school students who leave high school ready to do college-level work, enter into
rewarding careers and participate effectively in STEM-related careers by:

L. Making available for use in our high schools, the world’s most effective Board
Examination Systems, including the courses, examinations, scoring systems and teacher
iraming services of which they are composed;

2. Making sure that the assessments included in these systems are fair, reliable
and valid for the purposes for which they will be used;

3. Adapting and improving those systems as necessary to assure that they are
genuinely world class and meet the needs of our schools;

4. Providing the support our students need to participate effectively in these

programs; and
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5. Assisting the slates in developing the policy structures and other support
structures needed to use these Board Examination Systems in ways that promote the

greatest possible improvements in student achievement for all students,

Article 111
Offices and Registered Agent

Section 1. Offices. The Corporation shall maintain continuously in the District of
Columbia a registered office at such place as may be designated by the Board of Trustees
or the President. The principal office of the Corporation and such other offices as it may
establish shall be located at such place(s), either within or without the District of
Columbia, as may be designated by the Board of Trustees.

Section 2. Agent. The Corporation shall maintain continuously within the District
of Columbia a registered agent, which agent shall be designated by the Board of Trustees
or the President.

Section 3. Changes. Any change in the registered office or registered agent of the
Corporation shall be accomplished in compliance with the District of Columbia Nonprofit
Corporation Act and as provided in these Bylaws.

Article IV
Board of Trustees

Section 1. General Powers and Duties. The affairs and property of the
Corporation shall be managed, controlled and directed by a Board of Trustees. The Board
of Trustees shall have, and may exercise, any and all powers provided in the Articles of
Incorporation or the District of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation Act that are necessary or
convenient to carry out the purposes of the Corporation.

Section 2. Composition of the Board of Trustees
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A. The number of Trustees constituting the Board of Trustees shall be fixed by
resolution of the Board of Trustees, but shall not be less than three (3) nor more than one
hundred and two (102).

B. Elections of Trustees shall be held in the following manner:

1. Except as otherwise provided by law or these Bylaws, nominations shall be
made and entered in the manner specified by the Board of Trustees.

2. Each State, including the District of Columbia (each a “Member State™),
that has entered into a memorandum of understanding with the Corporation, as
determined in the sole discretion of the Board of Trustees, shall have two
representatives elected to the Board of Trustees. One representative shall be the chief
state school officer of a Member State (the “CSSO Member?). The other
representative shall be a resident of such Member State and shall be chosen to
represent one of the major stakeholders of such Member State from the elementary
and secondary education system, including, but not limited to, a representative from
the state executive or legislative branch, the higher education system, the state or a
district board of education (whether elected or appointed), school district
administration, the business community or teachers (the “Other Member”).

3. In the event that the CSSO Member does not wish to represent @ Member
State, the chief state school officer may designate another elected or appointed office
holder in the state government of such Member State in his or her stead; provided,
however, that the chief state school officer, or his or her successor, may reclaim the

€SSO Member seat at his or her discretion at any time.
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4. An Other Member of 2 Member State shall be selected by the Board of
Trustees from a list of names nominated by the Nominating Committee, in
consultation with such Member State’s CSSO Member. Collectively, the Other
Members from the Member States shall be chosen so that the Board of Trustees, as a
whole, is reasonably representative of all important stakeholders of the Member
States.

C. Each Trustee elected to the Board of Trustees shall serve until such Trustee no
longer holds the office or position such Trustee held when he or she was elected to the
Board of Trustees, or until his or her earlier death, resignation or removal in accordance
with these Bylaws.

L. A CSS0 Member, including an alternate CSSO Member designated by the
chief state school officer as provided in Article IV, Section 2(B)(3) of these Bylaws,
shall be antomatically removed as a Trustee of the Corporation as of the date such
person no longer serves as the chief state school officer.

2. The term of an Other Member of a Member State shall be reassessed by the
Nominating Committee at any time that the qualifications upon which the Nominating
Committee nominated such person have materially changed, as determined in the sole
discretion of the Nominating Committee. Upon such review, the Nominating
Committee shall recommend to the Board of Trustees for approval that such person’s
term should continue or that such person be replaced and a new Other Member be
elected in accordance with Article IV, Sections 2(B)(2) and (4). A new CSSO
Member shall not be entitled to request that the Nominating Committee consider

nominating a new Other Member of a Member State.



D. Any vacancy on the Board of Trustees among the CSSO Members shall be
filled in the same manner and the same process as used to elect the other CSSO Members.
Any vacancy on the Board of Trustees among the Other Members, including a vacancy
caused by the removal of a Trustee in accordance with these Bylaws or by an increase in
the number of Trustees comprising the Board of Trustees, shall be filled in the same
manner and the same process as used to elect the other Other Members; provided,
however, that such vacancy shall be filled by a majority vote of the remaining Trustees
present at a meeting.

E. A Trustee may resign at any time by giving notice thereof in writing to the
Secretary of the Corporation.

E. Except for CSSO Members, a Trustee may be removed, with or without cause,
by a three-quarters vote of the other Trustees in office.

G. The Board of Trustees, at its first regular meeting, and from time to time
thereafter, shall elect one Trustee as Chair of the Board of Trustees, and may elect one
Trustee as Vice-Chair of the Board of Trustees, each to serve at the pleasure of the Board
of Trustees. The Chair of the Board of Trustees shall preside at all meetings of the Board
of Trustees at which he or she is present, and shall perform such other duties as may be
required of him or her by the Board of Trustees. The Vice-Chair of the Board of Trustees
shall preside, in the absence of the Chair of the Board of Trustees, at meetings of the
Board of Trustees and shall perform such other duties as may be required of him or her by

the Board of Trustees.

Section 3. Meetings of the Board of Trustees.

Appendix 115



A. Regular meetings of the Board of Trustees shall be held at least once each year.
Special meetings may be called at the discretion of the Chair of the Board of Trustees, at
the request of the Executive Committee, at the request of one-third of the Trustees in
office or at the request of the President. The last regular meeting of the Board of Trustees
in each fiscal year shall constitute its annual meeting.

B. The time and place of all meetings of the Board of Trustees shall be designated
by the Chair of the Board of Trustees. The meetings may be held within or without the
District of Columbia.

C. Atleast ten days’ notice shall be given to each Trustee of a regular meeting of
the Board of Trustees. A special meeting of the Board of Trustees may be held upon
notice of at least five days. Notice of a meeting of the Board of Trustees shall specify the
date, time and place of the meeting, but, except as provided in Article IX of these Bylaws,
need not specify the purpose for the meeting or the business to be conducted. Notice must
be either delivered personally to each Trustee, mailed to his or her business address as it
appears on the records of the Corporation, sent by facsimile to his or her facsimile number
as it appears on the records of the Corporation, or sent to his or her email address as it
appears on the records of the Corporation. If such notice is given by mail, it shall be
deemed delivered when deposited in the United States mail properly addressed and with
postage prepaid thereon. If such notice is given by facsimile or email, it shall be deemed
delivered upon receipt of confirmation that the transmittal has been successful,
Notwithstanding the foregoing, a Trustee may waive notice of any regular or special
meeting of the Board of Trustees by written statement filed with the Board of Trustees, or

by oral statement at any such meeting. Attendance at a meeting of the Board of Trustees
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shall also constitute a waiver of notice, except where a Trustee states that he or she is
attending for the purpose of objecting to the conduct of business on the ground that the
meeting was not lawfully called or convened.

D. One-third of the number of Trustees as fixed pursuant to these Bylaws shall
constitute a quorum for the transaction of business at any meeting of the Board of
Trustees.

E. Except as otherwise provided by law, the Articles of Incorporation or these
Bylaws, all matters before the Board of Trustees shall be decided by a majority vote of the
Trustees present at a meeting at which a quorum exists; provided, however, that such
matiers shall be decided by a two-thirds vote of the Trustees present at such a meeting if at
least three (3) Trusiees object and call for such matter(s) to be decided by a two-thirds
vote of the Trustees present at such a meeting. Failure to object to a decision to be
decided by 2 majority vote of the Trustees present at a meeting shall constitute a waiver of
such objection.

F. Any action required or permitted to be taken at any meeting of the Board of
Trustees may be taken without a meeting if the text of the resolution or matter agreed
upon is sent to all the Trustees in office and all the Trustees in office consent to such
action in writing, setting forth the action taken. Such consent in writing shall have the
same force and effect as a vote of the Board of Trustees at a meeting and may be
described as such in any document executed by the Corporation.

G. Any orall Trustees may participate in a meeting of the Board of Trustees, or a

commiittee of the Board of Trustees, by means of conference telephone or by any means of
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communication by which all persons participating in the meeting are able to hear one
another, and such participation shall constitute presence in person at the meeting,

Section 4. Compensation. Trustees as such shall not receive compensation for
their services as Trustees; provided, however, that nothing herein contained shall be
construed to preclude any Trustee from serving the Corporation in any other capacity and
receiving compensation therefor or for being reimbursed for such ordinary and necessary
expenses as he or she may incur in transacting business on behalf of the Corporation and

by its authority.

Section 5. Observers.

A. The chief state school officer and/or the Governor of any state (whether a
Member State or not) may elect or appoint any person to act at his or her pleasure as an
observer at the meetings of the Board of Trustees and such other meetings, including
commitiee meetings, as determined at the sole discretion of the Board of Trustees
(“Observers™). Observers shall only observe such meetings and may, at the Chair’s
discretion, participate in any discussion but shall have no voting rights on any matters at
any meetings considered by the Board or committee. At the Chair’s sole discretion,
Observers may receive notice of Board and committee meetin gs.

B. The number of Observers may be fixed in the sole discretion of the Board of
Trustees. An Observer may be barred from attending 2 Board or committee meecting, with
or without cause, by a majority vote of the Trustees present at a meeting at which a

quorum exists.

Section 6. Advisors to the Corporation.
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A. The Board of Trustees may elect or appoint any person to act at its pleasure in
an advisory capacity to the Corporation or in an honorary capacity with respect to the
Corporation or to be members of an advisory council (“Advisors™). Advisors shall
perform strictly an advisory function for the Corporation.

B. The number of Advisors may be fixed in the sole discretion of the Board of
Trustees. Their appointment may occur at any meeting of the Trustees. Advisors shall
serve for such terms as determined by the B;}ard of Trustees. An Advisor may be
removed, with or without cause, by a majority vote of the Trustees present at a meeting at
which a quorum exists.

C. At the Chair’s sole discretion, Advisors may receive notice of and attend all
Board meetings and other events, may participate fully in all Board discussions and may
enjoy other non-voting privileges enjoyed by the Board of Trustees, but they shall have no
voting rights on matters considered by the Board.

Article V
Committees

Section 1. Executive Commiltee. By a majority vote of the Trustees present at a
meeting at which a quorum exists, the Board of Trustees may designate an Executive
Committee consisting of at least three Trustees, one of whom shall be the Chair of the
Board of Trustees, who shall also be Chair of the Executive Committee. The Board of
Trustees may designate one or more of the Trustees as alternate members of the Executive
Committee, who may replace any absent or disqualified member at any meeting of the
Committee upon the request of the Chair of the Board of Trustees. Except as otherwise
required by law or these Bylaws, the Executive Committee shall have such authority as

the Board of Trustees shall grant to it for the management of the Corporation, including
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the power to authorize the seal of the Corporation to be affixed to all papers that may
require it. The Executive Committee shall keep regular minutes of its proceedings and
shall report the same to the Board of Trustees when required. Vacancies in the Executive
Committee shall be filled by the Board of Trustees at a regular or special meeting,
Members of the Executive Committee shall serve for a term of three (3) years or until
their successors are appointed or elected and qualificd.

Section 2. Nominating Committee. By a majority vote of the Trustees present at a
meeting at which a quorum exists, the Board of Trustees may designate a Nominating
Committee consisting of not less than three (3) nor more than five (5) Trustees from a list
of names nominated by the Board Chair. Except as otherwise required by law or these
Bylaws, the Nominating Committee shall have such authority as the Board of Trustees
shall grant to it for the nomination of the Other Members of the Corporation in accordance
with Article IV, Sections 2(B)(2) and (4) of these Bylaws. The Nominating Committee
shall keep regular minutes of its proceedings and shall report the same to the Board of
Trustees when required. Vacancies in the Nominating Committee shall be filled by the
Board of Trustees at a regular or special meeting. Members of the Nominating Committee
shall serve for a term of three (3) years or until their successors are appointed or elected
and qualified.

Section 3. Other Committees. The Board of Trustees may create other

committee(s) consisting of Trustees or other persons, which committee(s) shall have such
authority as the Board of Trustees may by law direct.
Section 4. Attendance by the President. Unless otherwise determined by the

Board of Trustees, the President shall be entitled to participate in meetings of the Board of
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Trustees, the Executive Committee and all other committees, but shall not be entitled to
vote in his or her capacity as President.
Atticle VI
Officers

Section 1. The Officers of the Corporation shall be a President, a Secretary, a
Treasurer and such other Officers, including, but not limited to, an Assistant Secretary and
an Assistant Treasurer, as may from time to time be deemed advisable by the Board of
Trustees. Officers shall be chosen by the Board of Trustees. Officers may, but need not,
be Trustees. Any two or more offices may be held by the same individual, except for the
offices of President and Secretary.

Section 2. All of the Officers of the Corporation shall hold their offices for such
terms 2s shall be determined from time to time by the Board of Trustees, and shall
exercise such powers, perform such other duties and receive such compensation as shall
be determined from time to time by the Board of Trustees.

Section 3. The Officers of the Corporation shall hold office until their successors
are chosen and qualified. Any Officer of the Corporation may be removed, with or
without cause, at any time by a majority of the Trustees present at a meeting at which a
quorum ¢xists. Any vacancy occurring in any office of the Corporation may be filled by
the Board of Trustees.

Section 4. The President, Secretary, Assistant Secretary, Treasurer, Assistant
Treasurer and such other Officers as may be authorized by the Board of Trustees may
enter info and execute on behalf of the Corporation contracts, leases, debt obligations and
all other forms of agreements or instruments, whether under seal or otherwise, permitted

by law, the Articles of Incorporation and these Bylaws, except where such documents are
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required by law to be otherwise signed and executed, or where the signing and execution
thereof shall be exclusively delegated to some other Officer or agent of the Corporation.

Section 5. The duties and powers of the Officers of the Corporation shall be as
provided in these Bylaws or as provided pursuant to these Bylaws, or (except to the extent
they are inconsistent with these Bylaws or with any provision made pursuant hereto) shall
be those customarily exercised by corporate officers holding such offices.

Scetion 6. The President. The President shall be the chief operating officer of the
Corporation and, subject to the control of the Board of Trustees, shall perform all duties

‘customary to that office and shall supervise and control all of the affairs of the
Corporation in accordance with any policies and directives approved by the Board of
Trastees. The President shall have the power to change the registered agent and registered
office of the Corporation.

Section 7, The Secretary. The Secretary shall be responsible for keeping an
accurate record of the proceedings of all meetings of the Board of Trustees, the Executive
Committee, any other committee(s) created by the Board of Trustees pursuant to
Article V, Section 3, and such other actions of the Corporation as the Board of Trustees
shall dircet. He or she shall give or cause to be given all notices in accordance with these
Bylaws or as required by law and, in general, perform all dutics customary to the office of
secretary. The Secretary shall have custody 01; the corporate seal of the Corporation, and
he or she, or an Assistant Secretary, shall have authority to affix the same to any
instrument requiring it. When so affixed, it may be attested by his or her signature or by
the signature of such Assistant Secretary. The Board of Trustees may give authority to

any Officer, including the Assistant Secretary, to affix the seal of the Corporation and to
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attest the affixing by his or her signature. An Assistant Secretary may perform some or all
of the duties of the Secretary and such other duties as assigned by the Board of Trustees.

Section 8. The Treasurer.

A. The Treasurer shall perform all duties customary to that office, shall have the
custody of and be responsible for all corporate funds and securities and shall keep full and
accurate accounts of receipts and disbursements in the books of the Corporation. He or
she shall deposit or cause to be deposited all monies or other valuable effects in the name
of the Corporation in such depositories as shall be selected by the Board of Trustees.

B. The Treasurer shall disburse the funds of the Corporation as may be ordered by
the Board of Trustees or its delegate, taking proper vouchers for such disbursements, and
shall render an account of all his or her transactions as Treasurer and of the financial
condition of the Corporation to the President and the Board of Trustees at its regular
meetings or when the Board of Trustees or Executive Committee so requires. An
Assistant Treasurer may perform some or all of the duties of the Treasurer and such other
duties as assigned by the Board of Trustees.

Article VII
Indemnification

Section 1. The Corporation does hereby indemnify to the maximum extent legally
permissible each Trustee and Officer and former Trustee and Officer of the Corporation,
and each individual who served at its request as a director, officer or trustee of another
corporation, partnership, joint venture, trust, other enterprise or employee benefit plan,
against expenses (including atiorneys' fees), judgments, fines and amounts paid in
settlement actually and reasonably incurred by him or her in connection with or arising

out of any threatened, pending or comipleted ¢laim, action, suit, proceeding, issue or
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matter of whatever nature, whether civil, criminal, legislative, administrative or
investigative, in which he or she may be involved as a party or otherwise by reason of his
or her being or having been such Trustee, Officer, director, officer or trustes.

Section 2. This indemnification includes amounts paid er incurred in connection

with reasonable settlements if made with a view to the curtailment of the costs of
litigation,

Section 3. This indemnification includes amounts paid or incurred in connection
with acts of negligence, whether liability on the part of such Trustee, Officer, director,
officer or trustee exists as to the Corporation, its Trustees, Officers, agents or employees
or as to third parties, including creditors.

Section 4. This indemnification also extends to any criminal action, suit,
investigation or proceeding, provided that the same shall be dismissed against such
Trustee, Officer, director, officer or trustee or that he or she shall have been found not
guilty. Such indemnification likewise extends to a criminal action, suit, investigation or
proceeding that is terminated by a plea of nolo contendere, or its equivalent, 1o a charge of
misdemeanor, provided that the conduct complained of on the part of the Trustee, Officer,
director, officer or trustee was done in good faith and with the belief that it was in the best
interest of the Corporation and on the reasonable assumption of its legality.

Section 5. No such reimbursement or indemnification shall relate to any expense
incurred in connection with any matter as to which such Trustee, Officer, director, officer
or trustee has been adjudged to be liable for gross negligence or misconduct in the
performance of his or her duty to the Corporation, exclusive of issues or matters not

related to the conduct on which the judgment was based, unless and only to the extent that
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the court in which the action or suit was brought shall determine that, despile such
adjudication of liability and in view of all the circumstances of the case, such Trustee,
Officer, director, officer or trustee is fairly and reasonably entitled to indemnification for
those cxpenses that the court shall deem proper.

Section 6. The indemnification provided by this Article VII shall not be deemed
exclusive of any other rights which such Trustee, Officer, director, officer or trustee may
have under any agreement, vote of the Board of Trustees or otherwise.

Section 7. No indemnification shall be made under this Article VII if such
indemnification would result in any liability for tax under chapter 42 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

Section 8 Every provision of this Article VII is intended to be severable, and, if
any term or provision is invalid for any reason whatsoever, such invalidity shall not affect
the validity of the remainder of this Article VIL.

Article VIII
Miscellaneous Provisions

Section 1. Seal. The seal of the Corporation shall be circular in form and shall
have inscribed thereon the words, “State Consortium on Board Examination Systems,”
“District of Columbia™ and “Corporate Seal.”

Section 2. Checks. All checks, drafts or other orders for the payment of money

shall be signed by such Officer or Officers or such other person or persons as the Board of
Trustees may from time 1o time designate.
Section 3. Fiscal Year. The fiscal year of the Corporation shall begin on the first

day of July and end on the last day of June in each calendar year.
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Article 1IX

Amendments
Section 1. Amendment of Bylaws. These Bylaws may be altered, amended or

repealed, or new Bylaws may be adopted, at any meeting of the Board of Trustees, by a
majority vote of the Trustees in office, if at least ten days’ written notice is given of the
intention to take such action at such meeting.

Section 2. Amendment of Articles of Incorporation. The Articles of Incorporation

may be altered or amended; or new Articles of Incorporation may be adopted, at any
meeting of the Board of Trustees, by a majority vote of the Trustees in office, if at least

ten days” wriiten notice is given of the intention to take such action at such meeting.
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Appendix E

State Consortium on Board Examination Systems

Board of Trustees
Kentucky Maine
Terry Holliday, Chair Angela Faherty

Commissioner of Education
Kentucky Department of Education

Robert King

President

Kentucky Council on Postsecondary
Education

Arizona

Vicki Balentine

President

Arizona State Board of Education

Richard Crandall

Chairman of the House Education
Committee

Arizona House of Representatives

Connecticut

Mark McQuillan

Commissioner of Education

Connecticut Department of
Education

Lauren Weisberg Kaufman
Connecticut Business and Industry
Association

New Hampshire

Virginia Barry

Commissioner of Education

New Hampshire Department
of Education

John Lyons

Chairman

New Hampshire State Board
of Education

Acting Commissioner
Maine Department of Education

Senator Justin Alfond
Chair of the Education

and Cultural Affairs Committee
Maine State Senate

Massachusetts

Mitchell D. Chester

Commissioner of Elementary
and Secondary Education

Massachusetts Department of
Elementary and Secondary
Education

Paul Reville

Secretary of Education

The Commonwealth of
Massachusetts

Mississippi

Tom Burnham

State Superintendent of Public
Education

Mississippi Department of Education

Representative Cecil Brown

Chairman

House Education Committee

Mississippi House of
Representatives
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New Mexico

Veronica C. Garcia

Secretary of Education

New Mexico Public Education
Department

Charles Bowyer

Executive Director

National Education Association-
New Mexico

New York

David Steiner

Commissioner of Education and
President, University of the State
of New York

Merryl Tisch
Chancellor
New York State Board of Regents

Pennsylvania

Thomas E. Gluck

Acting Secretary of Education

Pennsylvania Department of
Education

Gerald L. Zahorchak
Superintendent {eff. 7/1/2010)
Allentown (PA) School District

Rhode Island

Deborah Gist

Commissioner of Education

Rhode Island Department of
Education

Betsy P. Shimberg

Regent

Board of Regents

Rhode Island Department of
Education

Vermont

Armando Vilaseca

Commissioner of Education
Vermont Department of Education

Timothy J. Donovan
Chancellor
Vermont State Colleges
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Appendix G

Procurement Lead Letter from Kentucky
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Steven L. Beshear

Terry Holliday, Ph.D.
Governor

Commissioner of Education

EDUCATION AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT CABINET
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION '

Capital Plaza Tower » 500 Mero Street » Frankfort, Kentucky 40601
Phone: {502) 564-4770 » www.education.ky.gov

June 1, 2010

Ms. Betsy Brown Ruzzi

Deputy Director

National Center on Education and the Economy
2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Suite 5300

Washington, DC 20008

Ms. Ruzzi:

The Goveming Board of the State Consorium on Board Examination Systems recently passed a
resolution requesting that the Commonwealth of Kentucky, in its capacity as a governing state of this
consartium, agree to be identified as the lead state on procurement for the consortium in its’ Race to the
Top High School Course Assessment grant application.

The purpose of this correspondence is to confirm that the Commonwealth of Kentucky is willing and
capable of serving in such a role if the consortium is successful in obtaining such funding in September.
We anticipate that this role will require significant coordination between the Kentucky Department of

Education and the Kantucky Finance and Administration Cabinet and we have already initiated such
~ discussions. We look forward to continued collaboration.

Sincerely

Hiren B. Desai
Associate Commissioner
Internal Administration and Support

Cec:  Commissioner Holliday
Don Speer, FAC
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Appendix H

Commentary on Theory of Action Figure

The following series of propositions is intended as an explication of the Theory of Action
depicted in the figure describing the Theory of Action in the application narrative:

1. Students often fail because they (and often their teachers) have only the vaguest
idea of what work looks like that actually meets the standards for the courses they
take. Teachers in wealthy communities often expect a lot; but te.achers in many
other communities frequently expect very little. The Commion Core Stite
Standards will be instantiated in a set of existing world-class instructional systems
know as Board Examination Systems. The standards will be made far more
concrete than is typical for American standards because, in these systems; the a)
content standards are clearly spelled for teachers and students in course syllabi
and b) the performance standards are made manifest in the questions asked in
each year’s exams (always released) and examples of work that got top grades
(also released).

2. Often, even if the teachers and students know what the standards are, the students
don’t get a strong curriculum aligned to the standards, so they don’t get an
opportunity to learn the material on which they will be assessed. In this program,
all students will get the same opportunity to reach the standards, because they will
all get instructional materials and instruction that was explicitly designed to
support the syllabus and their teachers will all get high quality training to teach
the courses well to their students. The states, districts, schools, teachers, students
and parents can count on the quality of the programs and examinations because
SCOBES will only certify Board Examination Programs that meet its exacting
standards.

3. But many students fail in high school because they are not ready to do high school
level work when they arrive in high school and the high school has no strategy for
enabling them to catchup. In this program, the teachers will assess where the
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students are at the end of 8" grade and, if they are behind where they need to be,
put together a program that will enable them to catch up to their peers and
succeed in the lower division program,

. A sound high school program taught by teachers trained to teach it will not
change the outcome if students have no incentive to take tough courses or study
hard in high school. The reality is that the majority of high school students lack
such an incentive because they belicve that they can get in to community colleges
and other open admissions institutions with D’s in their high school courses. So

‘they just slide by, pufting in their time in the seat to get a diploma. Then they fail
in appalling numbers when they get to college to do college level work. We will
offer them a diploma based on their performance, not their time in the seat, letting
them leave high school if they want to, as carly as the end of their sophomore
year. when they show that they have achieved a level of accomplishment that will
enable them 1o be successful in community colleges and similar institutions. We
call it the Move-on-When-Ready system.

. The Move-on-When-Ready program, however, will not work unless the state puts

policies in place to suppert the performance-based diploma and the colleges

themselves embrace the program and open their doors to the students whe choose
to leave high school carly and move on to college. So our membership rules

require that our member states put the right policies in place and we will create a

Task Force composed mainly of state higher education officials who will take

responsibility for urging their colleagues to support the program as it is being

implemented.

. If the students know what standards they have to meet to realize their dreams, if

they have powerful curriculum to get them there taught by teachers well trained to

teach it, if they have a chance to catch up to their peers when they get to high
school if they are behind, if expectations for them are high and if they are
motivated to take challenging courses and work hard in school, then their
performance will greatly exceed their current performance and many more will
leave high school ready to succeed in college. This will be true for all students,

but it will be especially true for the low-income and minority students who have
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suffered most from unclear standards and low expectations, a weak curriculum,
low-level tests, poorly trained teachers, weak incentives and very weak support
when they arrive at high school far behind where they should be.

7. But some will not succeed on their Board Examinations on their first attempt. In

fact, in the early years, many won't. Their high schools will be required to
analyze the sub-scores of those who did not succeed on their Board Exams and
put together a customized program for them, targeted to the areas in which they
were weak on the exams. The idea is to make sure that virtually all students leave
high school ready to be successful in a 2-year or 4-year open-admissions
postsecondary institution.
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Appendix [
Research on Effect of Board Examination Systems on Student Achievement

We reviewed research conducted over a 15-year period, mostly by economists well-trained in
addressing issues of casual inference. Unless otherwise noted, the sources for the review are
listed in the series of charts at the end of this section. The studies examine what we call Board
Examination Systems, a variant of what others (e.g., John Bishop, 1993) call curriculum-based
external exit exams (CBEEEs). CBEEEs typically are developed by national Ministries of
Education or provincial/state jurisdictions, or by Board Exam providers under the supervision of
these entities. Importantly, CBEEEs should not be confused with the typical high school exit
examination found in many US states. High school exit exams are often minimum competency
tests built up from standardized test item banks that are only loosely aligned to high school
curricula, and students raust pass these exams to graduate from high school. By contrast, Board
Exam Systems begin with a rigorous and well-defined curriculum, provide teachers with
extensive guidance about how to teach the prescribed curriculum and clear standards for student
learning, and then assess student learning through rich-format exams. Importantly, doing poorly
on Board Exams does not usually prevent a student from graduating from secondary schooling
but rather indicates a record of modlest accomplishment.

In what follows, we describe evidence from many well-designed correlational studies, one
quasi-experiment, and two interrupted time series studies showing that CBEEE systems have
substantial and educationally meaningful effects on high school students’ academic achievement,
both in the US and in other countries. The evidence cited here: (a) comes from research on
CBEEE programs that are very similar to the ones we will implement in our pilot work; and

includes (b) one quasi-experiment with very strong internal validity (Jurges, Schieder, and
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Bichel, 2005); (c) one study approximating an interrupted time series design that has acceptable
intemal validity (Bishop, 2005); and (d) many correlational studies with weaker internal validity
but very strong external validity that consistently show positive effects of CBEEE systems in
diverse samples of nations, at different time points, on different tests, including studies
conducted on exactly the kinds of US high school populations where we will be working during
our pilot initiative. Overall, we conclude that a large body of research presents clear evidence
that CBEEE systems have substantial and educationally meaningful effects on student
achievement — effects that are of sufficient magnitude to be detected in the evaluation study we
plan to conduct.

Cross-national studies. A useful place to begin our review is with comparative, cross-
national studies of educational achievement using IAEA, TIMSS or PISA data. Since nations are
the unit of analysis in this research and cannot be randomly assigned to CBEEE implementation,
these studies (by necessity) examine natural variation in exam systems and student outcomes in
the face of many potentially unmeasured national characteristics that affect both the choice to
implement a CBEEE system and the student achievement outcomes of interest. To combat this
problem, researchers typically introduce statistical controls at both the national level {e.g., GDP,
region, education expenditures) and the student level (e.g., gender, SES, minority status) to
enhance internal validity. These studies typically code nations by whether or not they have a
'CBEEE system and then estimate the effect of this indicator variable on students’ {est scores,
controlling for aforementioned covariates. Across many different studies, using different samples
of nations, testing students at different ages, in different academic domains, using different tests,
nations with CBEEEs uniformly show higher national mean test scores {(even after adjustment

for covariates). The review of studies shows that the difference in country means due to this
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“CBEEE" indicator varies across studies but typically is in the range of .5 to 1.5 grade-level
equivalents (GLEs). Because a §-type effect size of .10 is equivalent to about one month on the
GLE scale, these are educationally meaningful effects. It is noteworthy, however, that CBEEE
effects are smaller for general reading tests than for more curricular-based tests in science and
math, and that CBEEE effects are smaller when only samples of OECD (vs. more diverse
samples of) countries are studied. In particular, in a well-designed correlational study of PISA
2000 data that was based mostly on OECD nations and included extensive controls for selection
bias and other confounders, Fuchs and Woessmann (2007) found that the CBEEE effect sizes
were 8 = .18 for PISA mathematics scores; 8 = .15 for PISA scienice, and 8 = .07 for PISA

reading. However, these effects are the lowest of any findings in the studies reviewed here (and
in this same data set, CBEEE effects were much larger when only native born students were
included in the study sample [Bishop, 2003]). Overall, what is remarkable about the body of
correlational research discussed here is its strong external validity. In diverse samples of
countries, at diverse time points, and with diverse achievement tests, studies consistently find
positive, statistically significant, and usually very large effects of CBEEEs on students” academic
achievement.

Within-country studies. An alternative set of studies compares jurisdictions with and without
CBEEEs within a single nation. Some of these studies are correlational. John Bishop and
colleagues, in particular, have conducted numerous correlational studies examining the effects of
CBEEEs on US students” SAT, NAEP, and NELS:88 scores. The studies focus on New York
(which has the Board of Regents Exam) and North Carolina (which recently instituted end of
course exams that are similar to CBEEE strategies), comparing student achievement in these

states to student achievement in other states, after controlling for student background and/or state
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demographic variables. Across several studies, using different data sets, at different time points,
these studies have found statistically significant differences between New York and North
Carolina students’ scores on these low-stakes “audit” tests and other students’ test scores, even
after controlling for state and student covariates. A typical effect size in these studies has been &
= +.55 (or about half a GLE) favoring CBEEE students.

Other studies have been conducted in Germany and Canada to compare the test scores of
students from different states/provinces that do and do not have CBEEEs, The most rigorous of
these, undertaken in German states, was based on a quasi-experimental design in which matched
students were compared when they did and did not face CBEEEs in particular subjects (Jurges,
‘Schieder, and Biichel, 2005). This study included many student covariates aud a complex
“difference in differences” approach in order to control for selection bias in estimating CBEEE
effects on students’ achicvement. The results showed that students facing CBEEESs outperformed
matched students not facing CBEEEs by about § = .3 under the most strenuous controls for
selection bias. As the authors note, this estimate should be considered a “lower bound” for the
CBEEE effect, since the use of a difference in differences estimate almost certainly under-
estimates the true CBEEE effect on achievement.

A final set of within-country studies examine CBEEE effects on students’ achievement by
looking at what happens when countries or US states change their examination regimes. These
studies approximate interrupted time series designs since they look at what happens to student
outcomes before and after an “interruption”™ or change in testing policy. One such study (Bishop,
1995) examined sparse data on test scores and other outcomes in Sweden before and after the
country eliminated CBEEEs. It showed that after CBEEEs were climinated, Swedish students

were less likely to take rigorous courses in secondary school and that achievement on TAEA test
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scores for upper secondary students declined (Bishop, 1995). A more rigorous study was
conducted by Bishop (2005) to examine changes in NAEP scores in states that changed
assessment regimes at various time points during the period 1990-2003. The design
approximated a true interrupted time series design and showed that these two CBEEE states
improved their NAEP scores by about .6 GLEs more than non-CBEEE states over this time
period.

Other Ouicomes. Importantly, additional research explores CBEEE effects on student
outcomes during and after high school. For example, one study found that eighth graders in New
York and North Carolina (the two US states with CBEEE-like systems) were more likely to go to
college and equally likely to graduate from college compared to students with similar
characteristics in other states (Bishop, Mane, Moriarty, and Bishop, 2001; Bishop and Mane,
2004). One explanation for this result comes from the finding that experiencing a rigorous high
school curriculum in the US is a strong predictor of bachelor’s degree completion (for students
of all races/ethnicities and all economic classes). In fact, research from US national longitudinal
studies such as High School and Beyond and NELS: 88 has shown repeatedly that all students
(regardless of achievement level and social background) who take rigorous coursework in high
school! learn more (Gamoran and Hannigan, 2000) and are more likely to plan for, enroll in, and
complete college than others (Gladieux and Swail, 2000)’. This eviderice only reinforces the case
we made carlier for the positive academic and achievement benefits that can accrue to students in

jurisdictions that implement Board Examination Systems of the type proposed here.

" Gladieux, L.E. and Swail, W.S. (2000). Beyond Access: Improving the Odds of College

Suceess. Phi Delta Kappan. Volume 81. Issue 9. Pages 688-692.
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Appendix 1

Research Study Citations
QUAST-EXPERIMENTAL: Matched Comparison and Interrupted Time Series
Research Study | Anthor Year Method/Target Outcome
Title Population/N Measure/Significance of
Effect
High School Exit | JohnH. | 2005 Interrupted time | The introduction of
Examinations: Bishop series design Universal CBEEES in
When Do Learning analyzing the New York and North
| Effects Generalize? effect of two states | Carolina during the 1990s

Center for (NY and North was associated with large
Advanced Human Carolina) increases in math
Resource Studies introducing a achievement on NAEP
Working Paper universal CBEEE | tests.

#05-04, Cornell

University ILR

School _ .

The Effect of Hendrik | September | Matched Central examinations
Central Exit Jurges, 2005 comparison increase student

| Examinations On | Kerstin difference-in- achievement by the

Student Schneider differences equivalent of about one-
Achievement: and Felix approach that third of a scheol year.
Quasi- Buchel compares German

Experimental federal states with

Evidence from central exit exams

TIMSS Germany. and those without

Journal of the
European

Economic
‘Association
(Volume 3, Issue 3,

ppil134-1155)
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olds in 24 countries

CORRELATIONAL RESEARCH: Country fo Conntry =0
Research Study Author | Year | Method/Target Outcome
Title Population/N Measure/Significance of
: . Effect
The Impact of John H, 1995 | Cross-sectional 13 year-old students from
Curriculum-Based | Bishop study of 1994-95 countries with medium and
External ‘TIMSS data for 13 high stakes Universal
Examinations on year-old students CBEEE systems
School Priorities outperformed students from
and Student other countries at a
| Learning. Center comparable level of
for Advanced economic development by
Human Resource 1.3 U.S. grade level
Studies Working equivalents (GLE) in
Paper #95-30, science and by 1.0 GLE in
Cornell University mathematics.
ILR School ; .
The Effect of John H. May | Cross-sectional Countries and Canadian
National Standards | Bishop 1997 | study of TIMSS provinces with CBEEES
and Curricithum- math and science outperform other countries
Based Exams on scores across 40 at a comparable level of
Achievement, The countries, IAEP development.
American science and math
Economic Review scores in 16 nations,
(Volume 87, No. 2, and SAT test scores
Papers and for NY state versus
Proceedings of the other states
Hundred and
Fourth Annual
Meeting of the
American
Economic
_Association,
| pp260-264)
Are National Exit | John . 1999 | Cross-sectional Students in countries with
Examinations Bishop study of 1990-01 Universal CBEEES were
Important for International about 1.0 GLE ahead of
Educational Association for the | students in nations that
Efficiency?, Evaluation of lacked a Universal
Swedi onomic Educational CBEEES.
Policy Review Achievement’s study
(Volume 6, pp349- of the reading
398) literacy of 14 year
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[ CORRELATIONAL RESEARCH: Country to Country Comparisons
Research Study Author | Year | Method/Target Outcome
Title Population/N Measure/Significance of
Effect
Schooling Ludger 2000 | Hierarchical 8th graders in Universal
Resources, Woessmann analyses of the entire | CBEEES nations were about
Educational TIMSS and PISA 1.1 international grade level
Institutions, and micro data sets. equivalents ahead in
Student Included a mathematics and about 0.8
Performance: The comprehensive set of | international grade level
International controls for family | equivalents ahead in science,
Evidence, Kiel background, teacher
Working Papers characteristics, Also, learning gains between
983, Kiel Institute school resources and | 7th and 8th grade were
for the World policies at the significantly larger in
Economy individual and Universal CBEEES nations.
school level
What is the John H. 2003 | Cross-scctional Universal CBEEES have
Appropriate Role Bishop study of data from highly significant effects (of
of Student 1995 and 1999 about 1.5 GLEs) on the
Achievement ' TIMSS and 2000 math and science
Standards in PISA data collection | achievement in Rth grade.
Education in the
21st Century:
Meeting the
Challenge of a
Changing World
{Kodrzycki, Y.,
Ed., Federal
Reserve Bank of
Boston, pp249-
278)
Educational John H. 12004 | Cross-sectional Large statistically significant
Reform and Bishop and study of 2000 PISA | estimated effects of
Disadvantaged Ferran data (15 year olds) | CBEEES on reading,
Students: Are They | Mane from 41 countries mathematics and science
Berter Off or Worse evaluating the literacy of native-bom
Off? CESifo effects of Universal | students.
Working Paper No. CBEEES on school
1309, Presented at enrollment, upper- | Students facing universal
the CESifo secondary CBEEES have higher upper-
Conference Center, graduation rates, and | secondary graduation rates
Munich, Sept 3-4, years spent in school | and learn substantially
2004 using Organization | more--1.2 GLE extra--and
of Economic achievement gaps are
Cooperation and reduced by 40 percent of a
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Research Study Author | Year | Method/Target Outeome
Title Population/N Measure/Significance of
Effect
Development data grade-level equivalent.
Universal CBEEES had no
significant (negative) effect
on school enrollment rates
of 15-19 year olds and of
20-24 year olds, upper-
secondary graduation rates
and years spent in school.
What Accounts for | Thomas 2007 | PISA student-level | Confirms previous evidence
International Fuchs and achievement that external exit exams are
Differences in Ludger database to estimate | positively related (with
Student Woessmann international statistical significance) to
Performance? A education production | student performance in
Re-Examination functions math, and marginally so in
Using PISA Data. science. The positive
mpirical relationship in reading is not
Economics, statistically significant,
Springer, Volume which may be due te poor
32(2). ppd33-464 data quality on the existence
of external exit exams in this
subject and to the small
number of country-level
observations. Using
standardized testing as an
alternative measure of
external examination, they
find a statistically significant
positive relationship in all
three subjects. Institutions
alone account for roughly
one quarter of the
international variation in
student performance.
Institutional Trevor 2009 | Authors analyze the | External exams have a
Arrangements in Collier and association between | strong pesitive association
Edicational Daniel L. different educational | with math and science
Systems and ‘Millimet institutional performance, with some
Student arrangements and evidence indicating a much
Achievement: A the distributions of | stronger association at
Cross-National science and math test | higher quantiles of the
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| from 22 countrics

CORRELATIONAL RESEARCH: Country to Country Comparison
Research Study Author | Year | Method/Target Outcome
Title Population/N Measure/Significance of
Eifect

Analysis, Empirical scores using 1999 distribution. In both subjects
Economics, TIMSS data - the Quantile Treatment
Springer, Volume covering over Effects (QTE) vary between
37(2), pp329-381 100,000 students 50 and 100 test points

(roughly one-half to one
standard deviation), across
nearly the entire distribution.
Note: if the sample is
limited to only OECD
countries or countries with
CBEEEs, the association,
while still positive, is much

smaller (on the order of one-
tenth to one-third of a
standard deviation.)
_CORRELATIONAL RESEARCH: Within Country Comparisons
Research Study Title Author | Year Method/Target Outcome
Population/N Measure/Significance
of Effect
Understanding State | Amy E. Sept | Analysis of 1991 SAT | In 1990 New York
Variation in SAT Grabam and | 1993 | test scores in the 37 State’s Regents exam
Scores, Economics of | Thomas A. U.S. states with system was the only
Education Review, Husted reasonably large test example of 2
Volume 12, Issue 3, taking populations voluntary curriculum-
pp197-202 based external exit
exam system in the
1+ United States. New
York State students
did much better on the
SAT than students of
the same race and
social background in
other states.
The Impact of John H. 1995 | Studies the effects of | After Sweden
Curriculim-Based Bishop examination systems on | eliminated upper
External Examinations student behavior. secondary school exit
on School Priorities Includes an example of | exams during the
‘and Student Learning, Sweden’s pre and post | 1970s, the proportion
Center for Advanced elimination of of students taking
Human Resource secondary school exit | rigorous college prep
Studies Working Paper | exams in the 1970s mathematics and
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Research Study Txtle Auﬂmr : Year Method!’[‘arget Qutcome
' Population/N Measure/Significance
_ of Effect
#95-30, Cornell science courses
University ILR School declined substantially.
The Effect of National | John H. May | Cross-sectional analysis | Students attending
Standards and Bishop 1997 | of students attending | school in Canadian
Curriculum-Based school in Canadian provinces with
Exams on provinces with and Universal CBEEES
Achievement, The without Universal were a statistically
ierican Economi CBEES significant one-half of
Tevicw (Volume 87, _ a U.S grade level
No. 2, Papers and Cross-sectional analysis | equivalent ahead in
Proceedings of the of students attending math and science of
Hundred and Fourth school in New Yorkas | comparable students
Annual Meeting of the compared with studenis | living in provinces
American Economic in other states without Universal
Association, pp260- CBEEES,
264)
New York students
{when holding
demographic
characteristics
constant} outperform
students from other
states on the SAT
. ) math and verbal tests. |
Diplomas for John H. | Oct | Cross-sectional Confirmed Graham
Learning, Not Seat Bishop, 2000 | analyses of students and Husted's SAT
Time: The Impacts of | Joan across states findings and also
New York Regents Moriarty found that 1992
Examinations, and Ferran NAEP math scores of
| Economics of Mane New York 8th graders
Education Review, were significantly
Volume 19, Issuc 4, higher than in other
pp333-349 demographically
. . i similar states.
| The Role of End-of- John H. 2001 | Cross-sectional New York students
Course Exams and Bishop, analyses of students learned about a half a
Minimum Competency | Ferran across states GLE more between
tests in Standards- Mane, Joan 8th grade and 12th
Based Reforms, Y. grade than comparable
Brookings Paperson | Monarty, students in other
Education Policy, and states, Controlling for
Brookings Institution | Michael ethnicity, social |
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[ CORRELATIONA] . RESEARCH: With

Research Study Title

Author Year Methodf’!‘arget

Population/N

- -butcome_
Measure/Significance
of Effect

'_};ress, pp267-345

Bishop

background and other
standard’s based
reform policies, 8th
graders in New York
and North Carolina in
1996-98 were about

Center, Munich, Sept
3-4,2004

one-half of a GLE
ahead of comparable
students in other states
in reading, math and
. science.
Educational Reform | JohnH. | 2004 | Used NELS-88 HS New York’s hybrid
and Disadvantaged Bishop and graduate data to voluntary end-of-
Students: Are They Ferran evaluate the impacts of | course exam/
Better Off or Worse Muane NY and NC’s compulsory minimum
Off? CESifo Working compulsory CBEEES | competency exam
Paper No. 1309, on learning, high school | system had a large
Presented at the completion, college {.55 GLE) impact on
CESifo Conference attendance and labor test score gains during

market outcomes

grade achievement

students in other states
by the end of high

high school. Since 8th

levels were also
higher, New York
studenis were about
one GLE ahead of

school.

Research Stndy Author Method!'l‘arget QOutcome
Title Population/N Measure/Significance of
i Effect

Algebra for Adam 2000 | Regression analysis | Tenth graders who took
Everyone: Benefits | Gamoran of National algebra scored higher—and
aof College- and Eileen Educational showed greater improvement
Preparatory C. Hannigan | Longitudinal Study | between 8th and 10th
Mathematics for 1988 and 1990 data | grades—on a math test
Students with measuring changes | developed for the national
Diverse Abilities in in achievement in survey than those who did
Early Secondary mathematics among | not take the subject. Students

Appendix 146



Researcb Stndv '

1 ege s S
Methoclﬂ‘arget

Year Outcome
Title Population/N Measure/Significance of
: Effect
School, asample of 12,500 | who took algebra improved
Educational high school students | their scores by about 8 points
Evaluation and by 10th grade; those who did
Policy Analysis not take the subject
(Volume 22, Issue “improved by about 4 points.
3, pp241-234) Benefits to taking algebra
were found regardless of
students' race or sex, or
whether their classmates had
stmilar skills in the
subject matter or a range of
- skills. |
The Role of End- | John H. 2001 | Cross-sectional Eighth graders in states with
of- Course Exams | Bishop, analyses of students | high school exit exams were
and Minimum Ferran Mane, aCross states found to be more likely to go
Competency tests | Joan'Y. to college and equally likely
in Standards- Moriarty, to graduate from college.
Based Reforms, ‘and Michael
Brookings Papers | Bishop
on Education
Policy, Brookings
Institution Press,
pp267-345 -
Educational John H. 2004 | Used NELS-88 HS | Implementing universal
Reform and Bishop and graduate data to CBEEES in the US. is
Disadvaniaged Ferran Mane evaluate the impacts | predicted to reduce the
Students: dre They of NY and NC’s cusrent 2.5 GLE differential
Better Off or compulsory between high and low SES
Worse Off? CBEEES on students by 16 percent,
CESifo Working learning, high
Paper No. 1309, | school completion, | Attending school in New
Presented at the college attendance | York had positive effects on
CESifo and labor market college attendance rates of
Conference outcomes low SES students in fall
Center, Munich, 1992.
Sept 3-4, 2004
| The Effect | Ludger Nov | Using evidence The effect of central exams
Hererogeneity of | Woessmann | 2004 | from three does not vary substantiaily
Central Exams: international student | along most family- _
Evidence from achievement tests background dimensions, The
TIMSS, TIMSS- {TIMSS, TIMSS- main heterogeneity is that in
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_Achievement G iege Attendance and College Completion
Research Study Author | Year | Method/Target Outcome
Title Population/N Measure/Significance of
_ Effect
Repeat and PISA, Repeat and PISA), | TIMSS, the disadvantage of
CESIFO Working the authors analyzed | coming from an immigrant
Paper No. 1330 the heterogeneity of | or less- educated family
the effect of central | background seems to be
exams on student reduced by central exams.
performance along | Parental involvement gets
three dimensions better informed in central-
exam systems. In addition,
central exit exams are
particularly performance-
conducive once combined
with school autenomy and
regular exlernal testing.

Research Methoed/Target Outcome
Study Title Population/N Measure/Significance of
Effect
Most Students | Office of March | To determine if Almost 75 percent of high
Receive Program Policy {2006 | Florida’s high school students who take and
College Analysis & school acceleration | pass acceleration courses
Credit for Government courses are enabling | (AP, IB) subsequently attend
Accelerated | Accountability, students to earn a public college in Florida.
Courses; ~an Office of the college credit while | Most of these students (90%)
Programs Florida in high school, receive college credit for
Reduce { Legislature OPPAGA analyzed | their acceleration courses.
University Florida public Students who earned
Class Time, postsecondary acceleration credits typically
OPPAGA institution entry graduated from college after
Report 06-26 | cohort transcript taking 14 fewer credit hours
data 1998-2003 (approximately 5 college
courses) at Florida’s public
universities.
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State Consortium on Board Examination Systems
Career and Technical Education Task Force
Initial Members

US Chamber of Commerce Institute
for a Competitive Workforce

Karen R. Elzey

Vice President

Institute for a Competitive
Workforce

U.S. Chamber of Commerce

National Association of State
Directors of Career Technical
Education Consortium

Kimberly Green

Executive Director

National Association of State
Directors of Career and Technical
Education

American Association of
Community Colleges

Kathryn Mannes

Program Director

Center for Workforce and Economic
Development

American Association of
Community Colleges
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Appendix L

Accessibility Offerings from Potential Board Examination

Providers
CAMBRIDGE IGCSE/A-LEVELS: 1
INTERNATIONAL BACCALAUREATE: 2
AP-COLLEGE BOARD: 3
ACT QUALITVCORE: 4
EDEXCEL IGCSE/A-LEVELS/BTEC: 4

Eor English Language Learners:

Two English Language Courses for non-native speakers, one in which the oral
component counts toward the final grade and one in which it does not, are available.
A passing grade on this exam “is recognized by almost all UK universities ~ and by
many in the US, Canada and Australia - as evidence of English proficiency for
undergraduate study in an English- speaking institution.” Summary from
Cambridge:

“Cambridge IGCSE English as a Second Language is designed for students who
already have a working knowledge of the language and who want to consolidate
their understanding in order to progress in their academic or professional career.
The qualification reflects the widespread use of English in education and commerce,
and also in entertainment. The aim is to achieve a level of practical communication
ideal for everyday use, which can also form the basis for further, more in-depth
language study. In Syllabus 0510, marks for the oral component do not contribute to

the overall grade candidates receive for the written components. A count-in oral
component is offered in Syllabus 0511.”

“Access arrangements are made to allow candidates with substantial and long term
disabilities access to the examination and the opportunity to demonstrate their
attainment. Access arrangements may include:
« anextra time allowance
* the provision of specially adapted papers
+ assistance with reading or writing etc. [This may include the use of 2
scribe/writer, see below]
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Permission to allow a candidate an access arrangement must be requested by the
published submission dates. CIE will not guarantee to deal with late applications,
especially where modified papers are required.

You should note the following principles governing the award of access
arrangements:
» all candidates are assessed according to the same marking criteria, so that
grades and Certificates have the same validity
* access arrangements must not give the candidate an advantage over other
candidates
* dccess arrangements must not compromise the competence standards being
assessed
* English not being the candidates first language is not a valid reason
* centres should consider the candidates usual method of learning and
producing work.
* centres should determine access arrangements in relation to the defined
needs of individual candidates,
* centres are responsible for bearing any cost incurred in putting access
arrangements in place.”

Use of a scribe/writer:

“A scribe/writer is a responsible adult who, in coursework and/or in an
examination (not oral), writes down or word processes a candidate’s dictated
answers to questions. Candidates must respond in English. Candidates are eligible to
use a scribe/writer if they suffer from long-term or temporary disabilities that
prevent them from communicating by any other means. Applications to use a
scribe/writer should be made in advance of the examination wherever possible.

If writing is a skill that is being tested and the use of a writer could modify the
requirements of the subject being examined, the candidate will need to dictate
words letter by letter. All punctuation must be included in their responses. Any
assistance provided with spelling by the writer must be noted on the scribe/writer
cover sheet,

Any other assistance provided to the candidate by the scribe/writer must be
described on the cover sheet in full. However, the use of a seribe /writer will not be
possible in certain language syllabuses where it is not possible to dictate responses.
For candidates requiring a scribe/writer and a reader, the same person may act as
both providing permission has been given for both.”

Internati lau 2
ng a

“Under certain conditions, schools may deliver the programme in any language,
although IB services are provided in:
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= English

« French
+ Spanish
= Chinese.”
nts wi isabiliti

IBhasa '}ist of accommodations tha‘t a 'school is ah‘tho‘ﬂzea to emplby wlthaut
requ:red by a medical condmon, care ass:stant- use of an aid that is generally used
by a candidate; use of a communications aid for someone with a hearing disability;
naming colors for someone who is color-blind. Any other accommodation needs
special permission.

AP-College Board:
For ish Language Learn

AP does not offer an English as a Second Language Course. It does offer courses in

Spanish Language, Spanish Literature, French Language, German Language, Chinese
Language and Culture, Japanese Language and Culture.

For Students with Disabilities:

The following examples of accommodations available from the College Board ensure
that eligible students get the accommodations they need. Please note these are only
examples—the list is not exhaustive.
Presentation

* Large print (14 pt, 20 pt.)

» Reader (Note: Reader reads entire test)

« Fewer items on each page

+ Colored paper

+ Use of a highlighter

« Sign/forally present instructions

+ Visual magnification (magnifier or magnifying machine)

» Auditory amplification

« Audiocassette

« Colored overlays

«  Braille

+ Braille graphs

*  Braille device for written responses

+ Plastic covered pages of the test booklet
Responding

+ Verbal; dictated to scribe

+ Tape recorder

« Computer without spell check/grammar/cut & paste features
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* Record answers in test booklet

* Large block answer sheet
Timing/scheduling

» Frequent breaks

= Extended time

* Multiple day {may or may not include extra time)

» Specified time of day
Setting

= Small group setting

« Private room

= Screens to block out distractions

* Special lighting

* Special acoustics

» Adaptive/special furniture/tools

* Alternative test site (with proctor present)

* Preferential seating

For English Language Learners: Does not offer Spanish or ELL versions of the test.

ACT offers an English Proficiency Program, designed to prepare students for further

studies in English.

For Students with Disabilities: Offers accommodations for its paper and pencil

version of the tests: Jarge print, Braille, reader scripts and audio cassette,

xcel:

IGCSE/A-Levels
For English Lan, Misaaties

IGCSE English as 2™ Language is offered with an optional speaking test, which is
endorsed separately.

Students with Disa

“Access arrangements may involve:

* modifying assessment materials, such as modified print or language examination
question papers

« providing appropriate assistance during assessment, such as a scribe, reader,
practical assistant or sign interpreter

e re-organizing the assessment physical environment

= using assistive technology, mechanical and electronic aids such as computer
software which scans but does not encode or interpret examination question
papers’.
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» alternative ways of presenting responses, such as a word processor
» allowing extra time for an examination or for the completion of course work”

-BTEC
For English Language Learners:

BTEC qualifications are provided in Welsh and Irish in addition to English, but can
be taught in any language. Instructors create assessment tasks so they can be
-adapted to second language learners.

For Students with Disabilities:
Permits reasonable adjustments for candidates with special needs. These require
approval. Adjustments include: changes to assessment conditions; the use of
mechanical and electronic aids; modification to the presentation of assessment
materials; alternative ways of presenting responses; and use of access facilitators.
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Appendix M

Letters of Support from LEAs and Other Organizations
Table of Contents

Part A: Local Education Agencies
'LEA Demographics Chart
Letters of Support from LEAs

Part B: Letters of Support from Other Organizations
Capitol Region Education Council
Career Technical Assessment Collaborative of the Council of Chief State

Schoaol Officers

Maine Coalition for Excellence in Education
Regents of the University of Michigan
Southern New Hampshire University
Southern Regional Education Board
State Higher Education Executive Officers
Vermont Principals Association
Vermont School Boards Association

Widmeyer Communications
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OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT
Vicki Balentine, Ph.D.
Superintendent
(520) 696-5205
(520) 696-5015

Pwbitiv Schoatls

701 W, Wetmore Road, Tucson, AZ 85706 « (520) 696-5000 « TDD (520) £96-5055

GovernrG BoARD MEMAERS Jeti Grant Diana L. Boros Kent Paul Barrabee, Ph.D. Patricia Clymer Linds Loomis, PRD.
Prusident Vice President
SUPERINTENDENT
Vicki Balentine, Ph.D.
June 14, 2010
Marc Tucker
Vice Chairman and Siaff Director

National Center on Education and the Economy
2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Sulte 5300

Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Tucker and the National Center on Education and the Economy:

This letter serves as a formal letter of support for the Stat