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Race to the Top

Comprehensive Assessment Systems
Technical Review Form

PARCC Application #PARCC ®1®)

(A)(1) Consortium Governance

Avzilable - Score ¢

(A)U) Consortium Gwernance 20 15

e

AN Rewewer Comments:

PARCC has laid out a comprehensive assessment reform agenda that covers the components required by

this selection criteria. The application narrative and additional information included in the Appendices
provide detailed responses to subsections i through v under Structure and Operations. The Consortium is
comprised of 26 member states—11 of which are Governing and 15 Participating members. The role that

any particular state plays is determined by the leve] of its formal commitment to the partnership and carries
with it distinct rights and responsibilities. Governance will be carried out through a Board comprised of 15
chief state school officers or their designees from Governing States. A Generally Assembly, as a

mechanism to promote sustained engagement, will meet 2 times per year bringing together all PARCC
members along with 5 person leadership teams from each of the member states. A concern is that these
organizational arrangements are not likely to produce participation that is representative of diverse
stakeholder groups across the 26 states beyond the role Chief State School Officers. The application does
not clearly distinguish between the kinds of decisions that will be distributed across the different governing |
and advisory entitics. Additionally, given the significance of this undertaking, the proposed governing '
structures do not adequatley address needed oversight at the operational level where a number of crmuai
decisions will need to be made outside of the governing board quarterly meeting timeframe. The agreed

upon super-majority voting process will create enhanced opportunities for a variety of voices to be heard in
making important decisions. The Consortium is commended for its plan to work collaboratively with the
Smarter Balanced Consortium to develop common level performance descriptors.

Florida will assume fiduciary responsibility in accordance with (A)(1)(b-vi) and for ensuring that the
Consortium carries out the project in accordance with federal requirements including related administrativi
functions, subject to the direction and approval of the Gow,rmng Board regarding the expenditure and
disbursement of all funds. In fulfilling the role of Fiscal agent, FL will have no greater decision making
authority regarding the expenditure on disbursement of grant funds beyond that of a single Govemning State.
The Consortium’s expectations for managing funds received under this grant category and issuing RFPs are
described in cach MOU under Section VII (Section A.2.i-viii/Membership Types and
Responsibilities/Fiscal Agent). o

MOUSs submitted by cach of the PARCC states adhere to a standard format along with addenda. Except for -
the allowable variance in membership roles (i. ¢. Lead Procurement, Governing and Participating) all state
MOUSs conform to the same terms and conditions. By signing off on MQUs, all 26 states have agreed to the
Binding Commitments and Assurances outlined in X A-6 including periodic reviews of its State Taws,
regulations and policies to identify any barriers to implementing the proposed system and address any
barriers prior to full implementation of the summative assessment. Barriers presented in the addenda
provided by states vary in level of specificity, focus and inclusion of timelines. Some states have listed only -
barricrs while others have addressed implementation of the full system (e. g. adoption of standards,
engagement of stakeholder groups, ficld testing, removal of legislative and fiscal barriers). The application
language asking states 1o address this issue is confusing. MOU section X A-6 ,Spl.dk% to barriers and the

steps to be taken to overcome them. The specific title on the Addendum 2 page is ASSURANCE
REGARDING PROCESS AND PLANS FOR IMPLEMENTING PROPOSED ASSESSMENT SYSTEM.
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The range of barriers described in MOU/Addenda A include; available fiscal resources, translations in
multiple languages, promulgating changes to existing codes and regulations, availability of district level
technology infrastructure, and parental access to constructed response items.

Information submitted by the applicant satisfactorily addresses procurement (Addendum 3 to each state
MOUY) as required by this criterion. Assurance regarding participation in the PARCC procurement process
has been validated by signatures on these addenda from chief procurement officials in each state.
Consortium members’ commitment to the described procurement process and details pertaining thereto are
included in Appendices (A)(1)-A-ii through A-xxvii. The Lead Procurement State is Florida,

‘The application requests a total of $2.7 million to support the governance structures, activities and travel for
meetings across the 4 years of the grant period. The application also requests $2 million for FL to-assume
the responsibilities of fiscal agent and $7.3 million to provide each of the states with funds for in-state
support (approximately $117,000 per state during Year 1). The beginning budget calculations are based on
the current 15 Governing States. PARCC anticipates an additional 10 Participating States will transition

to Governing status by the time of assessment implementation. If such a change were to occur the current
overlapping states would be required to withdraw membership participation from other consortia, There are
several concerns regarding the resource allocations for Governance which are noted in the budget section of
this review,

Recommendations

PARCC should:

« Provide guidelines to ensure balance and diverse stakeholder representation in the Governance
Working Group/Committee formations. Outreach efforts should be made to recruit needed talent and -
expertise and to ensure diversity in all groups and committees that are representative of Consortium
membership.

» Include local district and school level personnel (the ultimate consumers) in the governance
structures (i.e. a membership slots on the Design, Advisory and Working Groups).

» Prepare & detailed Project Management Plan which delineates more specific tasks under each ef the
major plan components along with associated potential risks,

» Clarify confirm and synthesize potential barriers in cach state and processes/timelines to address
them,

» Explore more technology oriented meeting and communication mediums to reduce governance related

COsts
(A)(2) Theory of Action

R oo — _l Amuabw —.
(A)(z)maowomctmn . : " e g

(A)(Z} Reviewer Co mments

PARCC has set forth a bold goal: building collective capacity to dramatically increase the rales at which
students graduate from high school prepared for access to college and the workplace. The application
provides descriptions and rationale which address criteria a-d for this selection area. The application
focuses primarily on the summative assessment components of the system. The summative component will
consist of a year end assessment in each subject area along with assessments distributed throughout the
year—4 components in English Language Arts and 3 in mathematics. "Ready to Use™ formative iools will
also be developed under this grant by PARCC, as well as, within states.

Four essential features make up the proposed assessment system: Use college and career readiness as an
anchor, measure rigorous content and students’ ability to apply that content, measure learning throughout
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the school year and leverage technology for innovation, cost efficiency and speed, PARCC states expect
that the implementation and use of the proposed assessment system will produce 4 key impacts:

* Reporting results based on clear knowledge and skill definitions will provide students information
throughcut their education experiences so that deficiencies can be addressed early and promote
greater alliance between the pre-collegiate and higher education systems

* Incorporating results info accountability policies and educator evaluations will drive teachers
administrators, schools and students toward the goal of readiness

» Providing teachers with timely actionable assessment data will allow much greater instructional
focus and adjustments where needed along with individualized interventions

» Making data from the assessment system accessible to parents, policy and the public will allow for
cross state and international comparisons and hopefully make the case for reforms needed in other
supporting policy areas

The PARCC assessment system is viewed as key lever that will transform today’s education system, The
applicant acknow lt.dgt.s that an improved educational system requires additional support efforts and
strategies including strong professional development, high quality classroom instruction, and the
involvement of parents. The Theory of Action (TOA) is conceptually drafied based on important 5
assumptions about teaching and learning but the follow-on components fail to include significant strategies
specifically directed toward improved learning. The proposal for a new assessment sysiem as articulated by '\
the PARCC TOA assumes positive educational effects based on the high standards embodied in

the Common Core Standards. The application outlines many potential benefits. The TOA, however, does

not signal potential pockets of resistance that will need to be addressed or substantial

challenges/obstacles that are likely to be encountered in critical implementation activitics, ¢. g. reaching
consensus on achicvement standards, unanticipated consequences, availability of adequate funding for
sustainability, creating opportunity to leam resources/standards, implications of college placement

decision using the new assessments and technicalities associat cd with b:.onng and rcpomng

(A)(3) Assessment System Design

Available | Score

(A){S) Assessmem System Design S . 55 45

b e A A A R R e

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments:

The PARCC summative assessment system will consist of four components distributed throughout the year
in ELA/literacy, three components distributed throughout the year in mathematics, and one end-of-year
component in each subject area, Overall, the assessment system will include a mix of constructed-response:
items, performance tasks, and computer-enhanced and computer-scored items. This technology based
"distributed” strategy for timing each assessment component will offer substantial advantages over
traditional summative assessment systems. The Partnership will also initiate activities that will support
teacher’s formative assessment needs both under the direct auspices of the partnership, e.g. development of
model curriculum frameworks and exemplar lesson plans, and also leveraging tool development within
states. This aspect of the overal! assessment design is not addressed in detail and lacks operational details.

In its applicatioa PARCC provides a detailed description of the overall approach and specific steps that will |
be taken in cach content area to ensure the full range and depth of standards are assessed. ELA/Literacy and
Math will be administered in an on line computer based model in grades 6-11. For the earlier grades

prompts will be delivered online but the student responses will be paper recorded. The ELA/literacy focus
will include an extended rescarch/writing assessment, a speaking and listening assessment and an end of
year assessment. In the area of mathematics students will be presented with contextual problems and will be
expected to apply mathematical reasoning skills. Other components will include assessing standards within
each of mathematical domains and constructing modeling tasks—connecting classroom mathematics to

b
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everyday life siluations. The assessment content will be driven by the priorities set forth in the Common
Core Standards and focus on measuring a few essential topics in depth. The final approach to high school
assessment will require partnering with higher education. Due to the current disparities in public
education, it is to be expected that in the beginning large numbers of students taking the tests will score
at the lower end. Useful information about what all students know and can do is needed. PARCC therefore, will
need to ensure for both subjects that in the assessment design students at the low end of the achievement
scale are appropriately targeted and assessed with tests that produce acurate measures of performance. Also see
A 4 discussion of the need to’in'cludc high and low end students in the pilot and field tests.

The assessment system will produce student performance data in the form of achievement scores,
information on college and career readiness, student growth measures and item analysis of released items.
Three essential steps will be taken to ensure that the assessment system produces the required performance
data to signal that students are college and career ready or on track to be college and career ready. PARCC
will establish a set of performance level descriptors (PLDs) that clarify target performances for each subject area
and at each gradz level in collaboration with Smarter Balanced Consortium, identify a CCR performance targei
as an anchor, and articulate the achicvement standards across all assessments in the system (o establish
meaningful on-track benchmarks for each grade level. The descriptions of performance and test items for reading
should reflect the widely accepted interactive model of reading--higher-order and lower-order processes
operating together. Higher-level processes (e.g. critical evaluation, making inferences) should be present at all
levels from basic to advanced levels of achievement.

PARCC plans to go beyond the traditional standards setting methods. The Partnership will build on deep
research-based knowledge and existing practices and at the same time generate input from the international
and high education communities to create an innovative standard setting process. As noted in the
application, lht, final decision regarding cut scores will be a "hefty one--filled with political and educational
consequences.” It will be important that both the Standard Setting Committee and the External Review
Group involve a broad group of stakeholders that are inclusive and representative of the diverse

student populations in the member states. In preparing for their decision, the Goveming Board

should develop a pro-active plan that responds to the analysis of student and institutional consequences
with particular emphasis on certain populations or geographic regions where there is the most need for
improvement.

Enburina acccssibiiity of Ihe asscssmcnt systcm to allstudf:nts is a fuundational principlc strongiy

allows btudems Wllh a wide mn;,e.of cognitive abilities, conte_nt. knowledge and Enghs 1 pmﬁcmncy, 10
demonstrate what they know and can do. PARCC intends to address this challenge with a proactive, front-
loaded plan. The Partnership’s approach will be guided by the best thinking among experts and cutting-
edge research. PARCC will also work with member states to ensure that IEP teams in local schools receive
information about the common assessment components and training to apply common accommodations
guidelines. Finally, the committee will work with the Research Strategy Group to establish protocols (o
determine whether the guidelines are being followed during field tests and full operational
implementation,

The first three through-course components in ELA/literacy and mathematics will be administered after
roughly 25 percent, 50 percent and 75 percent of instruction. The fourth through-course component in
ELA/literacy, a speaking and listening assessment, will be administered after students complete the third
component (described in more detail below). The énd-of-year components in each subject area after
roughly 90 percent of instruction.

As part of the professional development plan described in Section A 6, teachers will have timely and
accessible data 1o differentiate and target instruction and fine tune their instructional plans throughout the
year. Teachers will use the Periodic Feedback Report and the Interactive Data Tool to understand how
their class and individual students are performing.

Summary Tables for A 3: English Language Arls and Mathematics include comprehensive descriptions by
grade levels for the relevant components requested including:

« types of data produced/how used

b
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+ frequency and timing of administration

» number and types of items and distribution of item types
» administration mode

» scoring method and estimated turnaround time

« reports that will be produced and intended use

Page 5 of 17

The application does not raise any issues about the potential misuse of assessment data, e.g. as a single

measure for high stakes decisions, retention or college level course placement.

assessment system but with causes for concern noted above.

Recommendations:

* A solid management plan will be needed to ensure the work is properly:sequenced; properly resourced

and stays on track.

* The PARCC Governing Board should develop explicit guidelines and practices for use of data from the
new assessment system and, in particular, relative to high-stakes decisions about teachers, classrooms,

and schools.

« A more detailed plan for the formative assessment component should be provided

» Test design specifications should ensure low-end of the achievement scale items and tasks are included
*+ Membership on the Standard Setting Committee and the External Review Committee should be

broadened to include local level representatives

» The PARCC Governing Board should develop a pro-active plan created simultaneously with the standard
selting process and that responds to the research analysis of student and institutional consequences. A
special advisory structure should be formed to work with the Board in formulating a set of

recommendations.

(A)(4) Assessment System Development

L o e S s P U SR WA B A S M R

35

(A){4) Assessment System Development

(A)(4) Reviewer Comments:

(b)
http://www.mikogroup.com/rtta-comp/technicalreview.aspx?id=PARCC(6)

Available = Score

30
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An evidence-centered design (ECD) approach will be used to develop the system of summative
assessments while universal design methods will be applied within each component of the system. In
designing the full system, PARCC will draw evidence from several sources and assessment types to more
Tfully understand a student's knowledge and skills. The ECD and universal design approaches are
substantiated in research conducted by Messick, Levy, Steinberg, Almond, Thurlow et al. The development
processes are closely aligned with these two approaches and follow standard test development procedures--
content analysis, development of test blueprints, selection of a test vendor, item development and review,
pilot and field testing, and data and alignment reviews. Subject matter experts will work with assessment
and technology experts to develop test item templates and models of each item type to be developed. The
selected vendor(s) will be responsible for actual item developnient and tasks based on the established
‘Blueprint. Onee the items are developed they will undergo intense scrutiny by item review committecs and
will also be subject to bias and sensitivity protocols. A number of committees, panels, work teams and
advisory structures will be established to ensure the quality and faimess of the assessment. Membership
will be drawn from a diverse group of stakeholders across PARCC states including assessment and subject
matter content experts, higher education representatives, ‘business and community leaders and experts in
accessibility, accommodations, cultural differences, and socio-economic issues. The Partnership has
assured that care will be taken to ensure that all groups have adequate representation. The application does
not address possible conflicts and confusion that could arise from efforts directed at national and

local stakeholders involved in multiple assessment consortia,

The application lays out a extensive and detailed process for designing ard developing accommodations
which is grounded in cutting edge research and based on the deep experience of member states. A special
committee on Accessibility and Accommodations will lead and guide efforts in this area. The expectation is
that PARCC members will adopt a2 common set of accommodations and accommodation guidelines for !
students with disabilities and English language learners. PARCC plans to launch a range of pilot tests and
research studies covering both sub-groups to investigate whether the accommodation enables valid results
for different populations and implementation challenges that may need to be addressed. |
Additional elaboration is needed to indicate the types of research questions that need to be explored. Given
the scarcity of research available on accommodations for English lano‘uagc learners, this area of rescarch
should receive high priority on the list of the targeted studies. In reviewing the application namative under
this selection criteria and the Research section, it is not clear where expenditures have been included or the
level of resource allocation for the accommodations related research studies. The application does not
address staff assignment, needed qualifications or contractual arrangements that will lead or facilitate work
in this important area. PARCC's proposal alse does not speak to language translations of the summative
assessment components and yet this appears as an important area for at Ieast for one of the largest

Govemning States.

PARCC envisions using a combination of computer and distributed human scoring. The end-of-year
component in ELA and mathematics, by design, will be 100 percent computer-scored. To ensure accuracy
and reliability for the through-course components, PARCC will implement an approach that includes

double scoring and read behinds. The approach includes a built-in process for ensuring the continued :
reliability of both AT and human scoring. The goal is to provide a mechanism for teacher engagement in the
scoring process while allowing for state flexibility in the level of teacher involvement. States will have the
option to determine whether teachers will be formally involved in the scoring process, the number, involved
and whether incentives will be provided for participation. States may choose (o use 100 pcrcc,nl vendor
scoring while other states may prefer to include greater participation of their own teachers in the scoring
process.

As stated in the application, the reporting system will include a vendor data hub, Partnership and state data
systems along with Partnership level and state level reporting systems. PARCC will develop or leverage
existing platforms for a centralized Interactive Data Tool and reporting platform/system that will work in
tandem with current state longitudinal data systems. In order to better track students and teachers through
the system and allow data to follow individuals across member states, a unique identifier for each student
and teacher will likely be required. A set of common identity management and data technology standards
will be establisked for member states. National experts will provide guidance on platform design, the pros
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and cons of development versus acquisition, and how to capture and compare data across states. States will
provide the des gnatul vendor with student demogmphxc information to create mdmduahzed student access

vendor and be rnadc avaziabie o stakeimlders as appropnate, through the Interac;we Data Tool.

The Partnership is committed to ensuring quality in all aspects of the assessment system and the processes
leading to its development. To this end, several key strategies and activities will drive the work;

e A Technical Advxsory Committee will oversee the work ensuring the highest standards of

quality are adhered to in designing, developing and implementing the new assessment
system.

¢  Key advisory committees comprised of technical and psychometric experts along with
educators will conduct item, media and passage review to ensure content aceuracy,
alignment to standards and grade level appropriateness; determine item suitability for use
and review materials for bias or sensitivity protocols issues.

* Findings from the committee reviews will be used to inform ongoing item development.

¢ Recommendations which address § areas of test development processes issued by the
Council of Chief State Schocl Officers’ Large Scale Assessment Group will be
implemented as standard procedures.

A significant research agenda will also support continuous improvement and validity
associated with key development constructs

The Partnership’s approach to field testing will involve 2 phases. Early access to some assessment items

will be made available as early as 2011-12 in'order to provide opportunities for practice with the new item
types. Formal field testing will begin during school year 2012-13 and continue through 2013-14. The -
Partnership will use a stratified matrix sampling approach for both the pilot and ficld testing. The large size
and diversity of the student sample (3,500 students in the field test) will enable PARCC to conduct robust
studies of various accommodations as there will be suffimentiy large samples of special subpopulations of
students with disabilities and English leamers. The field tests will be structured to ensure that sufficient
samples of students with specific disabilities and levels of English proficiency are included. The

application does not address the selection criterion with respect to representative sampling of high-low end
regular students. The special population category should be expanded to include representative numbers

of high and low end students in the pilot/field tests.

Recommendations
PARCC should:
- Elaborate and prioritize specific research questions to be explored in the areas of appropriate
accommodations for English language leamers
* Clarify adequacy of staff assignment for the research work

» Include high-end and low end students in sample for pilot and field tests

Available Score

(A)(S) Research and Evaluat:on | 1 30 | 20

(AX5) Revlewer .Comments ,

(b)
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The research studies outlined in the application fully comply with the research classifications established by
the NIA under this selection criterion and will address construct. consequential, and predictive validity,
external validity, reliability, faimess, precision and comparability. One of the most significant aspects, and
likely the most controversial; of the assessment system will be the establishment of achievement levels and
cut scores that are intemationally benchmarked. PARCC’s efforts, therefore, to support the proposed non-
traditional standard setting process with research studies to verify the content and consequential validity of
the assessment system are deemed to be critical. PARCC has also presented a conscientious plan for
evaluating intended impact and effect. While much of this research will need to await the final
implementation of the system after the grant period, the plan calls for gathering early evidence on the

social, operational, fiscal and technical impacts of designing, developing and lmpiementlnﬂ the pro;zcsed _
assessment system. Additional research questions proposed include: Is the system improving insiruction as
intended? What impact is the system havmg on student achievement in general and on rates of student
readiness for college and carcers? All of these arcas are judged to be important to establishing credibility of -
the system over the long term. o

The plan would benefit from the delineation of clear time frames describing when each of the studies would
be initiated along with projected completion. Both the research and project management budgets include
expenditures for research. It is not clear from the application and budget what specific research would be
undertaken during the grant period versus after 2014-15 nor how funding will be generated to cover the full
range of the research topics some of which will require longitudinal data collection. The proposed
collaborative research study with other consortia and listed as #17 in the Research and Evaluation budget
@$750,000 needs further explanation and elaboration It is-also not clear that the Project Management plan
includes sufficient staff to both support the various advisory groups and coordinate PARCC’s substantial
research agenda even though much of this work will be assigned to external contractors. According to
Summary Table for (A)(8)(a)Key Project Management Personnel, only a 25% FTE from existing

ACHIEVE staff has been assigned responsx’mhty for coordination of PARCC research studies.

Recommendations:
PARCC should:

+ Prioritize the series of papers, studies and literature reviews presented in its application responding to
this selection criteria and a specific action action plan for how this would actually roll out.

« Ensure that all plan components have an evaluation strategy built into their operational plans. Two
components stand to profit from more explicit evaluation inclusions: Professional Capacity and
Qutreach.

» Give high priority to research’ targeted to ELL students, the articulation of the potential educational
effects of the new assessment: system and the development of a program of research and evaluation
to learn whether and how the system when actually implemented actually contributes to improved
educational outcomes.

(A)(G) Professional Capaclty and Outreach

: Available Score

{ }(6) Professaonal Capacity arld Outreach i 15 3

..... P RS TS SIS T——————__ T ERERS RS LL St L RS L

(A}(8) Rev:ewer Comments:

The primary focus of PARCC’s plan is directed towards helping educators make use of the assessments
through released items for instructional purposes and developing educator knowledge gained in assessment

| . ) b s
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~ administration and scoring. PARCC’s plan for supporting teachers and administrators includes 4 key
componean:

* Building a leadership cadre of content experts

* Developing on line training tools to help implement the system

+ Developing tools to interpret and use assessment results

« Sharing advice to help e¢ducator understand and address the curricular and instructional implications
of the assessment results

PARCC will develop the specific tools and strategies under each of the components but will not supply the
training directly. Instead PARCC will work within member states on a strategy to leverage existing funding
streams for training and support once the modules have been developed. PARCC will also build model
curriculum frameworks, share exemplar lesson plans and student work and conduct gap analysis between
state standards and the Common Core Standards.

Projected experditures for content experts ($3.5 million), the professional development coursework (32
million), expert standards writers and consultants to help analyze the Common Core Standards ($1.2
million), model curriculum frameworks ($500,000) are spread across 2 budget modules--Professional
Capacity and Project Management. Budget specifications and the application narrative should align.

This aspect of the application targeted to building professional capacity is the weakest among all the
application components, It is substantially underdeveloped conceptually and operationally. While teachers
will play a large role in the assessment design and development components, it cannot be assumed that this
experience will necessarily be automatically transitioned as the proposal states "to model good

instruction and support professional development”. PARCC plans to develop a set of "assessment course”
products that will be distributed electronically. The key concepts embedded in these courses focus on
helping educators understand the new asseéssments, how to administer the various components and interpret
results but fall short in addressing how these assessments will be used to drive improved teaching and
learning, Additional tools related to the Common Core Standards and the common assessments will be
produced at the individual state level, PARCC indicates in its application that it will help states conduct gap
analyses related to the Common Core Standards, create curriculum frameworks and share exemplary lesson
plans and student work. The application does not sufficiently describe how what is proposed will be
implemented or how key challenges will be addressed, e.g. working with the states to ensure delivery of the -
training, production of curriculum modules, creation of the online courses, ensuring widespread use of the
assessment tools, collaboration with states to address broader state policies, etc. There needs 1o be stronger
justification for work and allocation of RttT Assessment resources proposed in the areas of standards and
curriculum. The PARCC effort should be directed at leveraging funding sources and collaborative
approaches with other organizations, It is also not clear who among existing or new ACHIEVE personnel
will provide direct leadership to this aspect of PARCC’s work and the percentage of dedicated staff time.
Mechanisms for state guidance, engagement and oversight appear to be missing. For example, specific
mcmbemhlp structures are not described that will oversee this work such as a working group or advisory
committee. A much more detailed operation! plan addressing professional capacity is needed to clarify
objectives, timelines and responsible parties.

The application's plans for formative assessment are sketchy. On line assistance and tools will be provided
to teachers on re-use of released items and performance tasks (mentioned in Assessment Development
section). Aside from this on line training, formative classroom assessment does not appear to be a key
feature of the PARCC application for the grades 3-high school component; although the case advanced in
budget 2 module (Priority #1) strongly argues for an additional $10 million to develop K-2 formative -
assessments in literacy and math, It is not clear the extent to which this area will be addressed as part of the
elfort to work and fund assessment supports in cach of the states.

PARCC has developed a comprehensive Public Outreach and Engagement Plan. The plan is well
conceived, for the most part, and designed around a phased and multi-tiered strategy targeted to multiple
stakeholders. The purposes of this effort will be to help the various audiences understand the new

http://'www.mikogroup.com/rtta-comp/technicalreview. aspx"ld*PARCC( ) 8/4/2010
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assessment system, to address early on any real or perceived misunderstandings and to build broad based
support for the Consortium’s work. The PARCC communications strategy will be carried out at both the
national and state levels. Oversight will be provided by two committee mechanisms: a national
Communications Commitiee comprised of at least one representative for each state in state communications
teams. Major communications and outreach activities will include: development and dissemination of tools
and strategies to inform the public, targeted coalition building in working with state teams, a college ready
outreach for students and their families and a higher education engagement strategy involving coliege and
university leaders. '

Given the history of inequality in the nation’s public schools, and the fact that substantial efforts will be
needed to level the playing field, a major concern is that the plan underestimates the impact and possible
consequences of the proposed new assessments on the most vulnerable children. There is much hope that
the new assessments will stimulate action in other arenas of needed educational reform, €. g. teacher quality
and distribution, resource allocations, opportunity to learn enhancements, etc. The application emphasizes
that, while havmg Wldeiv recognized standards and assessments can prowde focus for planning and a
common language for students, parents, and teachers, what is most important is what parents, students, and
educators actually do with that knowledge. Substantial dialogue will be needed, to articulate the range of
ways in Which the information pfovidod by PARCC mighi or miﬂht not icad to p{)aitivc (.h'm;,cs ()mn.az,h

improvement in er}ucanonal p_rocessa.:»

Recommendations

In the area of Professional Capacity, PARCC should redesign its professional support strategy to focus

on how assessments will be used to support improved teaching and learning and develop a

detailed operational plan to support this concept, including goals, objccﬁvcs 1arget audiences, measures of
effectiveness, resource needs and personne] assignments.

The outreach plan could benefit from the following additional considerations:

o Further elaboration of the coalition building cffort directed to generating input into the
assessment design and development process and ensuring a two way communication over

the 4 year period

e Strategies for engaging K-12 organizational partners (similar to the outreach planned for
higher education) such as the Council of Great City Schools, National Association of Black
Educators, National Council of La Raza, Education Trust, Association for Curriculum and
Development, National Urban Alliance for Effective Education, associations of elementary
and secondary principals, etc.

e  Stronger assurances of diversity in the outreach plan components, ¢.g. inclusion of
community and faith based organizations, local level constituents, representatives with
knowledge and experience in ELL, SWD and with traditionally under-served student
populations, materials and tools developed for non-English speakers.

«  Connections to the research described in Section A 5 on the implementation and
implications of using the results of assessments, e.g. cut scores on achievement standards,
promotion policies, projected accountability impacts and links to teacher evaluation.

¢  Collaboration with other state and federal grant initiatives with special attention
to constituents and leaders involved in Rt(T Intervening in Low Achieving Schools
program component and the state led TumAround initiatives.
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(A)(7) Technology Approach

. Available | Score

3
5 P 0 £

(A](?}TechnologyApproach - | .10 8

{A)(T) Reviewer Comments.

PARCC has laid out an ambitious plan for technology development and application. The partnership will
work with one or more technology partners and member states to create an open source integrated system (0
host, manage and supply data in a timely manner based on stakeholders’ interests and needs. The
technelogy platform will alse support assessment administration and collection of student responses.
According to PARCC's application “the system will be hosted through a cloud based, distributed
architecture to create efficiencies in cost, reliable data retrieval, deep capture of historical tracking, and
timely non-disraptive backups.” The data will be maintained in a format that can be uploaded into each
state’s data warehouse system as needed. R&qulred tcchnology at the local level will be an Internet
connection and standard Web browser. Initial specifications for an online assessment system dre outlined in
the application. A Technology Design Committee, created by the PARCC Governing Board will guide the
technology work and provide further specifications for the assessment delivery and reporting platfonn. To
support its vision of interoperability, the Partnership will work with member states, USED and national
foundations focused on developing an education technology platform,

PARCC and its members acknowledge the technology challenges associated with administering all
assessments components in all states by computer, The Partnership believes that the advantages in moving

in this direction far outweigh the challenges. Specific advantages include quick and cost effective scoring
and use of innovative items only available in computer format. The Consortium plans to work with states
which in turn will help their local districts transition to computer based testing. The initial list of barriers
covers a wide range of topics including disparities in technology infrastructure, security of testing materials, |
destruction of infrastructure caused by unexpected natural disasters, multiple computer devices, and
accommodations for students with disabilities. To assist states and local districts, PARCC will identify
sufficiently early online system specifications and minimum school and district technology reqnnements
States will design locally appropriate gap analyses and based on the results states and schools will develop
collaborative activities and funding solutions to address high priority needs, PARCC will also collaborate
with existing national organizations who are-addressing gap closures in technology infrastructure and
resources. Additional strategies will include: a site certification process to ensure that schools are ready for
implementation by 2014-15, publication of necessary student, teacher and administrator data required by

the assessment system, making available the paper and pencil accommodation form in case of technology
destruction, non-technology based communications, and developing other solutions in concert with specific
advisory groups. Overall the plan is judged to be of reasonable quality, however, a major concern resides in -
the uncertainty that current local technology disparities will be adequately addressed and that all students
will have capacity (knowledge, skills and familiarity with operating systems) to successfully access the
online assessment system. The level of resources matched to the operational plan in the area of

technology do notf seem aligned.

(A)(8) Project Management

Mar:ab g Score

(A)(G) Pm]ect Management ;‘. 30 21 .

e e i SO bt i i e A S i -t o | FTOTORFIERPESER . SN

{A)(8) Reviewer Comments:

PARCC has already conducted a competitive bidding process and chosen ACHIEVE as its project
management partner. ACHIEVE’s mission is to provide national leadership on academic standards,
assessments and accountability to help states prepare all young people for post-secondary education, work
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and citizenship. This mission is closely a 1gned with the RttT Assessment grant purpose as defined in the
NIA and PARCC Theory of Action. The organization has been in existence since 1966, is comprised of 33
staff members and based in Washington, DC. ACHIEVE has helped shape education standards and
assessment practices and policies in a large number of states. It also has considerable experience working
in higher education. ACHIEVE's track record of success includes leadership in the design and management
of several multi-state consortia: The American Diploma Project Network, the ADP Assessment Consortia,
the College and career Policy Institute and the Common Core Standards. Given this history ACHIEVE is
well positioned to launch the new assessment consortium. Staff vitae included in Appendix (A)8)- B
describe a highly talented staff with rich experience and strong credentials in standards and

assessment. Nine existing staff will be assigned to work on the PARCC initiative ranging in time
commitments from 20%--100%. As ACHIEVE president, Michael Cohen will provide overall leadership
in support of PARCC at no cost. Only a 20% staff time allocation is dedicated for the functions

described as "assessment design and leadership for PARCC management, state policy integration,
communications, outreach and sustainability. This minimal level of staff time does not seem to match the
level of work outlined in the application, The application requests funding for the employmem of 11 new
FTEs including a PARCC director. This number includes 4 additional slaff positions beyond what is
described in the application narrative under Project Management (Senior Project Absocmtu‘Aaqcsbmmn
Project Associate/Assessment, Meeting Planner and Project Associate /Project Management). A substantial
amount of the budget is directed towards governance and staff expenses at a disproportionate level
compared to the the rest of the plan components.

The application does not speak to the process that will take place to recruit and hire the FTE new staif nor
are specific qualifications (project management certification, knowledge and experience in ELL or SWD,
teaching high end and low end students) or job descriptions included. It is not clear the extent to which
ACHIEVE employment policies embrace specific diversity principles so as to ensure that PARCC staft will
be representative of the diverse students residing in the 25 consortium member states. While orgamzanonal
structure is mentioned in the application, an organization chart of personnel and reporting arrangements is
not included. Of favorable note is the staff assignment on the personnel list 1o address infegration of the
new assessment system into broader state policies. PARCC acknowledges in its TOA the need for
accompanying supports aligned to the assessment system along with local effort skill and persistence, thus,
its plan 1o support a broader set of state reform practices will help achieve the intended outcomes.

Summary Table (A)(8)-B: Project Workplan and Timeline describes key project milestones, deadlines and
responsible entities as required by this selection criterion. ACHIEVE has presented a preliminary
Management Plan with a promise for finer level details once the grant is awarded. The application
describes its general approach to risk management as one which will include progress monitoring and
making mid-course corrections/adjustments as necessary. In-kind services of Battelle Institute have been
secured to provide program management guidance. The application does not address how risks will be
explicitly identified nor specific progress/effectiveness monitoring techniques that will be applied. While
some aspects are addressed under the Research criterion, the plan could benefit from a more serious
consideration of an overall evaluation strategy.

The PARCC plan consists of nine level 1 budget modules (Governance, Fiscal Agent; Support for
Governing States, Assessment Design and Development, Research and Evaluation, Professional
Capacity/Outreach, Technology, Higher Education Engagement, and Project Managc,mcnt) and two level 2
budget modules to develop formative assessment tools for grades K-2 and technology enhancements. The
overall expenditure projection totals $169,990,272—a price tag that scems more than adequate to fully fund
the new assessments along with various governing and research related activities that surround the

system Itistobe ctpcctcd that more prccisc cxpcnditurc dctaﬂé'wiﬁ be available based on actual
allocations, however, thdt surpass what is amcuiated or justified in the narratne e.g. costs associated with
multiple state representatives involved in governance meetings, discretionary grants {0 governing states,

the rationale for 5 FTE fiscal staff.
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Of the total requested $19.9 Million is for the Budget Module 2 components. The estimated budget for the
K-2 assessments is just under $10 million. The argument for K-2 formative assessment resources would
appear 1o be a logical extension of the 3-8 and high school design continuum. Given the controversies in the
early childhood education field, assessment initiatives in this direction should present a more forceful
documentation of need based justification and commitments of support from the field of early childhood
including educators and parents. The optional feature of the early grade assessments raises
a serious concern in terms of equity and Jocal school district resource capacity, The budget rationale is
absent any strategy for how these early grade assessments would be paid for once dc.w.mped The reguest
for needed technology enhancements is to: maximize the number of students who will be able 1o take the
assessment components at the same time; accelerate the fimeline for scoring of through-course tasks; and
expanding capabilities of Al sofiware and improving in computer based test delivery. The budget narrative
notes that having an additional $10 million would create both flexibility and redeployment
opportunities. There is much to be learned once the development works gets underway and translates to
practical applications. Without more specific experience in actually building the basic technology platform,
the technology enhancement reguest is judged to be premature.

The plan projects operational costs for the summative assessment components in the range of $17-$18 per
student on the low end to a high of $45-850 per student per year. Based on the scoring model presented in
the application, the operational costs are expected to be approximately $700 million overall and $32.68 per
student. Accorcing to the application, this figure is judged to be equal or less than the per student costs of
member state’s current assessment systems, however, there is no state assessment expenditure data to
validate this claim. It is not clear whether the projected costs include the additional costs associated with
incorporating accommodations into computer-based testing. The states in their MOU Addenda have not
uniformly or explicitly addressed a plan for securing the funds necessary to implementation, In fact several
states in their Addendum 2 submissions have identi'ﬁed funding as a major barrier to implementing the new
assessment. Other states have indicated an expectation for absorption without additional revenues based on
comparable costs for the operational PARCC assessments to their current state program. Financing :
considerations in the application largely focus on assessment design, development, and start up with a
transition to stale budgets in 2014-15. The application speaks generally to the need for research and
development directed to scalability and sustainability but does not deal substantively with long term: issues
beyond 2014-1 ‘S W hm, lhcrc is much work to be done to get 1o that pmnt 1: is not umll aﬁer the g,rant thal

cut scores. The n,rmcaln)_r and ooncerns w1th this process are covered in 1\ 3

Recommendations
PARCC should:
+ Describe staff hiring process and specific staffing qualifications/needs in the areas of project

management skills, diversity, research leadership coordinationand leadership of the professional
capacity component

« Provide organizational chart and personnel reporting arrangements
+ Identify risks, elaborate on barriers and develop plans for addressing them
» Create overall evaluation strategy covering all compenents in the application

 Address long term maintenance of assessment system and sustainability

Competltwe Preference Pnorlty Co[laboratlon and Allgnment with Higher Education

A\razlab!e °cc,rr- :
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Compet]tave Preference Pnorlty Collaboration and Allgnment \mth ngher o 20 .15

Educaﬂon
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Compettt:ve Reviewer Comments

PARCC states it has received Letters of Intent (LOIs) from 188 public and private institutions and systems
of higher education across 26 states. Based on the Summary Table for Competitive Preference there are
182 public IHE/IHE system partners. Appendix IHE ~B-I includes letters from 16 private instifutions in AL
(4), MD(4) and NJ(8). PARCC should confirm the number of hig gher education partners who have
committed to the new assessment system. Several of the IHE/IHE systems that have signed on to PARCC
have also pledged involvement to the SBAC group. Neither applications nor the LOIs address this overlap.

For the most part the Letters of Intent follow a standard format. Collaborating IHEs or IHE systems, with
the exception of Western Illinois University, have documented in their respective LOIs:

A commitment to participate in the design and development of the consortium’s final high school
summalive assessments in mathematics and English language arts in order to ensure that the
assessments measure college readiness

* A commitment to implement policies, once the final high school summative assessments are
implemented, that exempt from remedial courses and place into credit-bearing college courses any
student who meets the consortium-adopted achievement standard for each assessment and any other
placement requirement established by the IHE or THE system

Applicable signatures from the State’s higher education executive Officer (if the state has one) and
the president or head of each participating IHE or IHE system.

Note: The LOI from Western Illinois University does not comply with required content, signatures,
numbers or commitments specified in the NIA.

Strengths of the proposed collaboration between PARCC and higher education include:

A substantial number of direct matriculation students in public IHEs will be impacted by the new
assessment systein '

Additional student impact will be achieved as a result of the participation of 16 private IHEs

A thoughtful strategy for structuring the engaging a broad group of higher education representatives
within states '
Dedicated personnel budgeted and assigned to work with the various advisory and working groups
comprised of representatives from the higher education community

Recognition of supportive policy challenwes (e.g. bridge courses, curriculum alignment, targeted
college readiness supports) that are required to ensure that the new assessment does in fact serve as
leverage to improve all student’s readiness for college.

Recommendations

PARCC should:

Confirm that the definition used in its application is consistent with the NIA definition of “direct
matriculation” students and used consistently for all institutions and IHE systems, Fifty of the LOIs
submitted did not include the number of direct matriculation students as required by this selection
cntcnon ﬁlb appllcatmn mtcs thrcc dlffcrcnt sourccs that 11 drcw on to gcneraiu th{. dam for this
EPLDS. for NJ, NH and ND. The IPI:DS data only covers the time period for high schual graduation
for 12 months as opposed to the 24 months included in the NIA definition.

Clarify the number discrepancies for selected institutions in the states of RI, ND, IN, AZ, NH, MD,
MA between what is reported in LOIs versus the Summary Table

http://www.mikogroup.com/rtta-comp/technicalreview.aspx?id=PARC }gg 8/4/2010
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Absolute Priority — Comprehensive Assessment Systems Measuring Student
Achievement Agamst Common College- and Career-Ready Standards.

Avaniab!:& S‘cora

Abso!ute Prlonty Compmhensive Assessment Systems Measuring Student '\ Yes
Ach:evement Agamst Common Coliege- and Career-Ready Standards.

Absofute Re\newer Comments

PARCC has created an ambitious proposal which is consistent with the RttT Assessment intent. The
application addresses each of the four priorities specified under the Absolute Priority along with the
associated 10 sub-criterion. The key features of this application build on the strong track record of
ACHIEVE, the selected Project Management organization, and its experience working with multiple states
in the areas of standards and assessment reform, PARCC will also make a special effort to collaborate with
the Smarter Balanced Consortium. The commitment from participating SEAs involves 26 partner states
with 11 serving as Governing members and 15 functioning as Participating members. More than 180

Letters of Intent from colleges and universities serves as strong evidence of support and commitment from
the higher education community. The budget presents an overall and project level fiscal plan for allocating
RttT Assessment resources. A particularly laudable component of the PARCC plan is its interest in ongoing
and follow-up research to substantiate impact and effect consistent with its TOA and beyond the time frame
of the first operational implementation of the assessment system. The proposal is viewed as a starting point
for embarking on a plan that will undoubtedly require further definition, elaboration, research and critical
decision making. While not all components of the Absolute Priority are addressed at the same level of

detail, the over all application presents a strong plan for advancing assessment reform in a powerful way.

Grand Total | i 220 185

P ST E R T R S S N PR S e

Budgets

Lwr:-l 1 Eudget

e T T Ty — i

Name Level1 Budget(s)

PARCC has requested an overall total of $169,990,272 to implement its proposed assessment system. The
budget is presented in summary format and also breakouts by specific budget categories such as personnel,
fringe benefits, travel, etc. The application consists of 9 separate Level 1 budget modules for a total of
$149,994,386. Level 1 modules conform with the format outlined in the NIA and each budget module
includes a narrative along with a list of activities/deliverables and associated costs. The current expenditure
proposal does not exceed the prescribed RitT $150 million cap. The applicant gives some attention
 (Technology and Research) to how they plan to leverage other Federal, State, or philanthropic funds toward
 the design, development, implementation, and evaluation of the proposed comprehensive assessment
- system. The overall expenditure projection seems adequate for the core system along with various governing
and research related activities that surround the system. More precise expenditure details will be available
based on actual contractual engagements and a more specific project management plan. There are several
_concerns raised by the application and budget modules that exceed what is presented in the application
narrative or require further justification and elaboration:

» Costs associated with multiple state representatives involved in governance meetings
(See Project Management Section)

b
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» Support for 5 full time employees assigned to the area of fiscal responsibility (1 FTE at
ACHIEVE and 4 FTEs at FL Department of Education @ $70,000 each over 4 years)

» Support for higher education faculty involvement. The application, does not sufficiently
describe what will be implemented through use of 4 higher education experts (Two for years 1-2
and 4 for Years 3-4(@ 10 days per month) along with site visits to states. L\pt.ndlwrm are
included in this budgct module a $2 million.

* Need for break out of expected meeting attendees versus expected travelers for governance and
general assembly sessions, as well as the rationale for budget assumptions based on: a)
30 member states participating in General Assembly meetings during years 1-2 when there are
only 25 current PARCC members and b) Costs and rationale for additional personne] to atiend
Govemning Board and General Assembly. meetings for Chief School Officers. The application
narrative describes the Governing Committee makeup to consist of one representative per stale.

» Distribution procedures for discretionary sub-grants to states and the proposed level of
expenditure. The application indicates in the budget module that 15-20 sub-grants ($60.000 -
$80,000 per state) will be made to Governing States. There are only 15 Governing States in the
consortium which is comprised 26 members overall.

» Disproportionate amount (over resourcing) of the budget assigned to the areas of
personnel, adminisitration and governance (See Project Management Section)

« Underestimation of costs to implement quality activities in the areas of Al scoring
and professional capacity

» Research project #17 (A set of Collaborative studies with other consortia to compare the
results of student performance) budgeted @ $750,000 (See Research Section)

Level 2 Budgets

Name: Formative Asseééme‘nt Tbols for K-2

- Of the total requcr;tud $19.9 Million is for the Budget Module 2 components. The estimated budget for the K-
| 2 assessments is just under $10 million. The argument for K-2 formative assessment resources would appear
' to be a logical extension of the 3-8 and high school design continuum. Given the controversies in the early

: childhood education ficld, assessment initiatives in this direction need more evidence based justification and
" support from the field of early childhood educators and parents. Formal indications of support from member
states advancing this assessment component were not included in the application. While as part of its

rationale, the application references information published by the National Association for the Education of

* Young Children (NAEYC), letters advancing support for this assessment component from the major

organizations active in the field of early childhood education (e.g. Black Child Development Institute,

- NAEYC, ete.) were not included. The optional feature of the early grade assessments raises a deep concern

in terms of equity and local resource capacity. The budget rationale is absent any strategy for how these early
grade assessments would be paid for once developed. The application also does not address a strategy to help

 teachers use the results of the proposed K-2 assessments in ways that would substantially augment leamning
' toward the goal of having all students prepared for 3 grade.

' Name Technolngy Enhancements

“An addmoiial Budget 2 MOcIule req&c'sls $1 0 mzlhun to create ﬂeXIbllzty ';m'd rcdé'ploﬁncnt Opportunities in

' tu,hno}ogy platform, thc technology enhancemcnt request is .judged to bc premalu"c__

(b)
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Race to the Top

Comprehensive Assessment Systems
Technical Review Form

b
PARCC Application #PARCCEs%

{A)(1) Consortium Governance

-;z"%vaiiab?e;: Score.
{A)(1)Consortlum Govamance ” o 20 l 9

(A)(‘I) Reviewer Comments.

- {a) The consortium's vision..

The proposal suggests wrongly, however, that a scoring platform and moderation system will “ensure”
valid and reliable assessments. Valid and reliable interpretations of test scores require more than a scoring
platform and moderation system. Serious investigations and research projects lead to reliable and valid
interpretations cf the test scores. A validity argument is based on collecting evidence about the ciaims
made for the scores. Those claims are justified through research findings. The language in this section
should be aligned with that of the Research and Evaluation section where some of the issues of valid and
relaible interpretations are investigated.

{b}{e)(d) Structure and operations....

to the various criteria for such things as differentiated roles, ways to make dec:s:ons ete.
Governance, efc. -

PARCC places major responsibilities on an Executive Committee composed only of Chief State School
officers. It allows, however, an Assessment Design committee, and other not defined committees, to make
decisions apart from the Executive Committee. The proposal uses test specifications, for example, as an
area where decisions can be made about the assessment without resorting to the Executive Committee.
There is no clear delineation of what is or is not an issue that design committees rather than the Executive
Committee can make. Itis unclear how the various responsibilities will be delegated.

Recommendation: The National Assessment Governing Board's approach to overseeing an assessment is
a better model. Participants on the board include not only those who might have primarily interest in policy
issues but also those with technical expertise, In addition there are other constituencies represented as
voting members of the board. This broad representation is a much better way to insure responsible
decisions.

Recommendation: This assessment is highly technical and relies in some areas on assumplions about

what will deveiop in the future. There needs io be someone who is sensitive to these technical issues at

the table when big decisions are being made. As presently construed it is difficult to know where in the
structure these decisions will be made, when, and by whom.

(A)(2) Theory of Action

- Available | Score

(A)(2) Theory of Action o 5 3
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(A)(2) Reviewer Comments:

The descriptior: of the components of the plan is clear. How those components will be implemented is less
clear. Using college and career readiness as an anchor may not be such an easy thing fo do. Readiness is
a fuzzy construct. However definad It may or may not be the same at every grade level. For example, how
to operationalize readiness in the early grades is particularly problematic since students develop at different
rates and have a longer time "to change.” It is a bit like taking grades in third grade and using them to
predict performance in the first year of college. Perhaps they are related; perhaps not. But, under the best
of conditions one would hope that each student would thrive and in so doing defy a prediction.

The notion of college and career readiness is referred to throughout but is never fully defined and
explicated. How such ideas are to be implemented depends first of a good defintion of what it is.

. The through-course assessments make strong assumptions about commonality of experiences for

- students. This may be a bigger issue in mathematics than in English language, In any case, they assume
that each state, district, school has a matching curriculum in ways that used to be called the scope and
sequence of the curriculum. Itis assumed that topics are infroduced at the same time and in the same
sequence so the assessment results can have a common meaning. Without a common curriculum, then,
interpretations of the results are problematic. That is, they are invalid for students who have not been
exposed to the material being assessed.

(A){3) Assessment System Design

Avaliabie ‘d'{;u-ré ;

(A)(3) Assessment System Desugn 55 - 35

et i e g i A

(A)3) Rewewer (‘ommanis

The PARCC proposal contains interesting ideas and emphases. It aligns itself closely with the new
standards. And it is responsive to the criteria.

{b)(i) Even though this section is very long, the presentation lacks important detail. For example in
discussing its “distributed” strategy it says “Tasks and rubrics will be designed in a way fo capture and
support the full range of student skills...” It would be desirable to have an example or examples in the
proposal of what those tasks are and what that assessment looks like. Previous experiences with
performance assessments, for instance, have not had the property of one performance opportunity
producing results across the full achievement scale. it is doubtful that several of them can get accurate
measurement across the full range of proficiencies..

The proposal contains detailed information about literacy and mathematics assessments. The variety of
the assessment types is well-documented. An emphasis on releasing items seems good, tco. Yet, often
the presentation is not sufficiently in depth to allow the reader to know exactly what will be implemented
and how. And there appears that it will take a substantial amount of time (the amount is not specified in the
proposal) to assess all that is to be assessed.

The proposal suggests releasing items as one way to inform and guide instruction. it does not provide a
model for releasing the items.

(b)(iii) The proposal’s section on accommodations {and as they are put in place as detailed in the next
section of the proposal) is exemplary. The major issues are defined, one by one, and it is specific about
how to address those issues. Other parts of the proposal lack such specificity.

(¢) (i) (iii) Individual items play a big role in the proposal and especially in the through-course

assessments. Several times it is said that three items will be used for each of two topics to make

inferences aboui whether or not a student is "on track.” The proposal states that those measurements are
going to be after having completed about 25, 50 and 75% of a course. There are huge assumptions being
made about how the assessments can be constructed and the utility of the results. The major assumption

(b)
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is that students will have been exposed to the same material or experiences reflected in the standards in
each classroom in each state. The mathematics standards, for instance contain five strands. In order for
the assessment results to be interpreted in defensible ways, it is assumed that the strands will be
introduced at the same time in the same sequence for the same amount of time:

In addition, the through-course assessment would contain in theory three items on each of two topics. But
three items are unlikely to produce results that can be reliably used to determine whether or not a student is
“ontrack.” The through-course assessments assume common content and common sequencing but only
have common standards to work with. For the through-course assessments to have a chance of being
effective there should be a semblance of a common curriculum.

(c)(iv) (v) There is a mix of item types and assertions that measurements will require complex responses.
The exemplar items, however, do not match that description. They tend to be poorly constructed as will be
discussed later.

The items types appear to be different depending on when they are assessed. Performance events are
used for through-course assessments but nol for the end of year assessments. If performance
assessments are in place because they provide opportunities to display different qualities of response,

there is a question of whether the end of year assessments will be congruent with what occurred during the
year. There should be consistency. '

Four achievement levels will be setin the early grades. The methods for doing this and the argument that
there will be consistency across grade levels is not made in the proposal. Rather the emphasis is on the
high school standards.

{c)(vi} An emphasis on Al scoring provides a way to turn around the results quickly. Heavy reliance on the
technology assumes continued progress in the development of the technology. The proposal fails to
include a thorough description of what technology will be used and what improvements are expected to be
made over time in order 10 insure precise scoring.

(c)(vii)The emphasis on Periodic Feedback Reports is desirable as is the inclusion of parents as recipients.
No examples are given. Reporting is a crucial piece of an assessment design and examples or templates
for the various reports would make the proposal stronger.

The section on reporting contains statements about how results of the assessments could be used for
accountability purposes. It talks about “extraneous factors that threaten causal attribution” implying that the
major barriers are merely technical. The proposal neglects to say that teachers have duties to perform that
are not necesserily related to-achievement outcomes. For instance they are expected to interact positively
with parents, school board members, other teachers, etc. In addition for elementary school teachers there
are other subject areas for which they are responsible and those areas may not be covered by 2 state
assessment.

Recommendation: In the section on release of items | would recommend using the NAEP Question Tool
both as it is and a guide to how items might be released to teachers and students. It is a marvelous
application for understanding item results and making responses usable. As an added bonus, when used
correctly the Question Tool gives valuable normative information for states and shows resuits by a number
of background znd demographic characieristics.

Recommendation: It would be nice to have examples {0 judge how clear the proposed reports are,
especially those that go to parents.

(A)(4) Assessment System Development
B AN N . G Avaﬁab[e o
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{A)(4) Assessment System Development | | | _ I35 23

(b
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{A)4) Reviewer Comments:
(a) The proposal endorses evidence-centered design and universal design as approaches to the
development of the assessment. It has a defensible interpretation of evidence-centered design but lacks
specificity when discussing other aspects of the assessment. it would have been desirable to be more
specific about each aspect of the design. For example when it discusses item types, it throws out lots of
labels without adequate definitions. Congruences across all aspects of the design is what evidence-
centered design attempis to do.

When discussing the procedures to be used the proposal often does not tie them to the design as
developed earlier. For example, there is no direct mention of how the procedures for developing the end of
year tests might differ from those of the through-course assessments. The through-course assessments
are short. So it is unlikely that they will be able “to appropriately distribute points and items or tesks across
the full breadth of the standards for a particular grade level or subject area.” There is no mention of the
possibility of tailoring the development of the components of the assessment to the different purposes.

The proposal mentions innovative item types in several places. It does not specify what they are and
how they will be treated differently, if at all, in the pilot and field testing phase of development. If those item
types are to be ‘reated differently, then the proposal should say what characterizes the differences and
what evidence will be used to determine their usefulness.

In various sections of the proposal it is stated that there will be accurate measurement across the full
spectrum of achievement. Yet it is never clear how this might be done. There is no mention of tailored
testing or testiet approaches for instance. The weight of the assertion apparently is tied to the properties of
individual items. The question is whether items are that strong. There should be in the proposal an '
argument about their strength and the strength of the general approach:; i.e., evidence-centered design.

{b)The section on-accommodations is very thorough and extremely well-done. It is a model for the kind of
specificity that makes it easy to understand what is intended to be accomplished by the proposal.

{c) This section is disappointing. It is not tied tightly enough to the preceding sections. it makes broad,
general claims about what will be done without giving sufficient specification. For example, IRT models will
likely be used for scaling and scoring but there is no mention of which form of IRT or what work will be done |
to determine the appropriateness of their use. The through-course pieces of the assessment could be
sufficiently varied to warrant multivariate IRT models.

(d) The Interactive Data Tool sounds promising. One would like to know more about it and how dependent
it is on existing data bases within the states. (States are variously capable of building and managing large |
data sets.) According to the proposal the too! will be mainly used to disseminate information. Although the
reports will be accessible to persons from a variety of positions, their proposal does not say which
stakeholders will haye access to which reports. For example, if there is an individual student report, for
obvious reasons it is importantto limit'who has access to it.

The nature of the reports should be more detailed. It would be desirable to have an example of a report
for a particular piece of the assessment for a particular audience. The proposal says various audiences will
be notified about the available reports. How and when each will be notified is pertinent. There are a
number of assumptions about access to technology built into the notion that most, if not all, parents, for
example, will have access {o reports.

{e)The guality control response lists many tasks without comment implying a kind of equal importance and
difficulty in accomplishing them. Yet, “review items’ media and passages for content accuracy...." is a
continuing, time-consuming, demanding process while “score conversions are accurate...” is straight-
forward and not at all demanding.

What follows is a long but important demonstration of how the proposal fails to link all imporiant aspects
of the assessment in a way reflecting an understanding of evidence-centered design. Evidence-centered
design in a nutshell says the interpretations you make are based on the logic and structure you use to
construct and refine the assessment. That means there must be congruence between the standards,
content to be sampled, and test items. The items are the building blocks upon which ali interpretations and

b
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uses are based on. Therefore, one must be able to argue from the response demands of the item {o the
standard being measured.

Page 709 gives an item that asks a student to make a decision about data (which person should be
chosen to long jump) using apparently only the mean of a set of scores. (It is not clear whether a student is
expected to do more analyses of the data or what aspects of the data she is expected to use to answer the
question. An obvious design flaw!). It should be pointed out, however, that the standards expect students o
be conversant with centers, shapes and spreads, not just centers.

If one wanted an item that asked students to be able to reason about data, additional displays and
calculations are desirable. For example, to answer which student should be chosen to long jump, the
following numbers and displays are relevant:

Variable Count Mean Minimum Q1 Median Q3 Maximum
Elsa 6  3.6500 29500 3.1750 3.7350 4.0330 4.2800
Miki 6  3.7250 3.5500 3.5800 3.6800 3.9025 3.8700
Aisha 6  3.7817 3.6200 3.6575 3.7550 3.8675 3.8200

Note that there is only .04 meters (about 1.5 inches) between the two longest j jumpers on the average. But
the third jumper has a longer jump (4.28) than either of the other two.

A boxplot that could not be pasted into this response shows how varied the scores are. It shows that Elsa
scores are much more variable than the other two. What is it about Elsa the student should ask? Good
reasons for choosing a particular person depend on variation in the data as well as the centers of the data.
Never a center without a spread!

An item with these data and the boxplots would begin to make the evidentiary argument.

(A)(S) Research and Evaluation

Auailabie Seors

'f—-x..—« S

(A){S} Research and Evaluation 30 "' 18

(A)(5) Re\n ewer Comments

{a)The proposal contains a long list of studies that will be conducted. They cover the issues in the criteria
and extend them in some cases. Sometimes the charge is overwhelming: “...TAC's key tasks will be to
recommend ... a common assessment system that can provide reliable results to inform valid instructional
and accountability decisions." That's everything! What exactly will be done, when, how, and by whom is
missing from the proposal. Specificity is needed.

One extremely important omission in the list of studies is that of classification accuracy. At each grade
level and for each through-course assessment standards are to be set and determinations made of whether
or not a studentis “on track.” How good the decisions are depends on the properties of the errors of the
assessment. The more reliable the scores, the more accurate the decision. More accurate decision, in
general, come from longer tests. These tests are very short and likely fo produce scores with huge errors
associated with them.

RFI-8: Vertical scaling is described as a challenging endeavor. Yet implied in the decisions about “on
track” or not is & vertical scale or something that makes “on track” mean the same thing across grade levels
and types of assessments.

There appears to be inconsistency between a desire to use the results for judgments about teacher
effectiveness and growth models. The proposal suggests that teachers will be evaluated on effectiveness
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but leaves upon the question of which model. Yet the section of teacher effectiveriess contains language of
“rue gains.” True gains is just one model for growth. Gains adjusted for background characteristics is
another. There is an inconsistency in the proposal when in one section it is said that there is no
recommended growth made! but in another section mentions using true gains.

(b)The proposa: suggests evaluating not only the intended effects of the assessment but to also look for
unintended ones. Those unintended ones can be either positive or negative and should not be ignored.

Under the titie of Social impact the proposal responds to the “a lot more testing” issues. The
commitments there are worthy ones.

A recommendation would be to look carefully at accuracy consistency and its consequences both positive
and negative. An inaccurate classification couid become a political football. Students are said to be “on
track” this year but not next but again on the third year. This could easily happen if the scores are not
precise enough to make good decisions. This is particularly acute of the through-course decision since
there will be multiple decisions based on the results of short assessments.

(A)(6) Professional Capacity and Outreach

¢ pvailable  Score

(A)(G) Profess:oual Capamty and Outreach ' 18 10

(A)(®) Rev:ewer Comments

(a)Agam the proposal gives a long list to meet these criteria. One strength of the list is that it refers back to
prewous ‘sections of the proposal and shows how ihe capacity bm[dmg, for: examp!e is tied to tha activities

dene well. With pro_jects as Iarge as these time lines often need to be changed

Particularly important would be work to show that classification decisions are accurate so parents; and
other audiences, get a consistent message about their child's progress. The proposal does not address
classification accuracy although it is relevant for both the through-course assessments and the final one.

The sequence of “courses, " Assessment 101, etc.,could be quite poweriul. It would be nice to know more
about the content and the scope of the "courses.” Also the notion of gathering feedback during the piloting
is a good one.

(b)The proposal covers an array of stakeholders and how they will be informed.

A recommendation: If the Partnership Communications Committee does not come up with it, there should
be a systematic sttempt to inform media representatives in ways in addition to press conferences anc press
releases.

(A)(7) Technology Approach

! Available® Score

{A}(?) Tech nology Approach - 10 7

{A}(T) Rewewer Comments

(a)(i) There is along list of thzngs"that_Wili be done. Often itis assumed those things are done easily. in
technology what can go wrong does go wrong. For example, producing an assessment system that must
“seamiessly integrate with states’ data management systems” may be a daunting task.

The proposal contains a number of ways in which technology will enhance item development including
both how various item types might be implemented and how item development committees might be

b
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formed. In both case, the initiatives may be more difficult to implement than the proposal suggests.
Creating templates for items that demand complex responses, for example, are not easy to do. And they
may be even more difficult to utifize in a Web conference because often more can be done when persons
are face to face and can converse freely about what they are doing.

(a)iii) Past history suggests that states are differentially capable of producing and using large data bases.
It is not clear from the proposal whether there will be extensive training where it is needed.

(b)The proposal contains a humber of barriers that should be addressed. It would have been desirable for
the proposal to contain some sense of how much it will cost to reduce them. For example, the proposal
mentions the issue of accommodations and costs but does not give details about either.

A recommendation would be to have the developer have backup plans for issues that develop when
technology fails. Note that technology is an hierarchical thing so the failure or barriers can be at any of
many levels. A glitch in scoring in one thing; a districts computing needs quite another.

(A)(B) Pro;ect Management

T e [ S

! Available | Score

{A)(8) Project Management o | o .3 13

(A)(8) Reviewer Comments:

(a) Achieve, through the American Diploma project, has had extensive experience managing a project that
includes state cooperation. Although they have participated in projects that include assessments, they do
not have a substantial amount of experience in designing an assessment system. So to the extent that
managing a system implies a good deal of knowledge about what can and should be done and the
knowledge to choose well additional personnel and contractors, Achieve appears to be a good

candidate for project management.

The director of PARCC, the associate director, the director of assessment and director of post-
secondary engagement are all to be hired, so there is nothing known about crucial persons of the
management team.

(b) The timelines seem adequate. Under Responsible Entity the phrase “design commitiees recommend,
governing board decides, Achieve facilitates” is not as informative as it could be. If the design committee
recommends but the board decides against, there is no fall back position.

(c){(i) The proposal meets the specification in terms of clearly defining the costs per module. The
allocations are in line although governance seems a tad high and technology a bit low.

{c)(ii)(iii) The budget covers all important aspects of an effective assessment sysiem and reasonably
allocates resources to produce the system.These amounts seem justifiable.

Recommendation: Since a substantial number of persons involved with the project are not identified, it
would be desirable to learn more about what characteristics and experiences Achieve is looking for in each
of the appointments. |

et e s i i i ety A R T i bt o e et g ]

Competltwe Preference Pnonty Collaboration and Ahgnment with Htgher Education

Avaiiabse Scare

Competttwe Preference Pnonty Coﬁaboratlon and Ahgnment w:th Higher 20 I
Educatlon "
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Competitive Reviewer Comments:
(a)-{c)States may differ in the amount of cooperation between the State Department of Education and an

Higher Education authority. Often this is because of turf issues but also it can be a matter of sufficient
resources. it is difficult fo discern whether there is this type of cooperation in the participating states.

The level of committment is difficult to judge as well.

The proposal suggests that 90% of the matriculates are accounted for.

Absolute Priority — Comprehensive Assessment Systems Measuring Student
Achievement Agalnst Common College- and Career-Ready Standards.

Avaz[abie ‘»‘core
Abso!ute Pr;onty Comprehensive Assessment Systems Meas uring Student © Yes
Achravement Agamst Common Cotlege- and Career-Ready Standards '

AT R A TR Y TP UTUC PHERL T EUCR SRS S SR ST e T e

Abso Fute Rev:ewer Comments
The applicant meets the absolute priority.

it could be clearer on the following issues:

(a)ii) The proposal asserts that it meets this criterion but does not provide concrete evidence of what it will
do. Soittalks sbout varied item types, complex response demands, and demonstrations of knowledge and
skills but it does not give good examples. In fact, some of the exempiar items are seriously flawed.

(a)(iit) The progosal says it will provide accurate measurement across the range of proficiencies, it uses
performance assessments written to elicit a wide range of responses as one way to accomplish it. The
through-course assessments will have have six items and the proposal does not specify how long the end

of year assessment will be. Inorder o assess across the broad range of performance it is necessary either -
to have some form of tailored testing or to have a very long test. Whether the combination of through-
course prompts and end of course assessments will span the proficiency range is an open empirical
question. Past experiences suggests this will be difficult to do as envisaged by the proposal.

(a)(iv) The proposal contains a request for a contractor to produce a growth measure and an argument to
support usingit. The data produced by the assessment is, of course, the foundation for growth. The
proposal is not clear about whether a previous year's end of course assessment may be used as a baseline
for a growth measure. '

{b)(i) The proposal meets the requirements for annual assessments. But it is unclear if a state is allowed to
opt out of the additional secondary school assessments.

(b)(ii) The proposal says it can produce growth data to be used to determine whether or not students are
college and career ready. Often it is not clear about how it will be done. A specific technical issue is how
well the through-course assessments assign students to categories; i.e., the classification accuracy.

{c) The section on accommodations is the strongest part of the proposal.

(d) {i-iiy The foundation for each of these accountability settings is a strong assessment. According to the
AERA/APA/NCME test standards one score, however, should not be used as the only basis for an
imporiant educeational decision. If each of the components of the assessment were as powerful as
suggested by the proposal, the scores would be one important piece of an accountability system.

(d){iiil)There are a number of ways cited in the proposal to gather information about what schoo! personnel
may need to be better assessors and better users of assessment resuits. The presentation would have
been more powerful if one concrete example had been discussed thoroughly..
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{dXiv) The proposal designs a system that will be used both for accountability and instructional purposes.

It does not discuss how those two purposes may not be completely compatible. Past experience with state
assessments that attempted to both improve instruction and provide accountability have experienced an
excessive focus on accountability and less emphasis on improving instruction. There are those who say

that teaching to the test, one unintended consequence of accountability pressures, makes instruction

worse, not better.

Grand Total 220 133
Budgets

| Level1 Budget

T B T A SR 2 TR et ity S—— — P e A S T PR M astobing s Lt et s

' Name: Level 1 Budget{s)

- The budget seems reasonable. Perhaps one could argue that smaller amounts could be spent on
- governance and larger amounts on assessment design (the heart of the project} and technology.

= T ERUFL LI 0 LAY R L e " = 8 AP et TN AN G A 5 2 e

L a;sl 2 Bquets

oy 4 i SR = P —— e e - 5 e A e et e AR g st b e

Name: Forma{we Assessment Tools for K—2
The budgret appears defensible.

TS o RS . S I SRS et L e USRSy GVECRRR: VRN A " — v

- Name: Technology Enhancements
_ The budget seems reasonable.
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Race to the Top
Comprehensive Assessment Systems
Technical Review Form

PARCC Application #PARCC (g)

(A)(1) Consortium Governance

| Avaiiable” Score

R Te— A Mo bbb b bbb o b s e e i e i el s—————l

(A}(T) Consomum Governance 20 16

(A)(1) Reviewer;c.omments»

The applicant, PARCC, proposes a govemnance structure that appears conducive to the successful design,
development, and implementation of the proposed assessment system.

PARCC's vision is rooted in the recognition that at present, high school graduation is not an effective
indicator of readiness for college or a career—what they call a “readiness crisis.” They propose that
collaboration between K-12 and higher education across their partnership will drive educational reform and
improve the likelihood that students will make progress—getting on and staying on track to not only
graduate high schoal, but to do so sufficiently prepared to be successful in subsequent endeavors in
college or the world of work.

This section of the proposal clearly lays out in brief the major components of the PARCC system, each
cross-referenced to the section(s) in which more detail is set forth. These key components are all
addressed and elaborated upon in the Partnership’s Theory of Action.

PARCC's proposed governance structure appears.s.uitably designed fo support the design, development,
and implementation of a common assessment system.

The intent of the Partnership is that every member state will participate in the design and development of
the new assessment. The proposed governance plan is consistent with PARCC's goal to create “a cutting-
edge assessment system that states can fully implement statewide no later than 2014-2015," although the
ultimate success In reaching that goal abviously depends on far more than thoughtiully established roles
and responsibilities.

The choice of roles—-Governing State or Participating State--requires different levels of investment of staff |
time. Participating States are “invited—and encouraged” but not required, as are Governing States, to
commit staff to committees and working groups, but all must participate in piloting and field testing of
assessment components. Although, according to the proposal, Governing States will have the most
decision-making authority, it is unclear whether official status alone will drive decision-making
processes/protocols if degree of involvement is intended fo be a factor. This ambiguity is based on the
consortium’s expressed intent to leave the most critical decisions to states making “the greatest
commitment to help create and ultimately implement the proposed assessment system.” This is of some
concern, particularly given the moderate number of Governing States at the outset {10 states plus the
District of Columbia), since without the "carrot" of greater authority, Participating States not yet ready to
swifch their status may be unwilling to contribute the substantial number of staff (and amount of staff time)
likely to be necessary in order for the various committees, working groups, and task forces to function
effectively. If in fact Governing State status is required in order to wield greater decision-making power, it
can only be hoped that Participating States will either switch status or be generous with staff, nonetheless,
in order to achieve and maintain the necessary capacity o reach the Parthership’s goals.

PARCC's procedures and policies for joining the Partnership are reasonable--essentially to make all the
same commitments as existing members. The proposal makes clear that states joining after the application
for RTTT Comprehensive Assessment Sysierns grant funds may not reopen settied decisions or engage in

(b)
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other retroactive measures. [n addition to outlining procedures and palicies for any state wishing fo join the
Partnership, chenge status, or opt out, PARCC explicitly identifies a recommitment requirement which
reveals a realistic understanding of the possible impact of changes in polifical leadership during the tenure
of the grant.

The proposal identifies governance and decision-making protocols, as well as plans for adopting key

policies and definitions, that appear feasible, in general. Given that the plan is for the Governing Board to
make major policy and operational decisions on behalf of the Partnership, it will be critical that they have
sufficient and timely input from the various design, advisory, an working commitiees. The proposed
alternative, when committees cannot reach consensus on major proposals—presenting multiple options
supported by descriptions of the pros and cons of each--is appropriate, but decision-making may be
hampered by holding Governing Board meetings only quarterly. One sign of forward thinking was the
Partnership’s selection and identification of the first Governing Board Chair. Another was the indication :
of the intent to have charters drawn up for committees and Workmg groups. Some details, such as the goal |
of "maximizing involvement {in committees] across the Partnership while keeping groups to the optimal size
for completing their changes’ showed realistic thinking clearly borne of experience; however, other details
(e.g., treating test specifications and a calculator-use policy as calling for the same level of decision-

making) did not.

The PARCC proposal included all necessary tables and supporting documents for this section. 1t was
commendable for the timeline to include plans for interaction between the two consortia submitting
proposals (although no acknowledgement was made that this presumes awards to both consortia);
references to "the RFP development process’ and “the RFP” were non-specific and thus not helpful.

MOUs for all member states were included inthe proposal. Included plans demonstrate that many member
states are already in the process of engaging in necessary preliminary steps {e.g., adopting the Common
Core State Standards [CCS8S8], conducting gap;’match analysis between CCSS and state standards, elc,,
‘taking steps to revise legislation as necessary). Few states identified any barriers to participating in the
proposed assessment (with only two mentioning the potential barrier that might cccur due to insufficient
funds, one implying that insufficient technology resource readiness might be an impediment (this, a
Governing State), and two states identifying both funding and fechnology as potential barriers).

One potential barrier the overcoming of which may be somewhat more of a challenge than acknowledged
or anticipated is changing item and scoring rubric release policies of some states (e.g., Indiana). This is
one area in which clear and timely information to parents and other members of the public at large will be
critical, so that no one is led to feel that “the wool is being pulled over their heads."

Based on the overall soundness of this response and limited number of issues/concerns it evoked, the
response was scored in the low end of the "high” range.

(A)(2) Theory of Action

f&‘;aliﬁblu . Score

P P 1 R A, R R ] A T Y S 4 4 A L e e e i e

(A)(Z) Theory of Actlon B 5 8

B Da——

(A)2) Rewewer Comments

Overall, PARCC’s Theory of Action is coherent and credible; one of its strength is that this narrative

provides context both for the particular goals of the assessment system and evidence of understanding the
limitations of even the most innovative and effective means of evaluating stucent performance in order to
improve student achievement.

The components of the system all have the capacity to result in improved student academic outcomes.
Particularly noteworthy is PARCC's plan to include distributed “through-course” assessments both because
of the increased accuracy of measures of learning in closer proximity to instruction and at a time that can
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result in more immediate (and therefore, more likely effective) action. Again, the proposal includes some
detail to provide context {e.g., current use of interim or benchmark assessments and their weaknesses).

Based on detail in the Theory of Action, technology will play an important role but is not the linchpin upon
which the impact of the assessments rests. It is realistic to anticipate that based on current advances in
technology and testing, the Partnership will be able to incorporate items/tasks that can be both delivered
and scored by computer. Atthe same time, at least some of the through course assessments (which will
contribute to annual combined scores) will rely on methods of delivery and scoring that reflect and respect
the standards being assessed (e.g., aspects of speaking and listening).

The dual themes of identification and remediation support the idea that this assessment is intended to
function as more than a tool for accountability (aithough that is one of four key impacts identified).

The description of the intended assessment system (not only in this section but in the Executive Summary)
as one that classroom teachers will find “provides as much for them as it asks from them” is powerful and
appealing; however, while the narrative provides some general examples of what it will provide, it is
curiously silent about what will be asked of teachers. This raises a “red flag” bécause although teacher
involvement is likely to be both necessary and extremely valuable, to be fully credible any proposal must
instill confidence in the capacity of all contributors (teachers, instructional leaders, SEA personnel, others)
‘to do all they are being asked and are expectled to do. In addition, in and of themselves, neither the
availability of "clear targets” nor "access to actionable assessment data” will necessarily be of utility to
teachers; some elaboration upon how utility will be ensured would have been helpful.

The mechanisms described for achieving the intended outcomes are logical and realistic; of some concern,
however, is the tendency in the proposal to claim what will happen as a result, rather than more realistically
describing what the assessment creates the patentrai to happen The desired end-results depend on far
more—and a high quality assessment system is necessary but not sufficient, something that the
Partnership itself acknowledges elsewhere in the Theory of Action (noting that the proposed assessments
are “only one lever for improvement in the breader educational system”).

The Theory of Action contains many engaging ideas about the nature and uses of data derived from this
assessment system. One that stood out was the use of results from the through-course assessments to
inform mid-year professional development (a much-needed change from the “flavor-of-the-month,” test-prep
or text-hook orientation focus of far too many schools and school systems today).

PARCC's Theory of Action ends with an acknowledgement of the challenges posed by implementing a
performance-based assessment system that is “scalable and sustainable™ This recognition of what has
worked well in the past and merils serving as a building block is more compelling than any blanket
condemnation as inadequate of existing assessments or claims to create something brand new. The
partnership states bring valuable experience in designing and implementing performance assessment-—
doing so in the service of readiness for college or careers, and in a financially sustainable way, is a
commendable goal.

As g result of all of these observations, the response received a score in the high "medium” range.

Suggestions to the DOE:

In spite of clear efforts 1o address career readiness as well as college readiness, the proposal appears to
attend more to post-secondary -education than the workplace. It would be useful to hear more about career
readiness (ways in which it may be unique and the many areas of overlap with college readiness).

(A)(3) Assessment System Design

| Avallable | Score

(A)3} Assessment System Design | 55 P M

(b)

http://www.mikogroup.com/rita-comp/technicalreview.aspx?id=PARCClig) . 8/3/2010



Technical Review Page 4 of 20

{A)(3) Reviewer Comments:
In this portion of the proposal narrative, PARCC reiterates the four features of what they believe will be a
sophisticated summative assessment as well as the components of the ass_es__sm‘erit systé'm' and timeframe
for their administration. They also reiterate the key strengths of their “distributed” strategy; each of these
has considerable merit, particularly the resuiting actionable data and source of models of student work—a
resource that has been shown quite effective (if used meaningfully) to make targets clear and illustrate what
“good enough” and “really geod” look like. Decisions about how to best combine resulis from the through-
course and end-of-year components will be driven by research to be conducted during piloting and field
testing, and the focus of annual reports will be on whether students are on track for or have demanstrated
career and college readiness. The overview is followed with more specific detail that generally (although
not consistently) expands upon, and provides a rationale for, particular design features.

It is commendable that the Partnership aims to increase transparency through the public release of ELA
prompts. They have offered only general ideas regarding issues and possible solutions, and it would have
been helpful to have seen both more fully fleshed out, perhaps by offering some precedents—which do
exist—for public release of prompt banks of operational assessments. Clearly outlining the implications for
the timing of test development, piloting and field testing, leading to conducting equating studies, would have
strengthened this particular notion and shown that while innovative, a public prompt bank is indeed feasible.

Initial confusion was created by the statement that all of the through-course components will be

administered in an online, computer-based mode, but cleared up quickly by the description of the speaking
and listening component as a “live’ classroom performance task. PARCC's thinking about grade
appropriateness of typed versus paper-and-pencil responses parallels is cautious, but defensibly so, as itis
in line with the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) which has set 2019 as the target date
by which students at the elementary leve! (Grade 4 in that case) will shift from written to key-entered
responses on that writing assessment.

For each of the ELA components, the proposal sets forth a rationale that ties in closely to PARCC's Theory
of Action and establishes the significance of what will be measured (and how it will be measured) to college
and career readiness. The uses of technology antici pated in the delivery of these items is realistic based
on current capabilities and should only become richer and more sophisticated as time goes on. Forthe end
-of-year ELA component, the uses of technology are also realistic as described, assuming that item types
involve answer keys, defined menus of answer cues (key content and linguistic elements), or other easily
programmed scoring schema such as marked visual field or manipulation of onlfine graphic or textual
components.

Within these pages of the proposal, there Is some minor “clang” that occurs due to different ways of talking
about the CCSS. Differences, for example, between describing prompts in one section (ELA-1 and ELA-2.
Writing from Sources) as being modeled “on the CCSS” and in another (ELA-4. End-of-Year Literacy
Assessment) as being modeled “as closely as possible on the CCSS” may reflect a mere inconsistency in
language or instead, a real {in which case problematic) distinction.

Standing out as different in various ways is the proposed ELA-5. Speaking and Listening Assessment.
Without any explanation, it is possible to come up with various plausible reasons why, according to the
proposal, the plan is for this component not to contribute to the combined summative score in ELA/literacy. ;
However, as it stands, without explanation, this detail is troublesome. As virtually everyone involved in one
way or another with assessment knows, what counts is what gets addressed.

PARCC intends for the assessment system to measure the full range of the CCSS, including those less
often measured or difficult to measure. Since that historic difficulty is mentioned, it behooves the applicant
to address (at least in brief) the source of those difficulties and to explain ways that the new assessment
system will succeed where others have failed. Basic requirements for minimum number of measures/score
points for scaling purposes, coverage not just at the standard level but across objectives, and variety of
stimuli for example create challenges that are not really addressed in this proposal. Only a few of these are
the following:
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* The very richness and authenticity of some of the assessment task types proposed also lead to
many scoring issues. For instance, comparison of a specific work to a much larger body {the
“‘American Literary tradition” is the example cited in the proposal) would seem to require not only

‘human raters but those who have considerable specialized content knowledge.

* Use by students of multiple sources of information requires scorer access to those sources.

* The opportunity to measure multiple skills and understandings within and across standards is not the
same as an occasion that explicitly cues for demonstration of those skills and understandings.
Scoring strategies can be--and too often are--devised that erode validity.

* Experience (captured in research) has demonstrated the dangers of confounding evidence of
different skilis and understandings when incorporating items/tasks that are intended to provide
multiple measures. Care will need to be demonstrated that rubrics/scoring criteria can accurately
and efficiently discriminate between/among these.

More evidence would have been useful to demonstrate that the assessment system will truly measure the
full range of the CCSS, since the implication of various statements in the proposal runs counter to the claim
that PARCCs assessment will do so. For:example, the description of the writing assessment components
suggests ihat they are always texi-based, while the CCSS includes narrative writing {accounts of real and
imaginary events). Nevertheless, the Partnership’s careful thinking about this topic is illusirated in various
ways, for example their remarks regarding the challenges posed by genre effect and their plans for
addressing those challenges.

The overall plan for this system—which would seem to assign more complex and labor-intensive tasks
{from the perspective of administration and scoring) to the through-course components and more easily
assessed standards to the end-of-year component—makes good sense.

The: Partnership’s thinking aboui mod'e of ad‘min%stration of mathematics componen;s is realistic and

that may support delivery. Their des:gn supports.the curricular structure undetlying the CCSS and reflects
sound thinking about how learning occurs. The use of technology for the end of year mathematics
assessment is both meaningful and realistic. Itis WOrthrnoting that the “next generation selected response
items that signal not only whether students provided a correct answer but also help analyze why some
students might have provided an incorrect answer" need not be limited to the mathematics assessment;
similar items have been developed and used for reading as well.

The proposal includes z detailed description of plans for formative assessment tools and resources guided
by experience and research. Among these, two innovative supplementary resources PARCC plans for are
a text complexity diagnostic tool and developmentally appropriate resources for assessing K-2 literacy and
mathematics knowledge and skills. Examples of resources developed by Partnership States that they are

willing to share gave some “meat” {o PARCC's plans for formative assessment.

PARCC's scoring plans are overly general, and this seems a central weakness of this portion of the
proposal. This is perhaps understandable in that much detail will only evolve as item and task types are
fleshed out; however, evidence of capacity would have been enhanced by some evidence of understanding
the issues and implications of different scoring methodologies under consideration. In particuiar, without
more information about plans for Artificial Intelligence (Al) scoring for ELA, there is no evidence that the
Partnership has addressed the complex preparations for programming for Al scoring of many types of
extended constructed responses (ECRs) and particularly for scoring the products of the sorts of multi-day
extended performance tasks proposed by PARCC for grades 6-11. There is nothing in the proposal to
explain why PARCC anficipates that a greater percent of the mathematics assessment will be scored by
human raters (50% Al-scored, 50% human-scored) than the ELA assessment (75% Al-scored, 25% human
-scored). It is in this regard that the Partnership's otherwise feasible plan for integrating technology may be
questioned.

Extended constructed responses have the capacity to yield multiple measures, yet there is nothing in this
proposal to address ways of approaching scoring of the limited number of ECR items in each through-
course assessment to capitalize on the opportunity to obtain data on a wide.array of different skills and

(b)
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knowledge. Some standards lend themselves to Al scoring, while others, less clearly so (and the
technological capability for scoring some standards is far more advanced than for others). Detail in the
Summary Tables about the percent of Al scoring and human scoring does not establish whether these
describe the pool of responses or use of different methodologies to obtain different measures from the.
same responses. This is a critical distinction.

The note that Partnership states may not wish to use teachers as scorers because one use of results will

be to inform evaluation:of teachers and instructional leaders showed insight and anticipated what will very
likely be an issue in the future. Even if student work is randomly assigned to raters, some teachers may be
unduly influenced by knowledge that their scores may affect the standing of another teacher somewhere;
therefore, assigning scoring to a contractor’s pool of trained and qualified raters may be, as PARCC
suggests, a reasonable alternative.

The Parinership documents relevant experience with setting standards and shows deep understanding of
these processes. The account of kinds of information to be produced is detailed and thoughtful. Without
any sort of rationale for which data is intended for each of various stakeholders (Tables 2 and 3), this
information was difficult to evaluate. The Parinership.has given considerable thought to the uses of
available data.

Plans for increasing accessibility for all students are thoughtful, feasible, and clearly informed by research
and current notions of “best practices.” Anticipated uses of technology towards this end seem realistic.

The Summary Tables for (A)(3) for both ELA and Mathematics provide detail to support the narrative.
Some of that detail works well as *stand-alone” information, but some—such as the number of items likely
in the end-of-year assessments—could benefit from some explanation, without which those numbers are
questionable (e.g., leaving readers to wonder on what basis they will ensure full and adequate coverage of
all the standards, taken in conjunction with data from the through-course assessments).

One final note: Given the pervasive sense that when speaking about college and career readiness, the
former is often given more weight than the latter, it was good to see throughout the narrative various explicit
references not anly to knowledge and skills fundamental to the success of students but also to employees,
and to the expectation not only of college faculty but also employers.

Weighing concerns about scoring (including but not limited fo the proposed uses of technology for
scoring) and the omission of detall to support some key assertions or observations against:the many
strengths of this response, it was assigned a score in the low “high” range.

Suggestions to DOE:

In every assessment, one key challenge is not allowing faulty interpretations of what's important and what's
not to spread based on the impressions of students, teachers, and others. Careful consideration needs to
be given, therefore, to how the public is informed about “what counts” (that is, what measures will contribute
to different reports and data analyses). :

(A)(4) Assessment System Development

Ax. aa;abs; écw?

{A)(4) Assessment System Development - 35 24
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(A){4) Reviewer Comments‘
PARCC begins this section of their proposal with an explanation of their theoretical approach to
assessment development; this approach supports accessibility of the assessment from the outset, and
allows for a reasonable variety of item presentation formats and response modes--both conventional and
electronic. Within this section, the Partnership specifies the use of task design templates to allow for timely
and cost-effective development of iteéms that “validly measure the same construct in multiple ways.” This is
an approach that has been found to work well in other contexts (although success will always depend on
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the quality of work that goes into template design). The: partnership plans to initiate development work
immediately upon award of a grant, however, which puts some pressure on them to develop and test
templates withir a very narrow timeframe.

The Assessment Design Committee proposed consists of a suitable array of participants; there is nothing to
indicate whether the teachers from each member state selected are expected to have at least some
experience creeting assessment items (with or without the use of technology as a delivery platform and or
as a means of capluring and/or scoring resultant responses). This may be critical given the timeframe
proposed for assessment development. Furthermore, virtually all phases of the assessment development
process would be strengthened immeasurably by setting requirements for prior experience (whether with
classroom/formative or large-scale/summative assessment). The same can be said of teacher involvement
anticipated in other groups (e.g., test item review committees).

Some activities described in the development process suggest “putting the cart before the horse.” For
example, it may very well be premature for panels to recommend the score point range for each innovative
item and performance task type until and unless the templates for those items have been developed and
tested. To do otherwise may lead (as it has in other assessments) to arbitrary score scales. As a general
rule, if item development is less constrained, score ranges are going fo be more varied if they fit—as they
should—the particular item for which they'll be used. If consistency among score scales is desired (e.g., all
brief constructed response items (BCRs) using a 0-2 scale), then item development will necessarily be

more constraingd.

In the section headed “Test Blueprint Development” it was good to see the Partnership demonstrate
thinking about not only fullness of coverage of the standards but balanceffocus among those standards.
While not explicitly identified as a requirement in the NIA, this is a critical element of assessment design
and development that sadly, is often overiooked, or insufficiently attended to during the development
process even if intended at the outset.

The Partnership’s plan to procure vendors for key components of the PARCC assessment system seems
realistic and appropriate, so long as stakeholders are involved at all stages and processes are sufficiently
transparent (which may “"bump up” against some vendors' customarily proprietary practices). One area in
which more initial vendor involvement may be advisable is in the development of prototype items involving
technology, since there is at present fairly sparse state experience in that type of innovative item
development.

The Partnership plans for enough items to be developed or obtained to build eight parallel test forms at
each grade level; the narrative does not make clear whether this means eight forms of each of the
components envisioned for use over the course of a'year in ELA and mathematics, nor does it include an
explanation or rationale for that specific number of forms (something that it would have been helpful to
know rather than being forced to infer),

PARCC's planned use of cognitive labs to test new items and tasks (particularly those that are more
innovative) is commendable; the Partnership might consider applying a similar approach to learn more
about any appreaches to hand-scoring that are new (e.g., application of multiple rubrics/evaluative criteria
to assign scores, and/or the scoring of responses delivered online that require following students’
“footsteps”). The Partnership recognizes that adequate representative sampling of special subpopulations
of students with disabilities and English learners, while always important, is especially so given the need to
evaluate innovative item types delivered by computer and appropriate testing accommodations. It makes
good sense to iritiate pilot testing as early as PARCC proposes to do, but this will require a development
timeline that may not be realistic. Their consideration of two options to field test computer-based items
shows careful thought, and there is certainly wisdom to consulling with the Research Strategy Group (RSG)
and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) before making a decision about which route to take.

Review of field test resulis should not only focus on quantitative data but on qualitative data sources—
specifically the close analysis of unexpected/aberrant responses (that is, ones that do not clearly fit along
the continuum of expected products/performances). This will require careful programming for *kicking-out”
from Al scoring responses that are unusual, and identification of the need for fine- -tuning or even major
overhaul of rubrics/evaluative criteria used by live raters. Examination of item statistics is certainly

http:/fwww.mikogroup.com/rtta-comp/technicalreview. aspx?id=PARCC Eb; 8/3/2010



Technical Review ' ' Page 8 of 20

necessary but by no means sufficient to prepare for an assessment system that must yield valid measures
of what students know and are able to do.

PARCC outlines clear and comprehensive steps to design and develop accommodations for special
student populations, and presents suitable criteria for determining comparability of scores with and without
accommodations. Research is planned in order fo validate new accommodations in a timely manner.

As suggested by comments on (A’):(SJ_, scoringis one aspect of the assessment that may require more
attention than anticipated, even with as detailed an approach to scoring as is proposed by the Partnership.
The proposed scoring plan seems to underestimate the amount of prescoring required by human raters
(ideally “expert” raters) for Al “training” purposes. The process of resolving scores that “diverge” lacks
clarity since divergence is not defined as adjacent disagreement {differing by one point) or discrepant
agreement (differing by 2 or more points).

While the Parinership describes and provides some rationale for the source of ratings in both field test and
operational administrations of the through-course components, there is minimal information about plans for
scoring training of human raters, monitoring of those raters (although there is at least a reference to
inserting prescored validity responses back into the pool of student responses to be scored), recalibration
procedures and procedures for rescoring in a timely fashion those responses scored by less-than-adequate
raters), and procedures for chacktng year-lo-year consistency. Specifically, attention needs fo be paid to
the selection of responses used to check year-to-year consistency among raters. It may be problematic to
fold back in previcusly scored re_sponses_lf the score was assigned by Al alone or'by one rater {(who may or
may not have assigned the correct score). Far preferable would be the insertion of responses for which a
"true score” (score agreed upon by multiple expert readers) has been established. Al scoring also needs to
include procedures for flagging and rerouting to one or more human raters unusual, “low confidence”
responses.

It is curious that variations in the quality of handwriting is given as a reason for a higher rate of read-
behinds at grades 3-5 (foctnote to Table 5), since research conducted by various states and testing
companies considering the switch from handwritten to word-processed responses for writing assessment
purposes has demonstrated that there are in fact more issues associated with human scoring of typed
responses (e.g.. underrating sufficiently developed responses that in typed form appear quite brief)-issues
that can lead to discrepant agreement among raters.

Again, it was geod to see that the Partnership recognizes that there may be issues associated with using
teachers as scorers {even in a distributed system) because of the potential use of the data as part of

teacher and instructional leader evaluation. However, PARCC does not provide any detail to explain reat or
perceived benefits of teacher engagement in the scoring process.

Use of vendor services related o scoring is a realistic approach, particularly in terms of conducting training;
however, it is questionable:whether the development of training tools and scoring profocols should be left to
a scoring contractor (as implied in one part of the narrative but assigned to others in the section on score
quality assurance) rather than being_addressed during item and task development. Ata minimum, there
should be some opportunity for collaboration. Since items will be recycled on subsequent test forms and/or
released as part of a formative assessment toolbox, there needs to be a clear plan for validating or fine-
tuning the annotations and other information used to guide scoring during and after each scoring

enterprise. Itis likely that a detailed system of communication and ccllaboration between educators and
experts from Pariner states and the scoring training contractor's senior staff will need to be devised.

Given the significant role that technology is anticipated to play in the PARCC assessment system, a source
of concern is the limited reference to quality control measures in this regard; the proposal does note plans
to develop processes to ensure that computer scoring of innovative items is aceurate, but fails to discuss
quality control procedures for Al scoring of writing, for example, or procedures for ensuring that whenever
technology informs the design and delivery of items it does not precipitate unexpected/unwanted
consequences. 1 ' '

In many respects, the Partnership’s assessment development plan is _q_uit'e sound, but various issues
related 1o the use of technology have the potential to delay full administration of operational summative
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assessments based on A-3 by 2014-2015 or require a shift to less dependence on technology (at least
mlt:alky) as a“Plan B." For this reason, and based on some concerns expressed in this review, the
response was scored in the high "medium” range

Suggestions to DOE:

One avenue that PARCC fails to address for building a sufficiently large and varied item bank that meets all
their criteria is to examine pre-existing item pools from state and vendor sources that could be meaningfully -
converted to technology-assisted/enhanced items. This might require that some sort of orientation/training
protocol be offered by the vendor(s) dealing with item development on characteristics and requirements of
computer-enhanced items, with review of sample items currently in use or still in the “pipeline.”

PARCC's proposal includes the engagement of teachers in the scoring process through distributed scoring,
but is amenable to vendors providing trained raters to conduct scoring. Particularly since the notion of
teacher scoring as a valuable form of professional development continues to to be expressed (and may

even be gaining in currency), the Department may wish to have PARCC explore the issues and implications
of teacher scoring further, to aid states in making a decision about who ought to serve as trained raters.

The literature on scoring includes not only research that promates scoring as professional development but
research that identifies Important caveats, These sources should be consulted and used to inform any
decisions in this regard.

Although not called for in the NIA, I would strongly recommend that any cooperative agreement call for the
establishment of an outside team of assessment specialists and others o address issues and concerns
related to quality assurance. A useful model might the the NAEP Quality Assurance Technical Panel led by ¢
HumRRO. With the likelihood of involvement by multiple vendors, each of whom may regard certain
resources as proprietary, it is critical that all involved be assured of everyone "playing together nicely.”
Furthermore, such a team could evaluate objectively whether inappropriate shortcuts were being taken
{whether in test design, development, scoring, and/or data analysis} that might put the quality of resultant
data at rigk.

(A)(5) Research and Evaluation

Avallsble | Score
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(A)(5) Re\newer (“omments

This portion of PARCC's proposal is subdivided into two topics: the Partnership's research advisory
structure and the Partnership’s research agenda.

In the first section, several advisory groups are identified, their membership and role(s) briefly outlined, and
frequency of mestings given. This latter information is of limited use, however, without some explanation or
rationale for the initial and reduced frequency of meelings of all three groups over the years of the grant. In

the case of Issus-focused task forces, it is unclear why meetings in all cases will be reduced to once
annuat!y in the last three years of the project when in fact some issues may not be defined or become
relevant until partway through the years covered by the award.

There is merit to each of the three options the Partnership is considering for carrying out the research and
evaluation program. It might have been useful for the proposal to have included at least a brief description
of pros and cons of each option and/or what plans—if any—exist for determining which route to take.

The Partnership s plan to issue RFIs on crifical topics (e.g., assessment design/development, strategies to
maximize validity, reliability, etc.} immediately upon notice of award is a realistic and necessary step to
expedite work on assessment design and prepare to issue one or more fest ‘development RFPs. Their
acknowledgement of the need for some of the RFIs to lead to research studies based on the adequacy of
information obtained shows careful forethought.

(b)(6)
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The descnptronb of RF% 1 RFI 2 RFI-3 and RFI-S reveal that the Partnershlp has not underesnmated the

Parmershlp raises some good questlons abaut deveioplng technology to meet the needs of the proposed
assessment system; what is lacking here or elsewhere is any evidence of thinking about alternatives in
situations where technological solutions (existing or able to be developed within the necessary timeframe)
wind up being deemed inadequate or inappropriate.

PARCC's research agenda is consistent with, and supports their theory of action. The prelimin ary program
of study—the phase encompassing research and design-- addresses key components and requirements of
the assessment system and is also intended to inform standard setting. The proposed study related {o Al
scoring addresses some necessary questions; however, it is likely that as the Partnership explores this
aspect of the proposed assessment system further (e.g, as an outgrowth of RFI-3), many more questions
will arise that will need to be addressed through additional research, including the potential, inadvertent
impacts of Al scoring on item and task design, or the capacity of Al scoring to get at more complex,
traditionally hard to measure skills and understandings.

In conjunction with proposed study #8 (efficacy of younger students taking the various components online)
it would be advisable to explore the implications of variations in technology tools customarily used by
students in Grades 3-5 nationwide. The very mention of *keyboard and mouse,” for example, implies that
students are used to the same means of navigating the computer screen, while clearly some use a
touchpad or other device. More is likely going to need to be known about students’ familiarity with, and
preference for using keyboard-based commands and/or cursor-selected icons on a drop-down menu, for
example. As research on the use of technology in other assessments has made clear, it is critical that
measures of the intended construct not be confounded by the degree and range of familiarity with
technology resources. These additional dimensions to the study clearly fit under the NIA criteria.

Appendices for fhis section were detailed, clear, and extremely informative. They provide evidence of the
Partnership’s careful and extended thinking about their research agenda.

The second phase of the research agenda has as its focus the social, operational, fiscal and technical
impacts of the design, development, and administration of the proposed assessment system. The areas of
research were described in only general terms, creating curiosity (but nat concern) about what sorts of
monitoring approaches are anticipated. The Partnership unequivocally expresses commitment to pursuing
refinements to the design and development strategy whenever evidence for each of the areas identified
raises concern. This leads right into their expressing a.commitment {o pursue studies to evaluate the
implementation and impact of the assessment system and inform decisions about mid-course adjustments
needed to address PARCC's theory of action.

The Parinership rounds out the description of their research agenda with brief accounts of various
consequential validity studies they intend to conduct. They demonsirate a realistic view of their capacity to
obtain the data necessary o validate that the assessment system is meeting its uftimate goal—to prepare
all students to succeed in college and 21st century careers. PARCC makes clear the need for the U.S.
Department of Education to manage aspects of some studies, but expresses willingness to work with the
DOE to provide the data needed to do.so.

On the basis of all these observations, the response was scored in the "high” range.

Suggestions to DOE:

Far oo often, technical advisory committees-convened to su pport assessment systems are heavily
weighted with psychometricians but light on other types of technical expertise, most particularly in the areas
of assessment cesign (including scoring methodology) and implementation of scoring. Particularly given

the plans for innovative item/task types and new and only now emerging uses of technology in these
regards, it would be not merely useful but very likely essential to ensure that a TAC includes one or more
members with expertise in these areas.

PARCC's description of anticipated predictive validity studies contained the first and only reference to the
military as a carser choice; it seems worthwhile to infuse in materials for stakeholders references not only
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to “college and career readiness,” but to higher order skills that are important to, and valued by the US
military.

(A)(8) Professional Capacity and Outreach

THAE e i 4 A R i, i T e R4t 1

(A)(G} Profess:onal Capac:ty and Outreach 15 "

(A)(®) Reviewer Comments.

The Partnership’s professional capacity-building plan focuses on increasing educators’ understanding of
the system, their participation in key roles/activities, and their meaningful use of results to inform and
improve instruction. Four components are outlined which are intended to address this focus. The
Partnership makes clear, up-front, that they see their role as developers of the tools and strategies needed,
but they will not be directly involved in training/professional development. Their expectation is that existing
funds will be redeployed to provide teacher training.

Although involvement in such activities as “unpacking” the CCSS, participating in alignment activities, and
developing scoring rubrics can certainly enhance educators’ familiarity with the CCSS, it is far too much of

a leap to assume, as PARCC evidently does, that involvement of educators from Partnership states in the :
design and de\fﬁiopment process will result in expertise related to designing and impiementing instructional
practices that help students develop the skills and knowledge articulated in the CCSS. Targeted support
and professional development is very likely to be needed in order for teacher-participants to take away
meaningful and useful skills and understandings that they can apply in instructional contexts.

This section of the proposal contains descriptions of a sequence of training programs intended to build the i
level of expertise required of educators in different roles. The intent is for these programs io be
administered orline, supported by resources available on the Partnership’s Web site. The programs will

run from a course oh the assessment system “basics” (what, how, why, what then) to the essentials of test
administration (including related uses of technology) and a more targeted training for those responsible for
administration. Field testing and piloting are planned in a timely manner to inform subsequent training and
ensure that teachers and administrators are prepared for the first operational administration of the
assessment.

Besides fraining tools to prepare schoal system personnel to implement the assessment, the Partnership
plans to deuelop and prowde tralrung tools for mterpreilng and using results. Under this head.ng. Zhe

this regard that various concerns arise. Accordmg to the propcsa! “upon successful com pfehon of this :
training, they will become certified scorers.” This statement implies that scoring training is a one-time event, -
when virtually every judgment-based assessment scoring enterprise (whether formative or summative, high
stakes for individual test-takers or not) requires not only retraining prior to each event, but ongoing
recalibration throughout the duration of scoring. The statement thus demonstrates an oversimplified view of
the rigors of scoring. In addition, the unofficial scoring to build capacity may not deliver the promised
benefits; experience from various state and district-wide assessments employing teachers as scorers points
to many opportunities for oversimplification and/or misinterpretation, which only becomes more pronounced
when information is passed from those teachers serving as official scorers to their colleagues who have not
had that first-hand experience.

The Parinership proposes to offer additional tools and assistance to member states to help them
understand and act on curricular and instructional implications of the assessments {and the CCSS with
which they will be aligned)—something that is of merit and demonstrates sensitivity to state and local
spheres of responsibility.

it is curious, and perhaps of more than a little concern, given the intention to deliver these various training
protocols onling, that no mention is given of professional development to ensure adequate capacity to deal
with technology as it is infused throughout the proposed assessment system. Recent studies of
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instructional technology literacy among teachers and administrators and up-to-date reports from various
sources about access to technology in schools throughout the U.S., all make clear that what has been
described as a “digital divide” still exists in American schools—not only in terms of student access and
knowledge, but that of teachers and administrators as well. Training will only be as effective, ultimately, as
educators’ facility with technology permits.

The Partnership recognizes the need for a timely and comprehensive public outreach and stakeholder
engagement plan. PARCC gives evidence of the intent to be proactive, particularly by identifying and
addressing likely misunderstandings among parents, educators, policymakers, and the public at large.
Their examples of both anticipated misconceptions and system selling points are right on target.

The communicelions strategy set forth by PARCC balances what they describe as “broad based
momentum” state-level efforts that are specifically tailored to in-state audiences. They pian to time
outreach based on the various phases of the project in'a manner that suggests that communication will be
proactive rather than reactive. While use of electronic media is laudable, real life conditions and differing
degrees of access among various stakeholders and the public suggest that multiple modes of
disseminating information are well advised.

Qutreach is also intended to be timed to build support from the earliest stages in the assessment design

and development process, and examples. of “critical junctures” are included in the narrative. Considerable

attention is given to {argeted outreach to parents which will emphasize college and career readiness, a

strategy that seems promising. Nevertheless, given the likely perception by teachers, parents, and others

that this assessment system will consume more instructional time than ever, it will be critical that PARCC

not underestimate the sources and scope of resistance to the proposed assessment system and that they
" be proactive in this regard as well.

Acknowledging the critical role that higher education plays in the meaningful use of assessment resuits,
PARCC sets forth a four-year engagement strategy for those stakeholders. This strategy includes saliciting
regular feedback from members of higher education associations and involving them to ensure alignment
with the work of the Parfnership. The opportunity to serve on working groups is also anticipated to ensure
that the assessments are used as intended, based on PARCC’S theory of action. The Partnership
anticipates that participants in working groups will in turn engage their colleagues in activities and
discussions that will lead to institution-level en gagement—a worthy goal, if perhaps just a bit too optimistic.

PARCC's plans are generally feasible, clearly consistent with their theory of action, and can be
implemented in a cost-effective manner; therefore the response was scored in the low end of the “high”
range.

(A)7) Technology Approach

Available | Score
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(A)(7) Reviewer Comments.

The Partnership very accurately describes their technology approach as ambitious—and indeed it is. More
uncertainty surrounds whether their approach is feasible, in the allotted time, and what alternatives have
been considered in the event that one or more elements of their technology plan cannot come to fruition as
scheduled.

PARCC acknowledges up front (and must be given credit for doing so) that their goal—a 100% computer-
based administration for most grades in 2014-15 will require many states to “accelerale efforts to expand
technology infrastructure in their schools.” This appraisal mirrors the most current figures on technology
resources in U.S. schools. How this acceleration will (or should) occur is not addressecl in the prcposal
however.

(b)
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PARCC here, and eisewhere, in their proposal links this not just to later cost-savings but to the ability to not
limit the types of items that can be included in the computer-based as sessments, their proposal never
addresses whether it is actually advisable for all products and performances to be created using
technology. Until such time as the review of the CCSS confirms that all standards can be accurately and
fully addressed through online assessment, the full technology target may not be appropriate.

PARCC seems to be quite confident that market forces alone will ensure that sufficient innovation and
improvement in existing technologies occur to use technology in the many ways envisioned in this
proposal. Perhaps this is feasible in the long-term; whether or not it is in the window of time established
under the terms of the grant is another matter.

Some proposed uses of technology are quite reasonable, based on the current state of affairs—among
them, development of “next generation” data management and reporting systems using an inter-operable
platform approach. Here, the Partnership’s: support for modular and open-source solutions makes sense.
In the areas of em/task development tracking and banking, as well as in technology in support of test
security, the Partnership’s goals appear realistic.

While it is commendable that the Partnership plans on closely monitoring feasibility related to technology-
based features of its proposed system during the design and development phases of work, doing so
provides no assurance that high-quality, efficient, and/or cost-effective solutions will be developed
{especially by 2014-2015). Identifying solutions already developed and those that need to be developed
“from scratch” does not ensure the system can or will be brought to scale as intended.

PARCC’s list of general requirements for the delivery of an online assessment system by its technology
development partner(s) is a good one, and demonstrates the preliminary thinking that has taken place.

In regard to the technology tools the Partnership intends to use:

- As far as item development, technology can support the creation and scoring of many innovative
item types; it remains to be seen if these alone *measure the full depth and breadth of the CCSS,”
however, the delivery and response modes selected must refiect the whole range of ways students
use technology (e.g., and not advantage those who use a mouse over those who use a touchpad, as
just one exampie).

+ Technology will clearly facilitate project management and the conduct of work by many commitees.

- ltem management at all phases {development, review, piloting,etc.) for both secure and public
release items can certainly be facilitated by technology; no attention has been given in the
Partnership's proposal, however, to the significant need for human management of item
development and tracking systems by content, assessment, and technology experts.

+ Test administration via technology is less problematic, but attention will need to be given to the
efficacy and impact of tutorial sessions, since students’ at-home and schoolhouse use of technology
may be extensive but suff ciently different than uses required b'y the assessment thal resulis are

caleulator and tech based accommodaﬂons) reiated {otest admmsstratmn

» Scoring is one of the most problematic uses of technology proposed by PARCC. SR and BCR
items lend themselves to scoring via computer; Al scoring of ECRs and performance tasks are
another matter altogether. Simply issuing an RFI and pushing the field to develop a better system
than currently available is not likely to advance this technology sufficiently to support PARCC's
assessment design. However, technology does support hand-scoring by trained readers in terms of
providing an efficient system for distributed delivery of all components—-new responses as well as
those embedded for training and performance-monitoring purposes.

« Data management and reporting (along with data availability) are clearly areas that can be improved
through judicious use of technology. i

* Professional development can be facilitated through the development and provision of online training -
modules, recognizing that the still-existing “digital divide” described elsewhere (and documented by
reputable organizations and agencies) may mean that not all teachers and instructional leaders may
have access to PD resources. In the section of the response that attends to ways various
implementation barriers will be addressed, PARCC identifies various outreach and funding
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opportunities that may alleviate some of the gaps and inconsistencies in schools' technology
resources.

On the basis of these observations and concerns, the response received a score-in the high."medium” range.

(A)(8) Project Management

ﬁtya:iahia Scure

(A)(B) Project Management 30 20

it b ol bt T2 M o R S e . W o e A e

- (A)(8) Reviewer Comments:

Central to the Partnership’s management plan is their selection of Achieve as the project management
partner for the consortium. While a relatively young organization (founded in 1996), Achieve has rapidly
built a solid reputat:on (referenced in their application) as an educational reform organization engaged in
important work in the area of standards, assessment, and accountability. Achieve has worked by way of
Alignment Institutes with many of the Partner states, as well as others, to revise and refine their standards,
curriculum and assessment instruments. Their commitment to college and career readiness is
demonstrated through many projects and parinerships in which they are, or have been, involved {e.g., the
American Diploma Project), and they have a proven track record of managing and working with multi-state
consortia-based projects. Of most relevance, perhaps, to the issue of qualifications as a project
management pariner is Achieve’s partnership with the National Governors Association and CCSSO to
develop K-12 standards in English and Mathematics that are rigorous, research-based, and support college
and career readiness. The detailed account in Appendix (A)8) of Achieve's qualifications serves as
assurance that they are up to the challenges of serving as PARCC's project management partner.

The curricula vitae of key personnel demonstraie their substantial direct experience in relevant projects.
The lists of selected publications generally demonstrate their contnbuhon to ongoing “conversations” about
school restructuring, educational reform, and college and career readiness. What is far less evident is the
extent to which they have designed and participated in related research studies {and lisis of publications
reveal relatively few peer-reviewed, academic publications); this does not argue against their management
capability but does have bearing on which of the options for carrying out the research and evaluation
program (see [A][5]), specifically, whether or not to “enlist the project management partner to implement
some subset of the studies.” It should be noted that the proposed percentage of time (20%) dedicated to
the project by two key staff members—Matt Gandal and Laura Slover—appears insufficient given the scope
of their duties as well as the many ways that, based on their experience, they can support the work of the
project.

It was good to see that Achieve is realistic about the need to expand capacity to be successful in an
endeavor of this magnitude. Their proposed blend of existing and new staff into integrated project teams
(supported by expert consultants as well) should ensure delivery of expected services. However, the
‘proposal left unclear what will be expected of the many team members still to be hired; more detail as to
their anticipated roles and criteria for their selection would have added strength to this proposal.

Achieve's plan to convene both five and remote meetings and conferences is both efficient and cost-
effective. Plans for reporting are sound but seem incomplete—there being no mention of documentation
and dissemination of virtual and live meeting notes, an important resource.

ltis in the area of risk management that the proposal is rather general. Aside from the intent to monitor
progress and make “mid-course carrections and adjustments as necessary,” there is littie besides mention

of general categories in which adjustments might be needed (e.g., assessment design, development
process) to demonsirate that there has been sufficient advance thinking about not only what significant
aspects of the project are most prone to risk but of possible directions that mid-course corrections might
take. Itis unclear from the narrative what role Battelle will play, and missing from the proposal is any sort of
documentation supporting use of Battelle's services (e.g., qualifications, key personnel, efc.).
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The Project Timeline makes clear the intent of the Partnership to begin work immediately upon award of the
grant. Some key observations about the timeline are:

* A rather narrow window s indicated for both developing the test blueprint and establishing commen
policies and procedures.

* Initial item development will be underway at the same time that the technalogy platform is being
developed. Assuming this involves item delivery and computerized scoring of some items, it is not
clear that issues ‘and opportunities that are identified during development of the technology platform
can adecuately inform test development.

* Ifthe intent is for established technology capability to inform continuing item development, then it's
unclear that sufficient innovative items/tasks and scoring strategies required by them will be fleshed
out in time for field testing according to this timeline.

The Parinership took an honest and bold step of admitting that the variables that will impact ongoing
costs—particulerly those related to scoring—make it impossible at this point to make a specific state-dy-
slate estimate for ongoing administration costs. The range of costs presented appears realistic, but the
suggestion that teacher-scoring would lower overall and per student costs is only sound if the intent is for
teachers not to receive any stipend for scoring, something that runs against the experience and precedents
set by at least some of the Partner states. In fact, in some states, hiring of teachers to conduct scoring has
been more expensive than using outside readers hired by a scoring contractor. Thus, the assertion that for
the majority of states in the Partnership, the estimated costs of the new assessment would be less than or
equal to their current assessment systems seems insufficiently justified. indeed, it is evident from their
proposal that the Partnership “takes the financial sustainability of the proposed assessment system very
seriously”; regardless of best intentions, there is simply a great deal that is still unknown that may impact
sustainability.

The Partnership’s budget clearly identifies Level 1 and level 2 budget modules; aside from the concerns
noted that relate to scoring (both costs of live scoring and costs associated with programming/“training”
needed to prepare for Al scoring), the budget appears adequate to support the development of an
assessment system that meets the requirements of the absolute priority. However, there remain clear
issues related to sustainability over time due to uncertain funding. Overall, costs appear reasonabie in
relation to the objectives, design and significance of the project, as well as the large number of students
‘who will be served. Questions/concerns may be raised about the fact that there appears to be no
allowance for any expense other than travel for such individuals as invited experts and speakers {under
Governance) , invited speakers or technical partners (under Assessment Design and Development) and
guest experts at the Technical Advisory Committee meetings (Research and Evaluation). Without evidence
that leading experts will donate their time, it seems appropriate to have budgeted for at least a modest
honorarium in addition to travel expenses. Stipends for these individuals may be covered—at least in
part--by the funds earmarked for expert consultants in the Project Management module, in which case per
diem figures would have been helpful. Based on the description in this module of the duties in which the
expert consultants will be engaged, the line item does not appear to refer to the outside experts mentioned
in other modules.

Although the management plan is likely fo result in implementation on time, there remains some question
about whether this will be within budget and in manner that is financially sustainable over time; for this
reason and based on other observations, this response was scored in the high “medium” range.

Suqgestions to DOE:

Day-to-day project management of PARCC is to be the direct responsibility of a director who will be hired
only after the grant is awarded. Given the importance of this role; the Department would be well advised to
seek confirmation of that individual's qualifications (just as the qualifications of the project team as
anticipated at this point—presented in the Summary Table for (A)(8) are subject to scrutiny).
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Compet:tlve Preference Priority: Collaboration and Ahgnment with ngher Education

Ava!‘abie Score

o i b b b e KA R A S et e 1 B B .5

Competltlve Preference Pnoraty Collaboratlon and Ailgnment with H|gher 20 - 20
Educatlon :

Compemwe Rewewer Comments

PARCC provides strong evidence of commitment on the part of IHEs in their member states. The
Partnership far surpassed the minimum requirement that at least 10% of the direct matriculating students in
public IHEs in member stales be represented, securing commitments that represent 90% of direct :
matriculation students in those states. Although not required, the Partnership also received letters of

support from a number of private IHEs from four Partner states wishing to participate in this collaborative
venture. In addition; their supporting materials include a very strong letter of support from SHEEO (State
Higher Education Executive Officers), the executive committee of which is comprised of officers from non-
Partnership as well as Partnership states.

Careful thinking about the important roles that I[HEs must play in the Partnership is evident in their

strategies for building engagement among higher education stakeholders in the design and development of
the assessment system (including, critically, setting college-ready standards and validating CCR scores as

a reliable indicator of students’ readiness for college). Particularly striking is the intended effort to involve a
broad constituency through aclivities that engage faculty within and across 1HEs, not just leadership (e.g,,
chancellors and college/university presidents) or a select group of faculty representatives,

There is also merit in the Parinership’s intent to build a “sustainable platform for collaboration” that can’
support other instructional improvement efforts and facilitate meaningful policy changes.

it would have been helpful to have some clarification of why the direct matriculation students in participating
IHEs as a percentage of the state total was so fow in comparison to all other states in the Partnership in the
case of Mississippi and New Jersey (e.g., which public institutions are not included, and for what reason(s],
although one may surmise, based on review of the appended letters of intent, that often varicus community
colleges did not choose to participate). The absence such detail is not critical, however, since support from
‘the vast majority of Partnership states' IHEs is considerable and the applicant has provided letters of intent
that represent far more than the minimum 30% of direct matriculation students in public IHEs across the
consortium as a whole. Therefore, the appl_lcant_ received full competitive preference points under this
priority.

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Assessment Systems Measuring Student
Achievement Agamst Common Col[ege- and Career-Ready Standards.

Absolute Pnorzty Comprehens:ve Assessment Systems Measunng Student ;'; | Yes
Achievement Against Common Coliege- and Career—Ready Standards : i

Abso!ute Rewewer Com ments

PARCC has presented clear and fairly detailed plans for the development of a new assessment system to
be used by multiple states to ascertain that students are on track to demonstrate or have demonstrated
readiness to enter college or the workforce with the skills and knowledge needed to succeed in post-
secondary education or in a 21st century career.

Based on their appiication, the assessment system proposed by the Partnership should be able to cover
the full range of college and career-ready standards, through items and tasks that elicit complex

demonstrations of knowledge and skills. The potential obstacles—which they have generally considered
but still leave in some doubt the ability to overcome—relate to some of their intended uses of technology
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and also the capacity of states, through existing funding, new funds, and leveraging of shared resources to
sustain this program once it is operational,

Furthermore, while the proposed system appears to be able to support accurate measurement of student
growth over the course of a full academic year or course, information in the proposal that addresses
measurement across the full performance continuum is somewhat general; it would have been helpful to
learn more about any additional strategies supported by this system that might be implemented towards
this end (e.g., use of off-grade assessment). This is particularly critical since PARCC proposes a fixed form
model.

The proposed system provides for both summative and through-course assessment of English language
arts and mathematics administered at grades 3 through 11;in addition, the Partnership seeks support,
through a Budget Module 2, for the development of formative assessment resources for grades K-2, which
has the capacity to initiate thmkmg about students’ “on track” status in meamngful and appropriate ways
and create more cohesiveness in instructional communities across K-12.

Much of the focus in this application on assessing all students focuses on plans to establish common
definitions, policies and procedures for English learners and students with disabilities. The Partnership
provided much more detail regarding some specific sfra'['eg'ies possible {inciuding reference to support their
thinking about accessibility) related to students with disabilities. 1t would have been helpful for them to
demonstrate in more detail their thinking about English learners,

The Partnership’s proposal provides sufficient detail to instill confidence that this assessment system will
produce data that can be used to inform determinations of school effectiveness (accountability data) and in
support of teaching, learning, and school-and program improvement. |n addition, it can help identify and
inform professicnal development for teachers and instructional leaders. While the proposal does not
provide sufficient information to say with confidence that the data produced can be used to make
determinations of individual teacher and principal effectiveness, the Governing States in the Partnership
have commitied to using results from the system in this way and assurances are expressed in the proposal
that the data wil! allow for this use. The Partnership demonstrated some thought about the issues and
implications associated with this anticipated use of data, manifest in remarks about the benefits and
drawbacks of teachers serving as raters, even by means of a distributive mechanism whereby they did not
score their own students’ work.

Overall, the proposal meets the Absolute Priority.

Suggesiions to DOE:

As evident in comments across all sections of this review, there are genuine and serious issues related to
the extent to which technology will be able to support all aspects of the proposed system, and if not, what
fallback position the Partnership is prepared to take to ensure that the assessments become operational
within the intended timeframe. If a cooperative agreement is entered into with this entity, this is a topic
about which there should be discussion between the Department of Education and representatives of
PARCC.

Grand Total - 220 4166

Budgets

_ Lwel 1 Sudget

Name Level 1 Budget( )

~As with virtually all collaborative efforts, the Partnership expects the combined efforts and resources of
Partner states will lead to economy of scale and support the sustainability of the assessment system over
fime. At present, nowever, there remain many unknowns—oparticularly in regard to-the true costs of
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- technology—to instill confidence that as claimed, states will for the most part wind up spending the same or
less on assessment than they do right now.

- In addition, there do not appear to be funds earmarked for a number of services that will be required in the
 design, development, and implementation of the assessment system. It is not clear whether or not the
- various experts anticipated to be involved throughout the term of the grant would receive any sort of
~remuneration. It would appear from the narrative throughout that invitees to various mestings/working groups
- may not always be included among the expert consultants identified in the budget for project management.
In any event, some detail to serve as rationale for the anticipated cost (listed under Contractual) would have
been useful.

- The true costs of having a portion of student responses scored by teachers or outside raters (as anticipated)
are also not sufficiently clear, and indeed may not be able to be accurately ascertained until a determination
is made of policies that impact the amount of trammg scoring, recahbratlonfretrammg, and rescoring (e g
policies governing qualifying scores for raters, accuracy and praductivity targets for raters, etc.).

The budget section does contain a number of sound ideas and plans, including the intent for States to have
discretion in the use of funds provided to them, and plans to share exisling assessment tools and technology.

' The major item in the budget is approximately $80,000,000 to support one or more vendors in the design and

- development of the assessment system. It is difficult to confirm or challenge this figure, since the figure is
based on a propristary assessment cost model provided by an organization, Assessment Solutions Group.

* hired to assist in the estimation of the price of the proposed assessment system. While undoubtedly

- extensive data is available on costs related to more conventional item/task development and scoring, one

- may question how much testing industry experience has informed projections of costs of developing

~ innovative items ysing new or yet—to-be ‘determined formats and technological features or the costs of not

only operatmg Al scoring but conducting all the preparatlon necessary to program a system to address varied

- and often complex performance tasks. Successful uses of Al scoring for which information is more read;ly

- available involve scoring of writing samples generated in response to fairly formulzic prompis developed in

 anticipation of use of Al scoring. Large scale applications of Al scoring in place today such as scoring of the

GMAT were not without considerable glitches that had to be ironed out. There is no detail in the proposal to

indicate whether the budget is sufficient to address glitches in scoring of components of this assessment

system.

 Throughout, estimates for different costs are made in consideration of such factors as changes in the number
- of States (and the number of those in different roles), fall-out rates for work produced, cost-of-living increases,
- and other variables.

' ltwould have been helpful to have more information about scoring costs, including a more detailed
* breakdown of specific costs and a comparison of the cost of hand-scoring using outside raters versus
' teachers, and using & scoring site based model or remote scoring (or some combination of both).

12 Buigei&»

i B . S S - s A b 5

_ Name Formative Assessment Tools for K-2

The development and dissemination of formative assessment tools for K-2 is certainly a worthwhile project
_deserving of funding. The Partnership identifies various developmentally appropriate measures generally
recognized as being appropriate tools for assessing learning in early childhood. However, the budget
breakdown addresses under Content Development only the cost of developing "the items,” leaving unclear
what consideration was given to developing observation tools, checklists, and on-demand performance
- events or specifically those components of a formative assessment toolkit for K-2 that incorporate use of
technology. Curiously absent, as well, considering that this project is intended to support ongoing formative
assessment of student learning, is any description of-or identification in the budget for--resources such as a
' bank of sample annotated responses (graphic, written, and/or filmed records of products and performances).
. The scoring of "items” for field test purposes: will produce a wealth of material that can be turned to
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meaningful uses in the classroom; it would have been good to see those accounted for. As presented, this
budget. module supports only partial development of formative assessment tools for K-2.

T P S I U s i e g S

Name Technoiogy Enhancements

 The technology enhancements proposed are certainly worthwhile, although there is no detail provided that would

- demonstrate that the funds requested for this purpose are a sufficient means to the ends described in the explanation. it

 is curious that, given the more immediate importance of ensuring that system load is addressed and that technology-

* based scoring methodologies are up to the task of yielding valid, reliable results, the Partnership has made PARCC

- technology enhancements Priority 2 rather than Pricrity 1. Of concern is the fact that issugs with the “current state of the

art” of Al scoring are semewhat obscured by making nole of them only at this point in the proposal (and it should be noted
thal the current specific limitations are far more in number and type than deseribed therein). Finally, one might challenge -

the reasonableness of aiming to enable 100% of through-course tasks to be Al-scored, since there has of yet been no

 detailed analysis of which standards lend themselves fo itemitask types amenable to Al-scoring and which, if any, can

- best—-or only--be measured through students' creation of products and/or performances that require human raters apply
criteria to make scoring decisions.

Name;
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Race to the Top

Comprehensive Assessment Systems
Technical Review Form

PARCC Application #PARCC|g)

(A)(1) Consortium Governance

. Availablz . Score

(A)(‘!) Consortlum Govemance .20

(A)(1} Rthewer Comments

Evaluation:

PARCC's proposed governance structure provides a significant level of confidence that it will enable the
successful design, development, and implementation of an assessment system aligned to the CCS8Ss

standards and consistent with the NIA's goal of improving student outcomes and its accountability,
interstate comparability and instructional-improvement goals. In the MOU, all States acknowledge the
multiple purposes of the common assessment system, including the use of its results for accountability
purposes (including common standards and measures of student growth, “on track” status, and
collegelcareer-ready graduation) and, more generally, to improve student outcomes. Governing States
commit to use the results from the proposed assessment system in their state accountability systems,
including for determinations of school effectiveness and teacher and school leader evaluations. Those
States also commit to provide all of the decision making and staff support required to ensure the success of
the Partnership’s work plan. important concems arise, however, mcludmg that the exiensive decision
making role and responsibilities placed on the Governing Board, which meets cmly quarterly, could delay
crucial work on the project, and that there is no clear leadership or coordination mechanism for the design
and work groups that (as the application states) "will do the heavy lifing necessary to design and develop a
sophisticated common assessment system.” Overlapping this concern is a question whether the decision
making division of labor between the Governing Board and the design groups, which is premised on a
difference between "major” and other decisions, will succeed in practice, given the literally thousands of
operational decisions that will arise along the way. Recommendations are made below 1o ease these
concerns.

Explanation:

* The Partnership's membership (26 States, 11 Governing, 15 Participating) is broadly representative of the -
US in geographic distribution and urban/rural demographics and includes both of the initial Race to the Top -
States (DE and TN). :

* The Partnershp's vision, goals, role, and key deliverables are clear and concise, focus on and (including
via the MOU) clearly commit Governing States to make both accountability and instructional-improvement
uses of the proposed new assessment system, and are consistent with the Partnership’s theory of action.
The accountability uses include common achievement (including growth) standards and mechanisms for
evaluating schools, principals and teachers based on assessment cutcomes. The vision and MOU describe
a package of common standards (CCSS), common “through course” summative assessments, common
achievement standards, {echnology (for delivering, scoring, moderating, and reporting results of
assessments), and the building of educators’ capacity to use the data from the assessments to improve
instruction, That package is consistent with the NIA's goals and holds out a prospect of substantial
improvement of existing systems and, as a result, improvement in student outcomes, most notably,
students’ complation of high school college- and career-ready (CCR). The assessments are designed to cut
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across the full range of CCSS standards, and the Partnership commits to meet the difficult challenge of
effectively assessing students across the full range of achievement levels.and to provide complex
demonstrations of knowledge and skills ---a challenge that is especially difficult because of the
Partnership's decision to use approaches other than computer-adaptive technology.

* The Partnership's package includes no interim or formative assessment components, although its through
-course structure and the diversity of different test components intentionally provides many of the benefits
of those other kinds of assessments and may do so in a more thoroughly aligned manner than those
assessment typically accomplish.

* The MOU is detailed and comprehensive, and it repeats (indeed, in many cases it exceeds) the detail
provided in the proposal itself.

* As is confirmed by the MOU, the organizational structure of the Partnership and the differentiated roles,
rights and responsibilities of member States are clear. As is set out in the proposal and MOU, there is a
logic behind the differentiation of roles: States that agree to be Governing States make significant
commitments in leadership and staff time and, in return, have decision making authority. Participating
States are provided regular opportunities for input by, and the provision of information to, their leadership
(one meeting a year for political leaders; one for Chiefs only) are encouraged to participate fully in all work
processes, and are encouraged and given incentives to become Governing States and increase their
commitment of staff. '

* Governing Staies commit to provide the staff necessary to complete the work of the Partnership. Also of
note are the explicit commitment of ali States to the time lines set out in the proposal; the commitment of all
States to participate in piloting and field testing; and the commitment of Governing States to identify what
amounts to a state project manager responsible for coordinating all of the work and staff commitments and
district and school contributions (e.g., towards piloting and field testing) that are generated by the work of
the Pa rtnership. (PARCC's {A)(1) section reveals no intention to use member State educators to write or
score items, which passes up an opportunity for educator input and embedded training.)

* Entrance and exit protocols are clear and simple. Exit occurs automatically following the passage of a set
period of time after a State notifies the Partnership of its intent to exit and provides a reason. A
recommitment process occurs for any State that undergoes a leadership change at the Gube_matcri_al or
Chief level, providing an important mechanism for ensuring the proper prioritization of the Partnership’s
work as leadership changes occur.

* The Partnership’s method and process for making different types of decisions are clear and in many

cases are likely to be effective. The Governing Board is composed of a Chief-level representative from

each Governing State is led by a chair elected for one year and already in place. The Governing Board _
meets quarterfy and makes decisions by consensus if possible and, if not, by a majority-plus-one vote. This
super-majority requirement can be changed at any time by a vote that satisfies the existing voting rule. The -
Governing Board creates and charters “design” groups made up of staff from member (probably, mostly
Governing) States. Design groups’ decision making is govemned by bylaws and charters and is generally
divided into two kinds of decisions. “Major™ decisions are in the form of consensus proposais to the
Governing Board; if no consensus is reached, the committee provides the Board with options. Other
committee decisions are by consensus or, if none is reached, by a vote of a majority of Governing States
plus one. Decisions are memorialized {(an important step, given the vast number of decisions and
overlapping work of the various commitiees).

* Although clear and well thought out, the proposed decision making siructure does raise some significant
concerns.

{A) The proposed decision-making process contemplates a series of policy or design decisions.
(Indeed, the committees are called "design” committees.) This structure likely will prove less workable when
the work switches from design to actual development; at which point the number of activities that could be
‘called “decisions” and thus would be subject to the Consensusfmajority plus-one requirement will rise
precipitously. At that point, there may have to be deference to a committee leaders or to some other
designated person or intermediate coordinating committee in order to enable the Partnership to make the
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decisions needed to push the work along. Curmrently, no such leaders or intermediate leadership structure is
provided,

(B) The Governing Board meets only quarterly (for two days). As the quantity of “major” issues
increases (or as questions arise as to whether issues are or are not “major”), and given the speed with
which the Partnership hopes to complete its work, it could be disruptive to have to wait as long as three
months for major decisions to be reviewed by the Board. Often, the development of policies or designs will
require a seguence of major decisions, each one dependent upon the resolution of the ones that oceur
before it. For example, the (A)(1) timeline identifies a large amount of work that must be completed
between Fall 2010 and February 2011, There likely will be only one Governing Board meeting during the
bulk of that period, and if a number of intermediate decisions get held up pending Board action, it is unlikely
that the crucial February 2011 RFP deadline will be met.

(C) Even more challenging than the division of labor between the Governing Board and the
committees will be the inevitable division and overlap in labor between different committees: technology
often will depend on assessment policy, which will depend on accommodation requiremenits, which will
depend on research findings, etc. There is no abvious mechanism described in the proposal for resolving
day-to-day disagreements and removing dependencies and obstacles arising between committees. The
same may occur belween committees and work taking place in States.

(D) For thase reasons, the absence of some kind of leadership structure for each of the commitiees
and the absence of a full-time coordinating body below the level of the Governing Board with a-designated
leader responsible to the Governing Board (e.g., a full-time Coordinating Committee with representatives
from the various design commitiees and with an operationally responsible chair of the committee) is a
source of significant risk. Likewise the absence of a coordinating body to interact with the State-level
coordinators who are contemplaied in the MOU is a source of governance risk.

* The Partnership's plan and timeline (no “process” is specified) for setting key policies and definitions for
the proposed assessment system is sensible, and States explicitly commit to it in the MOU. Theidea s to
complete many of the policy decisions affecting assessment design and administration, including
accommodations policy, during Fall 2010 and early winter 2011 in time to be included in one or more RFP
to be issued then.

* Subject to the concern above about sequences of important decisions required so quickly over a period
when there will likely be only one Governing Board meeting, the Partnership's goal of making these
decisions early is laudable. The same goes for the goal of phasing, and getting started quickly on, the
processes for setting common performance level descriptors (prior to field testing) and for setting common
achievement stendards.

* Waiting several months before launching the key RFP has some risks in terms of meeting timelines _
thereafter, making it important to monitor the development of that document closely to be sure it is released
on time.

* The Partnership's plan for managing funds is solid, and clarifies the primacy of the Partnership over the
Fiscal State (Florida} when it comes to major financial decisions.

* The Parinership's procurement process, and evidence of each member State’s commitment {o that
process, is solid as well and is laid out with.good. detail in a separate addendum in the MOU. The :
commitment to “best value” procurement should allow the Partnership maximum capacity to balance quality
against price, and the absence of any evident constraints (subject to undisclosed aspects of Florida law) "
that, e.g., forbid the use of penalties, incentives or up-front (as opposed to upon-delivery) payments also
provides needed flexibility.

* Each State commits to identify and remove barriers in state law to deploying the proposed assessment
system prior to full implementation of the summative assessment system. The MOU provides States with

an opportunity in Addendum 2 to go beyond that commitment and to describe their plan for transitioning

from current standards and summative assessments to new ones, including the removal of barriers to doing -
s0, and all but four States (CA, IL, OH, PA) took the opportunity to do so, most with considerable care and
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thought (see, e.g. AZ, FL, KY, OK and TN). One State (MA) expressed reservations about the CCSS and
the common assessments, but on the understandable ground that it does not want te commit to adopting
standards or using assessments less rigorous than those currently in place in the State. The current chair
of the Board of Governors is from that State, dispelilng any indication of a lack of commitment. No steps are
indicated here, however, through which the Partnership will monitor the timeliness of, or assist, States’
efforts to remove barriers.

*The Pértnership also recognizes the possibility of, and lesves to States to flag, the need for US/ED
waivers in order to effectuate the new accountability scheme. This is an important matter because of the
possible need for waivers to permit off-grade lesting.

* The RFP clarifies Intellectual Property rights among the States and the Partnership.

Recommendations:

* Consider creating 2 Coordinating Committee between the design committees and Governing Board, that
(1) is led by a single individual responsible to the Governing Board and member States for meeting the
Partnership's deliverabies, (2) has representatives from the work groups, and (3) has a capacity 1o make
day-to-day (especially operational) decisions.

* Consider creating a leadership structure on the committees to assure that decisions can be made swiftly
as necessary to keep the work going, and to assure proper coordination and removal of dependencies
between different committees.

* Especially if the first two recommendations are not adopted, monitor carefully the division of decision
making authority between the Governing Board and the committees, especially in the crucial period
between Fall 2010 and February 2011, to be sure that uncertainty in regard to what decisions are and are
not “major”, and the infrequent meetings of the Governing Board, are not holding up the work.

* Periodically survey States’ progress in removing barriers, and provide a clearinghouse mechanism
through which different States can Iearn from the obstacles identified and barrier-remove! strategies used in
other States.

(A)(2) Theory of Action
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(A)2) Rewewer Gomments:

PARCC's theory of action is logical, coherent, credible and comprehensive and has a good chance of
improving student academic outcomes.

The theory of action attempts to maximize the extent to which the summative assessment system is
formative in two ways. First, it gives educators information multiple times a year and uses assessment
tasks to model good instruction, so that "teaching to the test" means superior and improved teaching that
develops student learning across the full range of rigorous standards and develops conient knowledge and
higher-order thinking. Second, textured information is frequently provided to educators, students and
parents about where instruction is working for particular children and where it needs to be improved.

A combination ¢f through-course assessment and end-of-year testing is designed to maximize the capacity
to adequately measure student work across the full CCSS spectrum, and to provide enough ways to
demonstrate different levels of proficiency to measure differences and longitudinal changes in student
attainment across the full spectrum of students’ initial achievement levels. Meeting the latter goal is a
challenge in the absence of computer-adaptive techniques, and may require off-grade testing and/or the
lengthening of the end-of-year assessment, but is consistent with the structure of what is proposed.
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The overall approach -- and the emphasis it places on common and rigorous standards and on common,
easily compared measures of year-to-year achievement, growth, and whether students are on track to
graduate aiSo'recognize the key c’ontr’ibufion accouritahﬁity:ma kes fo 'improved instr'ucti'on and tathe
lmprove accou ntabrl ity systems focused oii étates dlstncts and schoo[s and evaluation systems focusedon
principals and teachers.

PARCC is sensilive to the needs of parents (e.g., in promising a timely end-of-year indication of how each
child is doing), policy makers and the public. The role of higher education is not an add-on to the theory or
action. Instead, tis fully integrated both from the standpoint of designing the right assessments and
accountability measures and from the standpoint of measuring the effectiveness of K-12 schools by the
extent to which they generate graduates who college admissions officers and faculty consider to be
prepared for college.

Technology is properly incorporated as a tool, not an end in itself. PARCC also notes the role of enhanced
curricular supports and training, but is modulated in its description of the extent to which this project and
grant program can satisfy the new needs in those domains.

Finally, the theory of action acknowledges the key places where it is pushing out the envelope the most,
and provides a good explanation of why the risk associated with that kind of innovation is warranted and
what fall-back measures will be used to manage those design risks.

(A)(3) Assessment System Design
fmires w Sesesamps o sassetens e ne st s _w.mm o
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{A)}3) Reviewer Comments:

Evaluation:

The design of PARCC's assessment is innovative and designed in a rigorous and ambitious manner that
takes the Partnership’s theory of action, and the promise of the CCSS generally, to their logical conclusion,
Where adopted, it would not only substantially increase assessment quality and accountability but also
substantially upgrade classroom practice and have a strong chance of significantly improving student
outcomes, PARCC's goal is to go beyond the idea of “aligning™ standards, assessment, curriculum and
classroom practice to the point of maktng them more or less the same thing. The processes of preparing
for, taking, and evaluating the results of assessments would be rich curriculer exercises -- occurring
throughout the year — in higher-order, content- as well as skills-focused, learning for students and
educators. The system thus intends to embed substantial “formative” and “interim/predictive” capacity
directly into its summative assessments. The system is designed not only to cover the full range of CCSS
standards but to focus carefully on the proper balance among tested skills and knowledge. Also
commendable is the commitment to provide annual assessments throughout the high school years and to
determine whether computer testing for young children is feasible without distortions in capacity to measure
what they know.

A key challenge for the Partnership is meet its commitment to measure very high- and low-performing
students without using computer-adaptive techniques. The proposed system has a number of options for
meeting this commitment - e.g;, off-grade test forms or an extended end-of-year assessment with many off
-grade items -- biut does not fully identify the strategy it will use in this regard. Additionally, the system’s
very ambition raises feasibility questions relating both to (1) the successful completion of the RTTT-A-
funded project and to (2) the administration of the completed system in schoois. The first of these concerns
underscores the need for a fastand efficient decision making process (see (AY(1) comments) and highly
experienced and professional project management (see (A)(8) comments). The latter of the two concerns
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puts a premium on professional development and public outreach (see (A)(6) comments) and on serious
consideration of steps to reduce substantially operational cost and complexity. Such steps could include, for
example, extencding computer administration and scoring to grades 3-5 and making some adjustments in
favor of items that are relatively less expensive and less difficult to administer and score.

Explanation:

* Beyond being aligned to the CCSS standards, PARCC's assessment system seeks to infuse the
standards into the ongoing curricular practices and learning outcomes of schools. The scope and sequence
of the assessmenis is explicill y-designedﬁ to influence and improve the scope and sequence of the
curriculum, all with reference to achievement of the CCSS standards. Test items aim to mode! good
curriculum and instructional practice. The frequent release of items and the transparency of the item
prompts have a similar am__bition. Comprehensive coverage of the standards is designed into the system.

* Because the system is simultaneously formative, interim, predictive and summative, its cost and
complexity is properly compared not to existing summative testing, but to comprehensive packages (where
they currently exist) of formative, interim and summative assessments.

* The system will permit a comprehensive set of outcome measures, frequently reported to different
constituencies during the school year, on student attainment and growth, which the Parinership States
intend to embed in their school-focused accountability systems and use - or at least have the capacity to
use — in evaluating, assigning and developing principals and teachers.

* The system of common performance level descriptors, cut scores, achievement standards for college-
and career readiness (CCR) and for being on track to CCR, and growth measures is impressive and
consistent with the NIA. Of particular note is the goal of designing the summative assessment's weighted
score based on scale scores with equal-interval properties. On the issue of growth measures, the formative
logic of the PARCC's system — that educators should derive diagnostic information throughout the year
from all data generated by the system — strongly suggests the need to adopt metrics that educators can
‘themselves *reverse engineer” from available data (.g., the underlying data in the interactive data tool)
using simple arithmetic, rather than utilizing opaque regression analyses for this purpose. The Parinership
appears fo be conszdermg both approaches, however. The Partnership's evident desire to facilitate cross-
State, district and school comparisons that are not confounded by differences in the socio-economic status
of students at each level can also be achieved by using growth measures (e. g.. growth percentiles) that are
insensitive to students’ opening achievement level. The Partnership ris ks limiting the usefulness of growth
measures by omitting them, and explanations of them, from its Periodic Feedback Reporis.

* The impressive array of reports the Partnership envisions include tools enabling all categories of users fo
compare a variely of achievement and growth outcomes by Partnership, State, district and school (and in
some cases classroom), and to slice and dice the data, including by relevant *NCLB" categories of
students. Also impressive is the decision to provide data down to the item level, with interpretive
information to help educators derive rich diagnostic mforma!son from patterns of wrong answers. The
ambition of the Partnership’s reporting strategy, however, enhances the concern expressed elsewhere in
these comments about whether the Partnership has left enough time and budgeted enough money {0
translate the reports it wants into code, and from there into attractive and useable computer views and drill-
down and customization tools.

* The Partnership’s approach to accommodations — and to designing systems in the firstinstance to reduce
the need for accommodations - is strong.

Some limitations arise from PARCC's system design itself or from particular decisions the Partnership has
made or failed, as yet, to make:

{A) Because the proposed summative assessments are not themselves computer adaptive (although
the Partnership contemplates a formative fool that is); the system faces a substantial challenge in
measuring students at all performance levels. The diverse nature of the tasks called for by the constructed
response, computer-enhanced and performance task items will help alleviate some of this problem,
especially for high-performing students, but the problem will remain. The risks are increased by the

http://www.mikogroup.com/rtta-comp/(X(1)F(53C65D5A6C886333FEDF78FO7E2A3EDE...  8/3/2010



Technical Review Page 7 of 25

Partnership's evident focus on fixed-form assessment tools (as opposed, for example, fo "testlets" to
determine students' approximate performance levels and/or the use of alternate assessments for some
students). On the other hand, the structure of the system the Partnership proposes encompasses the use
of off-grade (fixed-form) assessments for some students, and the proposal explicitly contemplates the
possible need for member States to seek walvers of the sorl that would be necessary, given existing
restrictions on off-grade assessment. The proposal's end-of-year assessments also may be sufficiently
robust to include the range of items needed to measure achievement and progress among students well
above- and below-grade. The proposal is not, however, as detailed as it could be in describing the mix of
strategies it will use to meet its commitment to accurately measure achievement and growth for students
who are very low- and high-performers.

(B) Combining the scores of the four math portions and four scored ELA portions into &
psychometrically valid composite score will be a-challenge.

(C) The system requires a substantial amount of distributed scoring - much more than summative
assessments, even ones with the highest proportions of constructed response items, currently entail. This
contributes to the relatively high per-student cost of these assessments, the large management burden of
moving so many physical answer sheets around, and the time that will have to be spent scoring. The high
amount of hand scoring makes it unlikely that the Partnership will accomplish its goal of having each
throug h-course component reported within one to two weeks. Given that there will be multiple through-
course assessments each year per student (several in math, even more in ELA), a decision to use teacher-
scoring could require teachers to be out of the classroom for significant amounts of time. The Partnership
plans to use its through-course system to help teachers gain vaiuable information while minimizing the
burden of administration, "so teachers can focus on learning rather than testing.” The concern here is that,
in fact, teachers may spend a lot of time scoring papers from other schoals. The extent of the distributed
scoring is magnified by (1) the decision to commence computer administration and thus partial computer
scoring only in ¢rade 6; (2) a set of cascading decisions about item types - e.g., to make no use of selected
response items in any but the end-of-year test and to use substantial numbers of performance tasks, rather
than somewhat less costiy and easzer-to-admmlster constructed response and computer-enhanced items at
various points; and (3) the Partnership's failure to reach agreement on a single human scoring approach
(e.g., by teachers or by vendors), which makes it harder both to obtain full economies. of scale if vendors
are used, and out-of-state scoring if teacher scoring is used (out-of-state scoring is strongly preferred, to
enhance reliabil ty and comparability). Absent early and expeditious efforts to study and rethink some of
these decisions based on pilots and research, significant feasibility issues may arise. Estimates of scoring
time per test subject per year should be provided.

(D) The aoparent decision not to make the Annual Stake_holder Reports available to the public and
press is sharply inconsistent with the Partnership’s theory of action.

Recommendations:

* Provide more detail on the mix of available strategies that the Partnership will use -- e.g., off-grade test
forms, extended end-of-year assessment - lo meet its commitment to measure the achievement and
growth of very high- and low-performing students.

* Consider early pilots or simulations, permitting expeditious studies to determine (1) whether computer
administration is possible in grades 3-5; (2) the correlation in the learning information provided by selected-
and constructed-response items, computer-enhanced items, and performance tasks, to reveal whether the
current set of decisions in favor of more expensive and diffi cult-to-administer items has achieved the best
mix of items; and (3) whether a higher proportion of items can be scored using Artificial Intelligence than is
currently contemplated. Early information on these questions could save substantial amounts of meney in
development and scoring work and enhance the feasibility of the system.

* Encourage Partnership States to reach an early decision on a common approach to distributed scoring,
which would simplify the development process, foster economies of scale if vendor scoring is adopted, anc
facilitate out-of-state scoring if teacher scoring is used.
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* Provide estimates of human scoring time per test, subject, grade level and year to inform decisions
ameng item types and scoring strategies.

* Release the Annual Stakeholder Reports to the public.

*Report changes from year to year with standard error bands to notify users when changes are large
enough to provide confidence that they are not random.

(A)(4) Assessment System Development
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{A)4) Rewewer Comments

Evaluation:

PARCC has a detailed and complex plan for developing the proposed assessments and assuring they will
be equally sensitive to the needs and aciual performance levels of all, including special needs, chiidren. In
substance the plan is thoughtful and professional and has the componenis needed to ensure that the
assessment content will adhere to PARCC's design and be ready for wide-scale administration on time in
2014-15 following pilot and field testing to-allow the system to improve based on feedback. However, the
plan’s complexity, aggressive time line, and only modest attention to the difficulties of vendor management
underscore concerns expressed in comments to (A)(8) regarding the need for more experienced project
management. The plan for developing the technology components needed to administer, score and report
on the assessments and for integrating the assessment content into the technology system is not well-
specified. The same is true of the plans for developing scoring, reporting and quality control (QC)
mechanisms (apart from item review, where quality assurance is appropriately specified). In all four of these
latter cases, the proposal states in some detail what the new systems and reports will do, but not how they
will be developed or (for QC) how they will be implemented. The process for continuous improvement over
time is not specified in any detail.

Explanation:

* Using a combination of evidence-centered design at the system level, and universal design applied 0
particular components and items, PARCC has laid out an intricate and comprehensive plan; involving many
task-oriented meetings of both content and technology experts and educators, design commitiees and
review committees, for designing, producing, and rigorously reviewing assessment content for the various
types of assessments and items the Partnership has in mind. The Partnership hopes to develop a relatively
small number of task-design templates based on which item writers can develop many. similar but varied
‘tasks that students will be asked to undertake to demonsirate proficiency. The proposed process moves
from unpacking the CCSS standards into granular pieces and linking each to different item types, {o
developing a test blueprint (including item types and maximum score points linked to each “piece” of the
unpacked standards), and then to item acquisition and writing, item review, pilot testing, field

testing, psychometric analysis of field test results, and alignment review to determine coverage of CCSS,
hard to measure topics, and student performance at the low and high ends of the performance range).
Simultaneously with the early stages of this process, an RFP or RFPs will issue and content vendors will be
selected to provide existing items or to generate new ones. The goal is to produce eight parallel test forms
at each grade level in ELA/literacy and math.

* The intention fo take advantage of experts, including higher-education experts, who helped to develop the |
CCSS is a plus.

* Experis in special needs populations will be integrated into the design process to maximize the extent to
which initial item designs are accessible to and effectively measure the proficiency of all poputations and
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minimize the need for actual accommeodations. Review commitiees, pilot and field testing, statistical
analysis and other mechanisms will be used to determine whether the goals in this respect have been met.
Accommodatiors that continue to be required after this process will be developed and memorialized in an
Accommodations Manual.

* Pilot testing of initial ideas {2011-12) and field testing (2012-13, 2013-14) will occur using stand-alone
methodology with a large encugh pool of carefully sampled students to compensate for the degradation of
information that stand-alone testing invites (absent stakes, students tend to skip the harder questions).

* The proposal describes in some detail the Partnership's system requirements for technology, scoring
{where less detail is provided because of the desire of members States for flexibility), reporting and quality
control (QC). But the proposal does not set out, comparably to the processes described for assessment
and accommodations design/developmentireview, the processes that are to be used to design and develop
the technofogy,_sconng and reporting systems to that will be used to implement the QC requirements.

* Concerns include the following:

(A) The intricate processes contemplated for assessment and accommodations design and review
require a lot of commitiees - composed of individuals more or less evenly divided among numerous States
(it isn’t clear whether this means Governing States or all Partnership States) and among grade bands and
various independent experts from a variety of sources including higher education —fo convene, commit
themselves to an intensive, task-oriented, time-constrained effort and compiete work on short deadlines.
The Parinership’s stated intention to involve multiple competing vendors in developing items increases the
number of moving parts. The initial design, development, review and pilot testing are to occur over 21
months from October 2010 to June 2012. The realistically available time period is considerably shorter,
however, because item-development vendors won't be selected until the end of June 2011, leaving only 12
months fur the great bulk of the work. The Paﬂnership s planto issue RFls, in addition to RFPs, to obtain
advice on item development, text complexity, and accommodations/accessibility adds time risk. Although
the Partnership hopes to purchase some items, its strong preference for Performance Tasks and for
complex Constructed Response and Computer -Enhanced |lems none of which ara in wsde use ioday,
difficult. (The Partnershlp sensibly pians to have _as many as 1‘ ve commﬂiees review _e_[e_rg item.)
Organizing a large number of schools to engage in piloting, then field testing, will also be a difficult task,
especially given the desire for a carefully stratified sample of piloting and testing schools and the reluctance
of most schools {o devote time to no-stakes developmental projects of this sort. All of this is to say that it is
imperative that the Partnership have proven, experienced project management. This includes a strong
capacity {from a governance perspective) to commit many individuals from States and schoo! systems to
complete quality work on time and experience assuring that multiple vendors {among whom spotty quality
control is not unusual) do the same.

(B) The development plan is silent on whether the field testing is assumed to take place using the
new technology system that is being developed for test administraticn, scoring and reporting purposes.
Because the initial item development and the technology development processes are both slated to end on
June 30, 2012, with field testing starting shortly thereafter, it is unclear whether there is time to integrate the
two systems. Acditionally, as is discussed in (A)(7), the one-year, post-contract timeline for developing the
technology system is probably too short. A plan to permit field testing on systems other than the one being
developed for this purpose may have to be developed.

(C) Concerns about the Partnership's failure to reach agreement on a common scoring approach and
about the cost of so much human scoring are set out in comments to {A)3). The proposal does not provide
adequate information to evaluate the cost of 100% vendor scoring and 100% double reads, and the cost
and time demands (both classroom time and overtime) posed by 100% scoring, read behinds and double
reads by in-service teachers — all of which at least some States seem to believe is necessary to their
adoption of the system. The impact of different methods on test security, reliability and comparability also is
not developed. The proposal rightly notes that scoring “flexibility will need to be carefully monitored to
ensure it does not negatively impact comparability across states,” but no plan or research agenda for this
purpose is set out. More generally, there is no description:of the process to be used to develop, monitor,
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and implement different'scpring'-pians. Instead, basic requirements are stated in terms of the baseline
amounts of human and Al scoring, double scoring and read behinds and the QC approach, but no
development process is indicated,

(D) Likewise, for the reporting and technology streams, the what is described but not the how and

when. The Parinership recognizes the need to access data from each State on students, teachers,
principals, classrooms, schools and districts in order to provide the relevant reports, but does not describe
the process for doing S0. Based on experience, this process will be one of the most difficult tasks the
Partners_hlp faces, given varying data formats and given the failure of most States to have, e.g., unique
identifiers for feachers statewide, even if they have them for students. Consequently, the Consortium will
likely have to go through a process, not fully acknowledged in its proposal, for selecting data formats that
are most compatible with those used by the Member States, and for each State to work with its districts and
schools te conform their data collection to the new format. In the absence of information in the proposal, it
has been assumed in these comments that the RFP(s) for the reporting and technology plans will be
completed on the same June 30, 2011 schedule as the assessment RFP(s). Whether that schedule is
consistent with the plan to consult national experts to provide guidance on platform design is not clear.

{E) The QC discussion also is focused on the what, not the how, and only covers assessment
content and scoring, not reports and technology. '

* The proposal has a thoughtful plan for pilot and field testing, and provides ample time for the latter,
dependent upen its success meeting very aggressive timelines for procuring vendors for and developing
the assessment content and technology. There is no stated plan, however, for ongoing collection of user
feedback as a mechanism for continuing to improve system design over time.

Recommendations;

* As a very early deliverable, provide ED with a detailed project pian with deadlines indicating that the
development and review process can occur on time.

* Provide ED with a detailed project plan with deadlines indicating that the reports and technology system
can be developed on time.

* Provide & plan for developing @ commeon data format, and for implementing Partnership data collection
from States and State data collection from districts and schools.

* Devise a plan for ongoing collection of user feedback as a mechanism for continuing to improve system
design over time.

* See comments to {A)(3) for recommendations on scoring.

(A)(5) Research and Evaluation
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(A}(S) Reviewer C omments

As laid out in this section and in Appendices (A)(5)-A and (A)(5)(B), PARCC's "research and design" and
"research and evaluation” plans are structured to ensure that the assessments developed are valid,

reliable, and fair for their intended purposes and for all student subgroups, including with regard to

construct, consequential, and predictive validity; external validity; reliability; fairness; precision across the

full performance continuum; comparability within and across grade level, and also in regard to whether
intended effects on individuals, institutions, and outcomes are being achieved. The research plan is so
ambitious, in fact, that it seems unlikely that the $8.5 million set aside for it (a figure that seems on the high
end, relative to the other project demands) will suffice. As PARCC recognizes explicitly, some prioritizing
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will be be necessary, and steps fSugges_ted below) to limit some of the initial Request for Information (RF1)
and committee wind-up might also be warranted.

One major research component that is missing is a set of studies of the feasibility and efficiency of the
balance of components in PARCC's overall design. The Partnership adheres to what might be called a
“more, better” sirategy -- more test administration occasions spread across the year and better (more
complex and sophisticated) item types. Looming large in regard to the the feasibility of PARCC's vision are
two questions: (1) whether the projected number of test occasions is optimal, given administration, scoring
and other costs, and (2) whether the mix of Performance Tasks and Computer-Enhanced, Constructed-
Response and Selected-Response items is optimal, given the Partnership's preference for item types that
are more costly from both a development and scoring standpoint. "Return on investment” studies of the
major components of the system (test occasions, test items) are necessary to enable the Partnership to
assess whether the system could be implemented less expensively with litle or no loss in acuity. The
Partnership currently plans to assess whether its system does what it says it will do vis-a-vis, e.g.,
measuring proficiency across the full span of CCSS standards and across the full range of students. What
is missing is-a plan to determine whether a different mix of test occasions and item components could also
do so, but in a less costly fashion.

Also missing are studies geared towards developing valid "on track” standards. A comprehensive process
is described for determining whether high school students are college- and career-ready, but not whether
glementary and middle school students are on track to reach that status.

Operationally, the plan favors an intensive, belts-and-suspenders commitment to gathering available
information and expertise up front. This approach combines multiple RFls with a variety of research
committees and task forces. This approach makes good sense for some of the more difficult issues that will
be addressed later in the development process, such as growth modeling, measuring teacher effectiveness
and evaluation, standard setting, and vertical scaling. Because of the compressed nature of the
development cycle, however, and the extent of the decision making that needs {o be completed by July 1,
2011, when the item-developers come on board (e.g., item development, text complexity,
accessibility/accommodations), it appears that the RFIs and expert panels slated to be use early on in the
process are excessive and will delay the decisions that need to be made by the crucial July 1, 2011 take-off -
point, For these matters, consideration should be given to composing the expert groups so that-they include
the expertise that could otherwise be provided through RFls, if time permitted.

A related concern has to do with phasing the research to be sure results are available when needed in the
development process. The research proposal is careful, for example, to consider phasing in regard to the
question of when and how to research the questions posed by common achievement standards. But
phasing is not taken into consideration elsewhere. For example, given the contribution to project costs of
the decision not to use computer-administration or computer-scoring for children in grades 3-5, and given
the contribution to project risk and cost of uncertainties associated with Artificial Intelligence scoring, it
would make serse to begin the planned studies of these issues immediately, rather than going through the
slower RFl/experi-commiltee process currently envisioned.

Also related to the above two points, early resolution of the key question of who will do the research (a
single vendor, multiple vendors, or the PMP) is warranted. Not having the actual research team on board
from the beginning deprives the Partnership of that team's expertise (which in some cases could substitute
for the RF1 and committee process, and in other cases could inform that process) and also risks
misalignment between the research plan committee experts develop and the one the procured experts
would consider optimal,

The Research Strétegy Group is made up of experts, not managers, but is given operational
responsibilities, namely, managing the work of the task forces 1o a timeline. This management strategy
adds operatjonc[ risk.

The Partnership acknowledges the need to feed its research and evaluation findings back into the design
and development process but has no real plan for how that goal will be met.

Recommendations.
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* Quickly resolve the question of who will do the research studies, so research vendor(s} can contribute to,
and possibly reduce the complication and cost of, the up-front process of RFls and committee
considerations.

" Conduct return-on-investment (ROI studies on having more rather than fewer test occasions, to determine
if the mix of § annually for ELA and 4 annually for math is optimal.

* Conduct ROI studies on Performance Event vs. Computer-Enhanced items vs. Constructed Response
ltems vs. Selected Response items o determine the comparative vaiue of each relative to cost to facilitate
proper balancing of item types,

* Conduct garly studies of Al and computer testing of children in grades 3-5, to see if findings can help
decrease cost and risk by allowing computer testing of early grades, and can justify a smaller amount of
human scoring and influence Partnership policy on scoring generally.

* Consider whether there is a need for both RFls and expert committee deliberations on research iopics,
especially where answers are needed early in the process in order to facilitate the development work.

{A)(6) Professional Capacity and Outreach
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{A)(6) Rev:ewer Comments.
Evaluation:

PARCC's plan for for supporting teachers and administrators in implementing the assessment system and
for developing the professional capacity to use the assessments and results to inform and improve
instructional practice is modest, leaving the vast bulk of the capacity-building responsibility to member _
States. Given this, the capacity-building budget appears to be too high, and some of the resources devoted
to this component are not well -justified. Additionally, PARCC has not developed a mechanism for

monitoring and benchmarking the all-important data-training efforts of member States or for States to share
effective practices in this regard.

PARCC's strategy for informing the public and key stakeholders about the assessment system and for
building support for the system is strong, although it may be under-funded. It was difficult to tease out the
funding for this activity from the Project Management budget, where only $400,000 in dedicated funding

was identified. Of concern, the outreach focus seems to be more on building support for the the high school
exit standards than for the implementation of the assessments in the lower grades, even though the latter
implem entation is likely to create the greatest need for public oufreach and explanation to counteract the
concerns the Partnership acknowledges in regard to public perceptions and potential misperceptions about
the impact of the new assessment system on the use of classroom time. |

Explanation:

* The Partnership does not plan to conduct any direct training of teachers in member States, instead -
leaving that responsibility with the member States. This is reasonable given the need for State flexibility and -
choice and given rescurce limitations.

* The Partnership lists four capacity-building strategies it will pursue. Two strategies are to'build a series of
online video training modules in order (1) to assist educators in administering the assessment, including by
developing certified experts in test administration, and (2) to assist educators in-using assessment results
to improve instriction. Although successful completion of the latter set of courses can aspire to be only 2
small part of what it takes to train teachers and principals to use the rich new data effectively to diagnose
and cure instructional failure, the funds devoted to these efforts ($2 million) seem likely to be effective and
well-spent relative to their amount and goals and relative to other project components.
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* Another capacity-building strategy is for the Consortium to provide assistance to States in understanding
how to transition from existing standards and assessment systems to the CCSS standards and the PARCC
assessment system - using gap analysis, curriculum maps, realignment of existing curricula, etc. This
seems 1o be valuable assistance, but there evidently is no budget for it. Perhaps this service will be
available to Stales that choose to purchase it from the Consortium or its PMP.

* The remaining capacity-building strategy, to which $4.5 million of the $6.5 million budget for capacity
building is devoted, is to create a cadre of content experts. As also is described in comments to the budget

in section (A)(8), the entire expense here is for 90 educators to travel fo, and take part in, 32 meetings
focused on assessment design and review. The total number of individuals involved is unclear, because it

is not said whether each educator will atiend only one of the 32 90-person mestings {in which case there

will be 2880 total participants) or whether each person will attend all 16 meetings (meaning there are 180
total participants), or something in between. The goal is for these individuals to acquire expertise through
their participation in the assessment-development work, then for them to "help model good instruction and
support professional development training for other educators in their schools and districts.” This guoted
passage is the only description of any plan for how these educators will contribute to professional capacity
building in their States. The proposal doesn't indicate how the value of these individuals wilt effectively or
systematically scale statewide. The more of these individuals there are {up to 2880, about 90 per State).

the thinner their training will be; the fewer of them there are (as few as 180, or 6 per State), the thinner their
abifity will be to provide professional development support at scale in their home States. Even for any
educators who take part in all 16 meetings, it is unlikely, given the meetings' focus on test design and
development, that sufficient professional development will occur to assure their expertise in the use of the
data for formative and diagnostic purposes. if these individuals are crucial to the assessment development
process, then their modest coniribution to professional capacity building may be a worthy side benefit. But if .
the main goal is for capacity building support, the strategy is not convincing as currently explained, givenits
cost. :

Given (1) how crucial it is for educators in the States to become proficient in using the rich data the new
system will generate to improve instruction, (2) how demanding that task will be precisely because of the
richness and complexity of the data being generated by the distributed tests, and (3) the inability of the
Partnership to fund or conduct significant professional training in member States, there is a significant risk
that a substantial value of the new system will be lost for lack of the necessary, intensive, embedded
professional training. The Partnership takes no step to reduce this risk by providing a clearinghouse
function for state training strategies in much the same way as it plans to do for state public-outreach
strategies. Nor does the Partnership ask States to inform it of their capacity-building plans, contemplate
meetings among States to facilitate improvement of those plans, or have any other mechanism for
monitoring and benchmarking the plans against each other in a way that could create a race to the top
among them,

Recomme ndations:

* Provide more of a justification for the $4.5 million devoted to the teacher meetings. If the expenditures are
mainly in service of assessment development, allocate them to that budget component, and consider
whether they are justified for that purpose. If the expenditures are mainly in service of professional capacity
-building, provide an explanation of how the expertise provided will be useful at scale in the membership
States.

* Provide a clearinghouse, monitoring and benchmarking function for State efforts to enable educators
statewide to become proficient in the use of the rich new assessment data in diagnosing and curing
instructional weakness.

* Consider whether the public outreach activity is sufficiently funded and properly balanced between public
outreach in regard {o the standards and assessments for high school students versus those for students in
the lower grades.

http:/www.mikogroup.comy/rtta-comp/(X(1)F(53C65D5A6C886333FEDF78F07E2ASEDE...  8/3/2010



Technical Review Page 14 of 23

(AX7) Technology Approach
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{A)7) Reviewer Comments:

PARCC has worthy aspirations to use technology effectively to improve the quality and accessibility of its
proposed assessment system. The Partnership's strategy is to use the inducement provided by the Race
to the Top/Assessment funding to prompt industry to create open-source and cloud technology that permits
seamless two-way links between each member State's existing data system and the Parinership's
assessment database and reporting engine.

Aside from a single notional and unelaborated diagram, however, the Partnership provides no description of
the architecture it has in mind; provides no reference to an existing system with the technology it imagines;
appears to underestimate substantially the difficulty of identifying or developing technology that will enable
data to flow easly between its system and the various systems of different vintages in use in the
Parfnersh;p s 3C-plus States; and almost certainly will not be able to realize its aspirations withinthe $22
million its budget has allocated to this component.

Indeed constructing the contemplated (1) back-end data store, (2) identity-management and security

systems, (3) real-time population of and access to data, (4) four-second response time, (5) content
management capability (e.g., the PRC item bank with functional ity for educators to design their own
formative/interim assessments and online libraries of other resources), and the (6) front-end reporting
engine (e.g., the Interactive data Tool), (7) the reports themselves, {8) supporting analytic and data-
custom-zation tools, (9) incremental backups, {9) core metrics, and (10) field testing will likely eat up most
or all of the budgeted amount.

That will leave insufficient resources, by a wide margin, to establish the (11) intended links to the various
State systems and, beyond that, to provide the various assessment-related fools that are contemplated as
part of this budget component, including (12) technology to support innovative assessment items (video,
drag and drop, highlighting ete), {(13) training for members of assessment design committees, (14)
assessment administration functionality (e.g., equation editor, pull-down menus, calculator tools); (15}

online tutorials and practice functionality, (16) technological accommodations for special populations, (17}
scoring capability (e.g., capacity to recognize highlighted. passages and graphs within a tolerable margin of
error and leading-edge Artificial Intelligence scoring capacity), and (18) web (PDF?} distribution of papers

for human-scoring with an intelligent feature that limits whao can and cannot score a particular student’s
paper.

Additionally, the current specification calling for only 1 million users-at a time is insufficient in a Partnership
with 21.4 million test takers, This demonsirates the necessity of providing the additional back-end capacity
that the Partnership has made & portion of its Level 2, Priority 2 back-up request.

The Partnership correctly looks forward to the day when industry will provide the K-12 domain with modular,
inter-operable, cpen-source tools that permit the many one-off state systems fo communicate with each
other. It suggests that RTTT-A resources can be used as leverage to hasten the coming of that day. inthat
way it hopes to assure that the technology it develops for this project can be reused by other States or
organizalions in a cost effective manner. However, uniess additional funds are available - including, for
example, if a major portion of the technology funds from competing RTTT-A projects were merged into a
common fund to create a single inter-operable system for multiple consortia ~ it is unlikely that the
inducement the Partnership hopes for will arise. A $22 million contract is not unusually large by current IT
standards, considering the private as well as the public sector. And the lack of leverage is magnified by the -
Partnership's worthy desire to require the creation of open-source technology. Doing so may diminish the
value of the conlract to many vendors because they have no hope of resélling the code and tools they
develop and will have to obtain a profit based entirely on development fees, requiring them te raise the
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price they charge the Partnership for programming and other development work. Additionally, because
existing open-source technology (e.g., for content management) has not been widely used in the K-12
domain, there are not many consulting-support organizations that are experienced in customizing that

technology to K-12 requirements.

The Partnership appears to recognize the risk here. it qualifies its commitment to "leverag(e] advances in
technology needed to bring our sophisticated assessment design system to scale by 2014-15" by
acknowledging that it "will need o closely monitor the feasibility of its technology plans during the design

and development stages of the work to ensure that the Partnership and our partners develop state-of-the-

art technology solutions . . . ." The problem with this approach — and the Partnership's hope that it can rely
on other technology that may materialize (e.g., the system the Council of Chief State School Officers has
proposed) — is timing. The timeline gives the Partnership about a year after putting out an RFP for and
contracting with vendors to produce the system in time for field testing. Even with sufficient resources, that
is an aggressive timeline for the large amount of functionality described above. There is no time available to
wait for other technology to appear.

Feasibility, therefore, depends on the Partnership’s ability to shift additional resources to this component.

PARCC recognizes the equipment and infrastructure requirements imposed on States, districts and schools
by an all-computerized assessment system, and the data requirements the system imposes on States
(including a capacity to link students, teachers and administrators). The Partnership has developed a
credible strategy for assisting States in finding ways to understand and meet these challenges.

Recommendation:

* Direct additional resources to this budget component.

* If there are multiple RTTT-A grantees, consider. combining the resources available to all of them for
technoiogy and requiring them to develop a single, inter-operable system. To the extent possible, consider
leveraging systems newly created or being created by particular States or LEAs.

(A)(8) Project Management
AvailaBile | Score
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 (A){8) Reviewer Comments.

Evaluation

PARCC's project management plan has some strong features but does not provide full confidence that it

will result in implementation of the proposed assessment system on time, within budget, and in a manner
that is financially sustainable over time. The Partnership's Project Management Partner (PMP) does not
have significant experience with a management, integration and implementation/operational task of this
scale. The Partnership proposes to place chief management responsibility, including the Director role, in 8
FTEs who have not yet been hired, whose qualifications are unknown, and who have never before worked
together on any project, much less one of this scope. Without elaborat&on the proposal mentions in-passing
the possibility of donated assistance from an organization {Battelle) with more of the required experience.
But a project of this scale requires a qualified PMP under a contractual arrangement that gives it full
responsibility for management success or failure — which i is unlikely to be the case for an occasional,

unpaid advisor. The proposed PMP has an impressive — indeed, heroic — frack record of conducting
carefully crafted sequences of meetings and interim d_raftmg and reporting processes that eventually
generate a policy consensus around educational standards where none had existed before or seemed
possible. In one case, the PMP used that process to obtain consensus around end-of-course standards for
Atgebra Il and then Algebra |, after which the PMP contracted with and ma naged a vendor that constructed
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two exams aligned to the standards. Those exams, however, were relatively traditional in design and
scoring methodology and are administered to only about 100,000 students a year. The PARCC proposal
that the PMP has helped craft is built in this same image, devoting very substantial amounts of funds to
travel and meetings, on top of even more substantial amounts of fund devoted to project management itself
and separate additional funds for the fiscal agent budget (which is devoted almost exclusively to contract
management), while spending comparatively little time discussing the process of actually building and
integrating PARCC's many proposed, complex and novel products. Those products are on a much larger
scale than the two end-of-course tests for 200,000 students annually that the PMP has built in the past and
include, e.g., at least 18 summative tests (considering the through-course testing moduies, it is more like 81
different tests) and some formative assessments, for 8 grade levels, in 2 subjects, for 21 million students
annually, using items (e.g., performance tasks) and scoring techniques (e.g., Artificial Intelligence) that
have never before been applied in this manner in the context of K-12 summative tests) and requiring a
large-scale technology platform of at sort the PMP has never built, with data collection and storage, test-
administration, scoring, reporting, business intelligence, content management and social networking
functionality, and also requiring training exercises and public outreach efforts on a national scale. All of
those components have o be designed, developed, seamlessly integrated, and delivered on a
compressed, grant-disciplined timeline. The proposal does not make sufficiently clear how the Partnership
intends to make the large number of small incremental policy decisions that will have to be made each day.
Managing that kind of process through many periodic meetings of experts convened from around nation is
not a proven approach. Too much of the budget appears to be devoted to administration, leaving other
project components (especially building and implementing the technology components) seriously under-
funded.

* The qualifications of the PMP, as evidenced by its mission, size, experience {inc'iudfng past success in
implementing similar projects), and key personnel assigned to this project are impressive in regard to some
(e.g., pollcy makmg standards-test ahgnment, and research) aspects Uf the project but are not sufficient for

(1) The PMP has extensive experience and an unmatched track record of assisting groups of States,
higher education representatives, other dispersed actors in reaching a general or national policy
consensus, and building sufficient consensus and will within each State to enable it to take effective steps
to implement the policy behind the consensus. The PMP has: advised, supported and provided rigorous
institutes for States that have undertaken to implement those agresments by adopting educational
standards and aligning summative and formative assessments and curriculum and public outreach to the
standards. In the case of Algebra |l and | standards, it helped develop specifications for summative
assessments to measure attainment of the standards and managed a contract with a vendor with
experience building similar assessments in the creation of those tests. Many of its employees have been K-
12 educators themselves, primarily in math but in at least one case in ELA as well. It has substantial
research experience and capacity. (Until recently, the PMP's experience is weighted heavily towards high
school standards and assessments.)

(2) The PMP has an $8 million annual budget (up from $4 million in 2003). As currently designed,
this Project Management effort would triple its budget. If the entire grant amount is considered, this project
would increase ifs budget 20-fold. Its limited experience building assessments is confined to end-of-course
exams in math for the upper grades. It has: no experience managing a project of this scope, measured by
either the project budget; the number of components, employees, consultants, and meetings; the number of *
contracts and small and large vendors to be managed; the task of building and integrating large-scale
technology components; the need to integrate often novel content, scoring methodology, technology,
research, training and public outreach; and an aggressive: ﬂmelzne tied to a funding mechanism with no

“give” in the case of delay or cost overruns. The PMP’s self-described mission, strengths and qualifications
do not encompass these project management, systems integration and operational disciplines and
activities. None of its current employees is a trained or certified project manager.

(3) The PMP contemplates a management team of 23 people, 12 of whom are current employees.
Among those 12, however, 8 would spend 50% or less of their time on the project. Only 4 of the 15 people
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who will work _fp!l time on project management are currently known and employed by the PMP; the other 11
remain 1o be hired, including the overall Project Director, Finance and Federal Reporting Director,
Assessment Director, Education Community Outreach Director and Postsecondary Engagement Director.
This is a large project team ~ perhaps larger than it needs fo be — especially taken fogether with the four
FTEs included in the separate Fiscal Agent budget component. A large amount of time is slated to be spent
convening and conducting meetings of experts costing close to $4 million (exclusive of travel) including a

full time Meeting Planner. Pulling together a new project team composed mainly of full-time staff who have

to be hired for this purpose, have never worked together, and have no common project management
approach, protocols and tools imposes significant risks.

{4) Risk is increased because the proposal contemplates numerous separate coniracts and RFPs,
the largest of which {for assessments and technology) evidently will not result in the identification and
contracting of vendors until at least nine months into the project (June-30, 2011). Focusing only on item-
content development, the proposal says: "The Partnership is likely to release multiple RFPs for various
components of the system to take advantage of and encourage innovation across multipie sectors, rather
than issuing a single RFP.") PARCC thus has decided to do the contracting piecemeal, rather than at least
inviting, if not requiring, consortia of vendors - with a single project-management, integration, and fiscal
structure — to bid on collections of functionality and to assemble a group of subcontractors to provide
desired diversity and inter-vendor competition. This approach expands the management cost (muitiple
centracts, billing protocols, invoices, governance structures, and management teams) and risk. Even just
the Partnership's technology plan, although composed of six or more large components and distinct toals,
provides for no integrator or integration funding. Rather than a single set of integrator-to-integrator
interactions taking place between and among different vendors, different management staff, and different
design/work teams and teams of convened experts, expanding risk.

*The pr@ject werk plan and timeline, including, the major milestones, deadlines, and entities responsible for
execution, and the approach to identifying, managing, and mitigating risks associated with the project are
not fully adequale to the project:

{1} The Project Management plan is clear, wel!-wr]tien', and in mos! cases well-documented. It
commendably facilitates review and evaluation of what is intended. The management scheme in Figure 1 of -
the management section along with the supporting narrative; and the timeline in Figure 2, reveal that the
Partnership has a good overall picture of the major management task it faces.

{2) The proposed management and decision-making process, involving the convening and :
achievement of agreement among diverse and representative groups of experts and policy makers, seems
fairly well-suited to the initial policy decisions that are slated to be made in the Fall 2010 fo Winter 2011
period and for test design. One concern; discussed in the (A)(1) comments above, is that the quarterly
meetings of the Governing Board will be insufficient to provide the necessary resolution of disagreements
and final decisions in a timely fashion. Another concern is that the planned use of both RFls and expert
panels will slow down these initial decisions.

(3) The proposed management and decision-making process is not, however, as well-suited to the
development, integration, and operational processes that will commence as of about June 2011. For that
part of the project, the Partnership needs to delegate, but has not delegated, significant day-to-day decision |
-making authorily to some executive or set of executives with. the project, with the Governing Board
focusing on major decisions and resolving occasional disputes. Whether this executive is the Project
Director contemolated in the PMP structure, or needs to be something more like the coordinating committee
and its chair tha: is contemplated in the recommendations to (A)(1) above, is a matter for the Partnership to
decide. But a sufficient process is not currently set out in the application.

{4) In regard to the timeline:

(A) Many key policy decisions about the scoring blueprint, common policies and procedures (e.g.,
for defining EL students, special-needs.accommodations, test security and item-release policies) are set to
accur between October 2010 and February 2011. Reaching these kinds of agreements are the forte of the
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PMP. Under these circumstances, the aggressive timeline for the getting major foundation decisions made
is commendable and will reduce risk for the RFP process and for vendors.

(B) The timeline has a sensible overall logic: Foundational policy decisions are made between

October 2010 and February 2011; RFPs generate vendors by June 30, 2011, Initial development of key
compenents occurs between then and June 2012, along with pilot testing. Full field testing occurs
thereafter, followed by further development steps in reaction to the testing. Development of scoring and
reporting strategies follows the initial development period as well, given the need to design the tests before
deciding how to score and report on them. In regard to all of these steps, there is a much clearer and more
detailed plan and timeline for the assessment work streams than for the reporting and technology ones —
consistent with the areas of relative strength and weakness in the proposal as a whole. Given the ambition
of both the new test content (which amounts to content for 81 different tests each year, spread over 9
grades, 2 subjects, and 9 distributed testing points (5 for ELA, 4 for math) - and in many cases imagines
quite novel material) and the new technology system, there is a serious question whether one year of initial

- development {July 2011 to June 2012) will suffice. It might be possible to begin scoring and reporting
development during the later stages of the assessment and technology design processes in order to-get a
sufficiently early start on those decisions, both of which have significant implications for the technology
system.

(C) More generally, extracting, transforming and loading data from the member States is one of
the most difficult tasks presented by this project, and littie consideration is given {o that function in either
timeline or the budget.

(D} Itis unclear whether sufficient time has been built in for integrating the various technology
pieces (the technology timeline, refers 1o six separate development projects for different tools in the system,
but has no reference to their integration), nor for integrating assessment formats for administration, scoring
and data into either the reports or the technology system. Initial item development, and development of the
technology platform, are both slated to be completed about the same time {6/30/12), and field testing
begins two months later. It is unclear whether that is enough time for the products of those two work
streams to be integrated.

(E) Although crucial, the process and timeline for developing performance level descriptors, &
common growth model and common achievement standards are not fully set out in the timeline and
narrative, creating a risk that the Parinership's admirable goals in this regard — a key strength of the
proposal — will not come to fruition on time.

(5) Adding to project risk, one or more significant matters of baseline policy remain to be determined
by PARCC. Evidently, the Partnership has not reached agreement on scoring policy - i.e., the appropriate
mix of human scoring (whether by teachers or a third-party vendor) and Artificial Intelligence scoring. The
possibility of having to conform the system lo different approaches taken by different States adds risk to the
development process and cost estimates.

(6) The Parinership devotes a single paragraph to risk- management, which consists largely of a
statement that the Goverhing board “with support from [the PMP]” will monitor the PMP. This paragraph
makes passing reference to the possibility of donated assistance from a contract research and
development organization (Battelle). The Partnership is to be commended for recognizing the importance
of project management support from an organization like Battelle. But the informal, unpaid, and unspecified
arrangement that is suggested will aimost certainly not provide the necessary amount of risk management.

* The Partnership's Level 1 and Level 2 budget modules are clear, but in the case of the Level 1 budget,
there appears tc be some imbalance between components that in some cases seem to be over-funded in
relation to project objectives and in other cases seem to be inadequately funded to support the
development of an assessment system that meets the requirements of the absolute priority:

(1) The overall adminisirative component of the budget is too high relative to the other needs. This
includes fiscal and product management ($18 million), support for contributing states (87.3 million), and
significant parts of the overall budget for travel and meetings (~$12 million). Although some of these parts
of the budget are more properly allocated to development and training than to administration, the 25% of
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the budget devoted to them seems excessive. One modest, but significant contributing factor is the decision
to hold all meelings in a relativeiy expensive location, Washington, D.C. Another item of concern is the
money allocated to pay for support from Governing States ($7.3 million). This is for FTEs who will perform a
project coordinetion role on a state- -by-state bases. Having a dedicated and responsible state coordinator is
a valid expense, above the administrative costs normally required for projects of this sort, which is
necessitated by the interstate nature of the endeavor. Cost containment strategies ought to be considered,
however,

{2) The Level-1 Technology budget is too low by a significant factor. It reaches a level that is closer to
reasonable in order to assure basic system integrity and functionality only when combined with the Level-2,
Priority 2 budget (310 miltion). In particular, $2.5 million for the Reporting, Data Warehousing, and
Interactive Data Tool seems low by perhaps a factor of two. The $3 million for the Content Management
system and Parinership Resource Center also seems low. The cloud computing infrastructure is a new
technology in the K-12 domain, providing significant risk in regard to the $5 million infrastructure estimate
(as is indicated in the Level 2, Pricrity 2 request for an additional $5 miliion).

(3) The $80 million for assessment design and development may be somewhat high. One
contributing factor is the high cost of Performance Tasks (PT), which, for example, are over six imes more
expensive than Technology-Enhanced constructed-response items (TE). In fact, PTs are far more
comparatively expensive than that, given that PT items can only be used once, while TE items can be used
more than once. and given that a smaller percentage of developed PT's survive the review process than do
TEs. It appears that something like 14 PTs per year, per subject, per grade are contemplated, which:may
be more than is necessary. More generally, given the increasing sophistication of TE’s, it is unclear whether
the value added by PTs is in all cases worth the expense added — a matter that, at the least, is worthy of
careful study but is not included in the Partnership’s research plan. Likewise, the extent to which the
frequency of through-testing adds o operation expense is not set out, but deserves similar return-on-
invesiment analysis.

(4) A small amount is set aside for paper-and-pencil assessment for 2 “small number” of students. A
concern arises whether the absence of computing equipment and infrastructure in some member States will
create more pressure for additional paper-and-pencil capacity.

{5) A major cost in item development, review and human scoring is the per-hour cost of the experts
used to conduct these functions. It would be useful to know what that cost is, including in order fo aliow
comparison to the cost of using in-service teachers to do the work. Although the Partnership recognizes
the value of participation in item design as a basis for creating expertise among its projected training
specialists, it does not establish 2 policy that would take advantage of the same dynamic by involving
teachers from all member States in agsessment desian, review and scoring.

(8) There is some uncertainty in regard to the online delivery expenses, in part because they seem to
have been estimated separately from the technology work stream, There is a sentence in the proposal
stating that: “The costs for an online assessment test delivery system including scoring of selected-
response and technology-enabled items, hosting, maintenance, and other associated system costs has
been estimated at $3 per student per year based on the nature of the assessment system for a total of
$400,000.” The amount stated only makes sense if it assumes that 133,333 students will be taking the
assessment, a number of test takers that is unexplained. (The Partnership has 21.4 miilion tested
students.}

(7) There is substantial uncertainty in the actual cost of Artificial intelligence scoring, adding risk, as
again is suggested by the additional $5 million requested for this purpose in the Leve!l 2 budget.

(8} The amount devoted to Quality Control seems low.

(9) The 340{] 000 allocated for ;Su'bﬁé outreach seems low given the magﬁitude of the task of avoiding

{10} Approximale!yisti.s million of the budget for Professional Capacity Building -- i.e., over 75% of
the $6.5 million budget for that component - is for travel and the cost of 32 meetings for 90 educators each
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from the partnership States. The purpose of these meetings is not entirely clear from the budget narrative
or the discussion in (A)(8). Evidently, the desire is to have a number of educators from each State become
expert in the new system by working with the design and review teams, who then would be availabie as
resources for the State when the system rolls out. It is unclear whether these individuals are necessary to

the item-development/review process. If so, their expense should be budgsted to that domain. But if these
individuals are mainly being used for capacity-building, then it is unclear how effective they will be, given
the small numbers involved relative to the entire body of teachers in a given State and given their uncertain
distribution within States and lack of any obligation to make themselves available as trainers or deveioper
when they return to their home State. Part of the problem is that it is not clear whether each participating
educator will attend only one of the 16 meetings {in which case there would be 2880 such people whose
expertise would be based on participation in a single meeling) or whether, on the other hand, the same 180
people would take part in all 16 meetings (meaning 6 highly trained experts to cover each of the member
States). Neither of these models has obvious power as a ¢apacity-building device.

*In its Level 2 Budget Modules, the Partnership gives a lower priority to additional technology support than
to a formative assessment too! for K-2 students. As is discussed above, additional funding for the
technology system is necessary to assure its basic viability. However, it appears that cuts in other parts of
the Level 1 budget could make provide space within the $150 million cap to accommodate those additional
technology needs, without having fo take advantage of Level 2 spending.

* The K-2 formative assessment tools contemplated in the Priority 1 portion of the Level 2 Budget Module is
appropriately addressed as a Budget 2 priority. Devoting $10 million to pushing forward the know-how and
capacity associated with K-2 assessment would be a welcome development given the current under-
development of K-2 assessment, its importance, and also given the sensitivity to the needs and also to the
substantial challenges that is exhibited in the Partnership’s Level 2 proposal. Based on experience, the
current under-development of formative K-2 assessment tools is a substantial barrier to improved student
learning at this crucial early age, and this proposed Level 2 item would go a long way towards filling this
gap. A further specification of details about what is intended would facilitete evaluation.

* As of now, neither the Partnership nor its individual members has a clear plan to enable States to bear the
estimated costs for the ongoing administration, maintenance, and enhancement of operational
assessments going forward. The per-pupil cost of operating the system ($32.68) seems high. There is no
information about how this figure {which does not include equipment and infrastructural costs) compares to
the per-pupil funding the member States currently devote to summative assessments. Nor is there a well-
developed process for determining the equipment and infrastructural needs of each State and providing
assistance in meeting them.

* The Partnership does not examine the costfo States of contributing the data needed for the new Data
Warehouse and its Interactive Data Tool, including developing data formats that align with the Parinership's
tools and capturing data (e.g., linking students to teachers and classrooms) that most States do not
‘currently collect centrally. The Partnership is to be commended, however, for acknowledging the
importance of student and teacher identifiers.

Recommendations:

*Reconfigure the management structure (including for policy decision-making and project and fiscal
management) by:

- Encouraging the existing PMP, in fieu of hiring new unconnected individuals, to subcontract with a
seasoned, financially committed project management and integration specialist with substantial experience
integrating and implementing components of this diversity and magnitude at this scale.

- Reconsider the decision-making and management structure to provide more of a capacity for day-
to-day decision-making, especially on questions of implementation that places less reliance on panels of
‘experts convened intermittently whose proposals then have to be approved at quarterly meetings of the
Governing Board. The coordinating committee suggested above and described in the comments to (A)(1}is
one possibility.
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- To retein, but streamline, the state-by-state project coordinator function, offer States the option of
empowering a member of the Project Management office to serve as their slate-by-state project
coordinator, or detailing an employee to the PMP, or teaming up with other States to hire or designate a
coordinator. In this way, there could be less than one FTE per Governing state assigned to this crucial but
expensive line fiem.

* Consider combining the major RFPs (e.g., for assessment design, scoring, technology, reports) into a
single vehicle, and inviting major industry integrators to organize consortia of vendors with the full range of
technical, K-12 domain, fiscal and project management expertise. If diversity among, e.g., item-writing
vendors is desired, this can be accomplished by requiring a diversity of sub-contractors, and creating
contractual mechanisms through which their content is competitively compared. By retaining freedom at the
vendor-identification stage to select between, or mix and match among, different bidder teams and
individual bidders, the Partnership could assemble the right overall group of vendor partners, while
moderating the expense of running different RFPs and having to deal with and coordinate among many
different vendors, multiple billing and invoice practices and schedules, etc. The most important gain here
would be creating a single, strong project-management and integration operation on the vendor side to
interact with the Partnership’s own project management office.

* After making changes of this sort, redraft the budget, aiming to decrease the overall amount devoted to
administrative costs and increase the amount available for technology. Consideration of cuts in the
Professional Capacity and Research and Evaluation budgets is also warranted.

* If travel and meeting time remain high, consider establishing the Project Management Office in 2 more
centrally located hub location to which travel, and where meeting space, can be obtained less expensively
than the District of Columbia.

* Given the Performance Tasks' high financial and class-time cost, inability {0 be reused, scoring and other
risks, psychometric challenges, and potential overlap in functionality with the computer-enhanced
constructed response items, consider decreasing the number or cost of performance tasks, or conducting
an early pilot comparison of them to the technology-enhanced items {including administration, scoring,
psychometric.analysis and reporting) to determine whether the return on investment is sufficient.

“Increase the Level 1 Technology bud_gei by at least the amount contemplated in the Level 2, second-
priority budget. Consider teaming up with other consortia or use of new systems being developed by States
or LEAS to decrease technology costs.

* Survey computing and infrastructure capacity across member States to provide information about the
costs of implementing the new system apart from operational costs.

* Survey member State's data collection formats and warehousing policies to determine the best design for
the Partnership's data formats and to determine the cost to States of providing the necessary data.

* Incorporate the process of designing Common Achievement Standards into the timeline and budget.

* Consider extending the one-year initial development period for item development and for developing the
new technology platform.

* Consider whether the budget and timeline devote sufficient attention the the large-scale psychometric task
of combining four (math) and five (ELA) different tests each year, using three or four different types of test
items into a single, reliable, comparable score.

* Provide more detail on how the Partnership proposes to develop K-2 formative assessments in it Level 2
proposal.

Competitive Preference Priority: Collaboration and Alignment with Higher Education
B PR C6 e R b 7 s e
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: Competitive Preference Priority: Collaboration and Alignment with Higher . T T
Education

Competztwe Rewewer Comments'

Universities that, according to the States, represent 90% of the direct matriculation public students in the
member States, and some private universities,; have sent letters to the Secretary committing o participate
with the Partnership in the design and development of final high school summative assessments in
mathematics and English language arts in order to ensure that the assessments measure college
readiness. Among the Partnership States, only two had fewer than a majority of their direct matriculation
public students represented, and both had over 20%. The Partnership has developed a rigorous process in
which IHEs will be intensively involved in this process.

Additionally, the MOUs signed by each State commit the State, on a schedule not specified, to obtain
“commitments from public IHEs or IHE systems to use the assessment in all partnership states'
postsecondary institutions, along with any other placement requirement established by the IHE or IHE
system, as an indicator of students’ readiness for placement in non-remedial, credit-bearing college-level
coursework."

The IHE letters o the Secretary that have been obtained thus far suggest some weakness in the
commitment of IHEs or IHE systems to implement policies, once the final high-school summative
assessments are implemented, that exempt from remedial courses and place into credit-bearing college
courses any student who meets the consortium-adopted achievement standard and any other placement
requirement established by the IHE or IHE system. This weakness is visible in the letters’ use of language
of the following sort:

* |HE "pledge(s] to work collaboratively with our K-12 state counterparts and our higher education
colleagues across the partnership states to develop high school assessments that can serve as an indicator
of readiness for non-remedial, credit-bearing, college-level coursework in mathematics and English.”

* |HE is "committed to working with the Partnership to ensure that students who score college ready on
their high school assessments.can enter credit-bearing coursework: without remediation at this institution.”

* |HE is “"prepared to participate with the Partnership in the following next steps: . .. . Use of the assessment
‘in all Partnership states’ postsecondary institutions as an indicator of students’ readiness for placement in
non-remedial, credit-bearing, college-level coursework.”

* IHE is "prepared to participate in the design, development and standard setting process of the Partnership |
as follows: . . . Review how the new measure(s) may be used in conjunction with existing placement
measures estabhshed by the University of Arkansas System campuses, as an indicator of students’
readiness for placement in non-remedial, credit-bearing; college-level coursework.”

* [HE agrees to pursue the "the goal of using the new measure(s) as part of our course placement system
once the Partnership has set the college readiness standards for the assessment(s).”

Nonetheless, a sufficient level of commitment to meet the requirement was determined {o be present.

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

D Avallabls ¢ Srore

Absolute F’rlonty Comprehenswe Assessment Systems Meas uring Student : - Yes
Ach:evement Agamst Common College- and Career-Ready Standards

i

Absolute Reviewer Cem ments:
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PARCC'S application demaonstrates its intention to develop and implement an assessment system that
comprehensively measures student knowledge and skills against a rigorous set of college- and career-
ready standards. Its system aspires to: measure proficiency across the full range of those standards,
including standards that traditionally have been difficult to subject to measurement; to elicit complex student
demonsirations of knowiedge and skills across the full range of CCSS standards and student abilities: and

to provide an accurate measure of student growth over a full academic year. Its system consists of multiple
through-course assessment components and sophisticated item types in ELA and mathematics that

produce student achievement and growth data the Partnership States will use to: determine whether :
individual students are college- and career-ready or on track to being college-and career-ready; effectively
and accessibly assess all students, including English learners and students with disabilities; and produce
student achievement and growth data that can be used to inform determinations of school effectiveness,
individual principal and teacher effectiveness; profession development needs and instructional

improvement.

Two concerns are noted, but are sufficiently addressed by the proposed assessment system and
development plan to address the concerns and warrant an affirmative answer to this absolute priority. First, |
are significant concerns about management capacity and the distribution of resources in the budget, as is
developed in comments to {A)(8) above: Without proper management, it is impossible o conclude that the
Partnership "will develop and implement” a qualifying assessment system. Given PARCC's recognition of
theissues here, however, and given its ability to solve the problem by enhancing its PMP's project
management capacity through a more formalized version of the arrangement it proposes to create with
Battelle, this concern is adequately addressed.

A second concern is whether the proposal will develop and implement an assessment system that provides
an accurate measure of student achievement across the full performance continuum, including for high-
and low-achieving sludents. Absent computer-adaptive techniques, and particularly in the contest of the
fixed forms the Partnership appears to prefer, meeting this requirement poses a challenge. This concern

also is allayed, however, by the availability of techniques that can enable to the Partnership to fulfill its
clearly stated commitment to develop and implement a system with this capacity. Those techniques include
(1) the use of of-grade test forms {along with the waivers that the proposal contemplates that its member
States may request from ED), (2) broad use of off-grade items in the contemplated end-of-year exam, and
(3) adjustment cf the through-course assessments:earlier in the year to include some number of selected
response or constructed response items focused on students performing well below-grade.

In prior comments, specific recommendations are made in regard fo both of these concerns.

n
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Name: Level 1 Budget{s]
- Seecomments in (A)8).

? Lwe! 2 Budcetﬁ:

= Nama Format:ve Assessment Tools for K-2
See comments in (A)}(8).

Name Technology Enhancemems
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See comments in (A}8).

Néme: .
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Race to the Top
Comprehensive Assessment Systems
Technical Review Form

PARCC Application #PARCC|g)

(A)(1) Consortium Governance

. Avaiiable | Score

(A){ﬂ Consortium Governance 20 16

{A)(1) Reviewer Comments

- The detail of rights and responsibilities signed by participating states is a significant strength of the
partnership's submission. Alf of the required signatures have been secured.

-- The major componenits of the assessment system outlined in the vision are consistent with the
expectations required in the grant and outlined in the Theory of Action (summative assessment, formative
assessment, technology platform, scorlng and moderation, reporting platiorm, and tools for professional
development and capacity building in formative assessment).

-- Membership in the partnership exceeds the minimum requirements for the grant and is strengthened by
the involvement of states with very large populations. That being said, Governing states have limited
representation from the western half of the country, which has a relatively minor negative effect on the
submission.

— PARCC requires the chief state school officers to serve on the Partnership’s Governing Board, which
constitutes a significant strength in the commitment of the states involved as well as in their ability to move
issues along.

-- Participating states must commit to piloting and field testing, which is an advantage to the PARCC
submission efforts in acquiring the psychomelric data necessary for implementation of the assessment
program.

- Florida is identified as the fiscal agent, which is a strength because one state is identified for the fiscal
accountability of grant funding. Unfortunately the submission provides no information as to the reason for
this selection and, specifically, information pertaining to their track record in managing grants of this nature.

-- The partnership has already concluded the competitive process to contract the project management
partner and, therefore, will be ready to launch if this submission is successful.

-- The submission recognizes potential political risks which can influence commitment to a project with as
many political overtones as is evident in the Race To The Top. In the event that there is a change in
governor or chief state school officer, the state is required to affirm the state's ongoing commitment fo the
agreements previously in existence.

-- Membership opportunity outlined in the submission is a strength because non-partnership states may
apply to join at any time, and because member states may withdraw at anytime with only needing to
provide an explanation for the withdrawal. The latter aspect improves the partnership’s accountability
toward its members.

-- Since the Governing Board makes decisions by consensus, the implication is that unanimity is valued;

yet, a simple majority (referenced inaccurately as “supermajority”) is deemed adequate when consensus is
not achieved. The submission is weakened by not emphasizing consensus sufficiently when total !
consensus is lacking. Many issues in assessment-are philosophical in nature and benefit from agreement of
more than just & simple majority when dealing with pushback from the education system.

:
. . . . ! (b
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= In attempting to provide effective governance, the submission intends to establish "optimal size" working
groups. This is a laudable objective but could become a threat to the collaborative nature of the partnership
if inconsistent application of optimal size becomes evident.

-- The submission identifies a dozen policies that require resoiution and, therefore, become starting points
for the partnersnip's activities. Most of these policies have a resolution date prior to the end of August 2011,
and requiring so many decisions early in the process is considered a strength because working committees
will have critical information to guide their thinking.

-- This governance section of the submission is evaluated in the high range and at the low level.

- Recommendation: That consideration be given toward identifying a higher standard of agreement than
50% plus 1.

(A)(2) Theory of Action

A\ Jiiame Score

PR A G Al s s P Ol ot P i s sl b il

(A){Z)Themy ofActlon 5 4
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(A)2) Reviewer Comments

- The Theory of Action is built on a continuous process of assessments based on through

course summative assessments supplemented by optional formative assessment tools. This plan features
a considerable amount of testing which has a potential for negative reaction by teachers and parents. That
said, the through course component provides more opportunity to gather summative data on student
achievement. Therefore, the potential for acquiring meaningful data on student achievement from a
summative aspect is a considerable strength even though the time that might be necessary to
-accommodate hath fypes of assessment somewhat weakens the submission.

-- The computer based testing model leads to a standardized test approach that requires more items to
zero-in on a student's level of achievement and, therefore, more time to conduct the assessments. The
submission is weakened by not providing sufficient clarity as to the reasons why computer based
assessment is the chosen methodology over other types of approaches.

- The Education Department's selection criteria regarding testing, reporting, evaluating teachers and
principals, building capacity, and moderation are all addressed within the Theory of Action.

-- The commitment to ensure 90% of the school year is completed prior to commencing the final summative
assessment is a strength, especially in light of the additional commitment to have the scoring completed for
use in the students' year-end report cards.

- The submission makes it clear that student success is contingent on several factors including the quality
of service provided by the school (teachers and principals). This strengthens the submission because there
is an acknowledgement that improvement in student achievement is more than designing programs.

— Teacher professional development is an important requirement in making a submission, and the
partnership sees this element being addressed by the ongoing use of throughmurse assessments. The
partnership's commitment for rapid turnaround of results is a positive feature because professional
development needs should be readily evident for each teacher and school during the same school year that
has student learning being assessed.

- The assessment plan includes students from grades 3 through 11, which exceeds minimum grant
requirements. Aliribution for student achievement will be more easily identified for senior high programs,
which benefits the teacher evaluation aspect in the area of accountability . Further, students and their
parents will benefit from an ongoing assessment of progress relative to College and Career Readiness
without experiencing a gap between grades 8 and 11. The submission is accurate in identifying this added

b
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feature as providing increased motivation for students and, therefore, is considered a positive factor in the
submission.

-- This component of the submission is evaluated at the low level of the high range.

--Recommendat:on The partnershlp mdicates a commltment in their apphcatlon to connect w:th the
assessmeni and it is recommended that a discussion take place regarding the benefits and drawbacks
associated with this submission's computer based and SBAC's computer adaptive

assessments. Sipecifically, to what degree do these assessment technologies measure growth in student
achievement over the course of one year , and provide an accurate measure of student achisvement
across the full performance continuum, including for high- and low-achieving students.

(A)(3} Assessment System Deslgn

i Avasiabie ‘iror:.

e isman - A B S 5

(A)(3)Assessment$ystem Des:gn . 55 35
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(A)(3) Reviewer Comments:

-- The assessment proposal is consistent with the grant's selection criterion of being through-course
summative, end of year summative, as well as providing teachers with optional interim assessments for
formative purposes. This feature constitutes a positive. That said, the through-course assessments appear
to be aligned with periodic points (e.g. quarterly) through the school year with no indication whether the
curriculum taught early in the grade will be re-assessed at later points. Ambiguity on this issue constitutes a
negative,

-- The assessment system outlined in the namative is consistent with the theory of action, and the summary
table contained at the end of this section is an excellent and succinct porirayal of the narrative.

- Feasibility is a concern in this design because so much time during the year is set aside for testing.
Backiash from parents and teachers is a distinct possibility.

- The partnership intends to assess outcomes that have been traditionally more difficult to assess by
incorporating performance components for speaking, listening and writing in the ELA summative
assessment. These components will receive more classroom emphasis because they are being assessed
in a summative fashion. That said, speaking and listening assessments will not be incorporated into the

summative component but only be available for the report card. These also are important skills for College-
and Career- Readiness (CCR), and may not experience the desired emphasis in classroom discussion
because they are not included in the summative assessment, which is the basis for staff evaluations.
Recognizing that "what gets measured gets done", this aspect then weakens the submission.

— It is intended that prompts will be released so that teachers and students can better understand the
performance expectations of Common Core State Standards (CCSS). This is a necessary feature and
strengthens the design because prompts are easily recalled from year to year, and attempting to keep this
information from the public opens the door to some teachers and students not havzng equal access to such
important information.

- The commitment o a short timeframe for the turnaround of results is a significant plus in the submission
made even stronger by the lateness in the school year for beginning the final summative assessment
window. This combination of quick furnaround and late testing provides opportunity for teachers to have the
assessment results in time for year-end report cards.

~ Testing in grades 9 through 11 exceeds requirements and is a significant strength in the submission
because of the continuity of useable data already evident in the annual assessment program for grades 3
through 8.
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-- This section contains frequent use of examples to demonstrate what is meant by concepts being :
introduced thereby making interpretation of the submission's intentions refatively easy. It also indicates that
the partnership has already thought through many issues making this a strong aspect of the submission.

- The assessment design is strengthened by indicating that weighting of the components will be applied to
the various summative assessments, thereby indicating that this is an issue which eventually needs to be
resolved.

-- The submission recognizes that the high school standards will lead to course structures and, eveniually,
to assessment design for mathematics. This positive aspect is strengthened by committing to meet with
higher education before final decisions are made, so that they have input into how courses are struciured
and aligned with their entry-level courses.

- A plan to develop K-2 optional performance tasks is included as a level 2 budget priority. In essence, this
proposal substantially embellishes on the minimum grant requirements.

-- A cost-saving measure is indicated in the proposal as a result of an arrangement with Massachusetts to
release items alignad with CCSS standards to the PRC item bank.

- The test scoring portion of the plan is evaluated as a weakness because an inconsistent approach across
the partnership is employed. Use of teacher scorers is optional which introduces unfairness in the marking
process. Further, not including teachers reduces the professional development potential for building
assessment capacity in teachers..

-- Table 1 provides a rationale that speaks of an inconsistency. Double scoring is projected for the high
school assessments because these are high stakes in some states; yet, double scoring is not an option for
the other grades. It appears that the potential for teacher and principal evaluations to be considered as high
stakes is overlooked or, at the very least, is not regarded as being high stakes.

-- Tables 2 and 3 commit the partnersh:p to an extensive distribution of data reports for various
stakeholders. It is also indicated that parents will be given access to reports on schools in the area or
schools of similar make-up. This type of information demonstrates a higher level of commitment {o
accountability than merely providing evidence to parents on the performance of their child's school

alone. This feature is a positive enhanced by schools also having access to this type of information, which
provides opportunity to identify and contact exemplar schools for improvement ideas.

— The assessment plan is strengthened by aliowing teachers to determine timing of the formative
assessments so that these occur soon after instruction has occurred.

-- The proposal speaks of the need for a high percentage of double reads in scoring where high stakes
accountability is an issue. It appears as though the grant requirement to have student achievement

data inform determinations of principal and teacher effectiveness for purposes of evaluation is either
forgotten to be high stakes or is not considered high stakes. In fact, the introduction of these evaluations
being based partly on summative assessments means that high stakes are now universal,

-- The submission Is strengthened by recognizing and stating the important role accountability plays in
motivating improvement. Both support and: pressure strategies are necessary elements for improvement
but, frequently, the pressure aspect is downplayed.

-- Accommodations are a significant aspect of an assessment program and the submission is enhanced by
indicating its commitment to consulting with associations who are particularly focused on fair assessment
practices for all students.

-- The assessment design is clearly articulated in this section and in sufficient detail indicating that a
high degree of preliminary planning has already occurred.

- The section on system design is evaluated at the high end of the medium range.

-- Recommendation: That the partnership consider summative through-course assessment to occur less
frequently during the school year to allow more opportunity for formative testing.

_ (b)
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- Recommendation: That the partnership consult with SBAC on their experience and philosophy regardlng
grade 3-5 students’ readiness to undertake computerized assessments.

--_Recammendation: The proposal recognizes interpretation issues when there is evidence of 'low scores
with high growth’ or ‘low growth with high scores’, It is recommended that the partnership consider using a
gap reduction strategy for scoring performance proposed by the Center for Policy Research in Education
{CPRE) rather than the traditional tactic of measuring improvement.

-- Recommendation: That the partnership be more innovative by considering computer adaptive testing in
the summative assessment program in addition to its planned use in the formative assessment program.
Computer adaptive testing is more innovative because it adjusts for the level of difficulty after each student
response. In this way, it is an individualized assessment and has two significant advantages. First,

less testing time is required because fewer items are utilized to pinpoint student achievement. Second,
there is greater accuracy at the tails (higher or lower achievement) because the test adapts with more
questions for students whose level of achievement is at the tails. Computer based testing introduces a
greater margin for assessment error for measuring growth in students achieving at the high and low ends of
the achievemert scale. This recommendation is limited to ELA because the partnership believes this issue
is resolved in the Math assessment design; however, it may be a worthy consideration in Math as well.

(A)(d) Assessment System Development

Avaf{abi‘* Score
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(4) Assessment Systern Development __ 35 27
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{ )(4) Rewewer Comments:

-- The partnership intends to infuse rather than retro-fit universal design info the assessment program,
which meets the requirements stipulated for the grant application. This application is particularly strong in
its commitment for ensuring that universal design is evident.

- The process for developing the assessments is clearly enunciated as are the qualifications of the
personnel working on the various committees. This process is enhanced by a plan to unpack the CCSS and
determine the optimal assessment strategy for each standard. Unpacking these standards will be
accompanied by a very important activity of using samples of student work as evidence of what students
can actually do.

- Production of a test blueprint will be informed and refined by discussions about weightings to be applied
in the assessment design, as well as ensuring that there is a natural progression of tasks so that
assessments are comparable from one year fo the next.

- The PARCC's commitment to using authentic texts as much as possible is costly, but they understand
how students will benefit from writing assessments that are more like the real world.

- The process incorporates a good quality control strategy by using a Bias and Sensitivity Committee to
review all assessment items.

-- The grant requires completion of an assessment strategy by 2014/15 which requires aggressive staging

of activities. To this end, the parinership enhances its submission by setting a goal to pilot some test items

in 2011/12 and begin formal field testing in 2012/13. This schedule will provide ongoing feedback

necessary to achieve the project's target. Further, the proposal provides a recognized sampling strategy as
their way of ensuring test reliability.

-= Conducting field tests at the same time of the school year that the assessments will actually be taken
facilitates comparability from year to year, which is a significantly positive feature in a well-designed
assessment program.
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-- The plan to have end of year tests scored entirely by technology is fikely necessary for the quick
turnaround feature of this proposal, but its plan is weakened by introducing a risk to accurate scoring
because double scoring or read behinds in the through-course assessments is not being utilized.

-- The submission is strengthened by arilcuiatlng a full range of marker moderation sirategies for enhanced
quality control.

-- There are many aspects of this submission which indicate that development processes are well-in-hand
and, therefore, this section is evaluated in the high range. The concerns raised in this evaluation place the
overall section at the low level of the high range.

(A)(S) Research and Evaluation

Avallable . Score
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(A)[S) Research and Evaluation 30 26

(A)(E) Revlewer Comments

- Grant requirements specify the need for quality control mechanisms to achieve fairness, reliability and
validity in the assessments. The partnership has substantially enhanced its submission by designing a

series of committees comprised of gualified personnel to oversee psychometric issues which, if not handled
properly, can be an impediment to constructing quality tests.

-- The submission is enhanced by proposing to undertake a wide range of research regarding assessment
issues as well as on how the use of assessment information can be improved. Anaiysis of these {opics
indicates this to be a strong research agenda, and is particularly significant because the topics include
vertical scaling, which has ramifications for measuring improvement in student achievement.

-- The research design is strengthened by the partnership’s focus on the relationships regarding student
achievement and post-secondary assessments as well as international benchmarking assessments.

- This section acknowledges the legitimate concern that their assessment design will increase substantially
the amount of external testing teachers may have experienced previously. Therefore, their intent to study
the social impact of the testing program further strengthens their submission.

-- The partnership recognizes that their testing program is jeopardized by budget increases for this
assessment program and, therefore, their research design is enhanced by including a focus on how
economies of scale might be leveraged.

-- The submission responds to the selection criterion that conseguential studies be conducted. Not only are
systemic issues emerging from the expanded use of summative assessments being examined, but the
submission is enhanced by a plan to study the degree to which formative tools are actually accessed by
teachers.

-- The submission's research and evaluation component addresses all of the requirements of the grant and
is evaluated in the high range.

(A)(6) Professional Capacity and Outreach

-:. 3'1\1:1 |ubi» ‘;
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(A)(6) Rewewer L,omments.

-- PARCC's professional development plan is consistent with grant expectations. A positive feature of the.
partnership's plan is about how they endeavor:to achieve budget efficiency by not supplying the training
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directly but, rather, leveraging resources already being spent on professional development in each state.
Since PARCC refers to this project as having the "potential to profoundly change what goes on between
educators and students in classrooms", this approach to have states re-direct expenditures to this project
and, thereby, increase ownership is a significant strength.

- Re-directing professional development funding at the state level does not mean 2 'hands-off approach
but, rather, a 'handing-on' notion whereby the partnership commits to developing experts as well as training
tools/courses. This approach is enhanced by the partnership's commitment to maintain electronic records of
course completions, affidavits and assurances. Therefore, the potential for accountability within the
workforce is being strengthened.

-- The submission recognizes the significance of scoring student work accurately, and commits to providing
training for developing teacher capacity in this critical fairness activity. Participation in this training is
voluntary and, even though teachers can obtain certification, the approach outlined in the submission lacks
accountability because the marks scored by teachers on student tests will not be used. The submissionis
weakened by not outlining some strategy for following-up on teachers uninvolved in training, yet still scoring |
student work for marks on the student report cards. That being said, it is unclear that this professional
development fully satisfies the criterion that the professmnal developmentis inlended to inform instructional
practices to then improve instruction.

— The partnership anticipates a negative reaction to the increased 'number of testing days in a schoo! year
and strengthens its proposal by outlining a communications plan for amelicrating these concerns.
Particularly impressive is the commitment to focus on parents and how the new assessment process will
benefit them personally {e.g. What should | do if my child is not on frack).

-- The proposal is strengthened by its commitment to build coalitions with key stakehoider organizations.
Support from the post-secondary level is critical and the submission is enhanced by its commitment to
identify a position entitled, Director of Post-Secondary Engagement.

-- A concern in the outreach aspect pertains fo the preponderance of one-way communication
techniques without providing opportunity for feedback.

-- The submission in this category is evaluated in the high range and at the low level.

(A)(7) Technology Approach

% Avautabte ‘:cere
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{A)(?') Technology Approach ] 1 0 5
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{A)(7) Reviewer Comments:

-- This section lacks some of the specifics evident in other sections of this submission. Frequently the
proposal responds to grant requirements for this section with phrases such as "will provide", will need to
closely monitor", will carefully study", etc., and does not provide lists of examples to clarify their infentions
for the reader.

- Most of the technologies identified in this section demonstrate little innovation as much is already in use.
The control mechanisms for accommaodations during testing is innovative.

-- There is an intention to "push the field" to develop an improved Al scoring mechanism which can be
identified as a positive. That said, Al is a significant assumpticn in this submission and a suitable back-up
plan is not articulated if this technology does not meet expectations.

-- Continuing to utilize paper-pencil assessments in grades 3-5 is a weakness in the submission.

-- The submission is strengthened by a plan fo develop a school site certification process so that states can
determine which sites need upgrading.
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-- This section of the submission is evaluated in the medium range.

-- Recommendation: That the partnership consuit with other testing organizations regarding the use of
computers when testing students in grade 3 through 5.

(A)(8) Project Management
| Ava;&a;:le Score

(AJ(S) Pro;ect Management 3ﬁ 22
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(A)(8) Reviewer Comments:

-- The submission is sirengthened by the early identification of a project management firm, which has
already engaged in numerous projects in the education sector and across many states. Also, there has
already been a connection with most of the states in the partnership because of these previcus projects,
including work in assessment.

--The firm is located in Washington and, as a positive, states that it is an “independent, bipartisan, nonprofit
education reform organization”; however, it is relatively small in size and will need to supplement its
organization with new staff. That said, the base of the organization has already established itself as a
reputable firm in the eyes of 'Education Week' as one of the most infiuential groups in the nation.

--Qualifications of the firm's senior staff are included as per grant requirements, and the submission is
enhanced because the firm's president has significant experience in working with education standards and
assessment.

- The project management will benefit from the organization's commitment to ongoing communications with
its members through a members-only web- site. i

-- The project is strengthened significantly by being aligned, at no cost 1o the partnership, with a large
independent contract research and development organization that will assist in project management.

— A weakness in the plan emerges by the lack of consistency in the scoring process whereby states will
have flexibility to choose their own mechanism for scoring student responses. This notion introduces
unfairness and reduces potential for economies of scale. Hence there is a large differential in potential
assessment costs indicated depending on the model chosen by each state.

— The partnership is of the opinion that test administration costs will be lower than current costs, which
would be a positive feature given that the new assessment scope would be considerably larger than what
has been in place.

— A project timeline Ii'stlr;g:_major evenis is contained provides a quick summary regarding priorities, and
information about how states will fund and maintain the assessment system over time is also included.

- This section is evaluated in the high range but at the low level.

Competltwe Preference Pnonty Collaboration and Ahgnment with ngher Education

Hame ;. a2core
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Competitive Preference Priority: Collaboration and Alignment with Higher .20 ;_ 20
Educatlon
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- Com petttwe Reviewer Comments:
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-- The partnership meets selection criterion in its interactions with higher education by securing their
commitment to use. assess‘ment resu[ts as an indicator of student readiness for general education

-- The commitments represent 90% of direct matriculation students in public IHE's in ali partnership states,
which significanily exceeds the threshold identified in the selection criterion.

- The proposal outlines a detailed strategy on the collaborative work between the project and higher
education.

-- Commitment letters from the IHE's are signed as per the selection criterion.

4B e A A 48R P MOl e A R M il

Absolute Priority — Comprehensive Assessment Systems Measuring Student
Achievement Agamst Common Col!ege— and Career-Ready Standards.

o _ a“wmiabie $C0re
Absolute Prlority Com prehenswe Assessment Systems Measun ng Student 4 © Yes
Ach |evement Agamst Common College- and Career«Ready Standards i ;
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: Absolute Rav:ewer Comments

-- The subrmission is consistent with, and in some cases exceeds, all of the main requirements identified for
grant consideration. It covers the full range of standards, including standards against which student
achievement has traditionally been difficult to measure. An accurate measure of student growth over a full
academic year or course is provided. It consists of assessment components in Mathematics and in English
language arts that include, for each subject, one or more summative assessment components that are
administered at least once during the academic year in grades 3 through 8 and at least once in high school,
and intends to produce student achievement data and student growth data that can be used to determine
whether individual students are college- and career-ready or on track to being college- and career-ready.

-- The submission has a plan to assess all students, including English learners and students with
disabilities.

-- The proposal seeks 1o provide student achievement data and student growth data that can be used to
inform determinations of school effectiveness for purposes of accountability as well as determinations of
individual principal and teacher effectiveness for purposes of evaluation.

- The proposal meets formative requirements by incorporating determinations of principal and teacher
professional development for improving teaching and learning as well as the program.

— Extensive detail of issues that need to be considered in the process leading to implementation is
provided, and the submission is significantly strengthened by the vast amount of examples used in
explaining intentions more fully.

- As previously stated, the proposal addresses the key issues of accuracy in measuring student
achievement across the full performance continuum, incl uding for high- and low-achieving students,

and plans to provide an accurate measure of student growth over a full academic year or course. Whie the
'Absolute Priority' elements are technically met, feasibility in satisfactorily ad dressing these issues requires
greater clanﬁcatlon They may intend to build these features into the end-of-year test, utilize an approach
with multiple forms of tests or, even, adopt off-grade testing; but the methodology is not articulated. Without
specifying and incorporating these kinds of approaches it is difficult to determine how these key issues will
actually be achisved without utilizing a test that is extremely time-consuming.

-...f'aﬂ-"{ Fotal 220 168
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Budgets
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Level 1 Buaget

Name I_evel 1 Budget(s)

-- The strength of the submission is enhanced by external commitments of suppori which are provided at no
cost - i.e. New York city’s-coniribution of research, Battelie’s potential contribution of in-kind services, and
Achieve's donation of time by their president.

— The requested amount fits within the grant requirement,
-~ The budgef's accuracy is enhanced by pegging travel costs to GSA rates for DC.

-- The budget rationale is strengthened substantially by the significant amount of detail contained which
allows for easy monitoring and adjusting as the project progresses through its various stages.

et - - 2 Siawri i TS e A e e e

i_c‘fel 2 Budgets

Name Formatwe Assessment Tools for K-2
-- The dollar amount of this level 2 budget request is within the grant requirements.

-- This funding request is for creating assessment tools beyond the grant requirements contained in the level
1 grant submission -- i.e. K-2 formative tasks. Having knowledge about student achievement success in these
early grades is important to schools in-an area where there are relatively few assessment materials. This
proposal recognizes that learning problems resulting during the initial grades in school might be ameliorated
early in a student's career by having formative assessment results available before minor problems become
major,

EHPEPHESTREWET AR ST ———— ettt - 1 5 e b b b 5 A5

Name Techno!ogy Enhancements
-- The doliar amount of this level 2 budget request is within the grant requirements.

-- This funding request is for activities which also fit within the parameters of the level 1 budget. Certainly

there are going to be technology needs to accommodate having students take computerized assessments.

Evergreening technology is an ongoing need and might be addressed within yearly school budgets supplied
- by the states. Further, this particular budget request could be subsumed within the parinership proposal if
insufficient funding is available for a level 2 budget request.

-- The aspect of pursing improvements in Al scoring is a high priority for this proposal given the potential for
accuracy and fiduciary efficiency in scoring student responses.

b
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Race to the Top

Comprehensive Assessment Systems
Technical Review Form

PARCC Application #PARCC(g

(A)(1) Consortium Governance

- LAvailable | Score
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(.&}(1)Consortzum Governance | | B - 20 - 18

(A)1) Rewewer {:omm__ents_.

The Parinership has clearly defined the primary goal of the organization—to create a common assessment
system for Grades 3 to 11 that can annually report on siudents' progress toward ceilege and

career readiness. To this end, the Partnership members have established a governance framework and set
of guidelines to achieve the goal. Each member state, which includes 11 governing states and 15
participating states, have completed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to formalize their

commitment to the development and implementation of the proposed assessment system.

Decision-making authority, including significant expenditures and disbursements of grant funds, rests on a
Governing Board. The fact that Governing Board is comprised of the chief state school officer from each
governing state is another indication of the level of commitment of member states. The governance

structure provides opportunities for differentiated participation and engagement leveis. Clear roles and
responsibilities have been defined for those states in goveming and participating membership, as well

as advisory and working groups who will provide key support to the design and development process, those |
who will review and validate the process, and those who will use the information to produce informed
decisions about students’ readiness for college and careers. Consensus is the goal for all Consortium
decisions. There are also clear procedures for joining and leaving the partnership and for changing roles.

Each MOU alse includes assurances regarding participation in the Consertium procurement process. A
Procurement RFP is expected to be issued in fall 2010. Florida is the designated fiscal state agent.

There are some areas that Parinership states identified as possible barriers that could negatively impact
their participaticn in the project. While all member states stated in their MOU their commitment to

redirecting current state assessment budget allocations to the implementation of the proposed assessment
system, some are concerned about the potential for state budgets getting cut by their legislatures (AL, GA, :
KY). Others singled out the need to adopt the Common Core State Standards (AL, KY, SC, TN),

imbalances in technology infrastructure (GA, SC), and resolution of conflicts with state laws/regulations

(CA, DC, DE, GA, IL, LA, NH, NJ, OH, PA, SC, TN).

(A)(2) Theory of Action

Awuab;e Scorc. _
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(A)(Z) Revuewer Comments

The Partnership's Theory of Action provides realistic and collaborative goals and objectives consistent with
the intent of the Race to the Top program in a defined time frame and within the Partnership’ capacity for
implementation. It also actively brings together the collective capacity of iocal teams, higher education and
other expertise to produce results that can inform decisions about readiness for college and careers and
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increase the rates at which students graduate from high school prepared for success in college and the
workplace.

Reliance on a combination of interim or benchmark assessments distributed over the academic year after
roughly 25 percent, 5C percent and 75 percent of instructional time and an end-of-year assessment
focusing on higher order knowledge skills to produce weighted “annual combined scores” in each subject
provides a base from which progress can be measured. The assessments will function as an integrated
element in a larger system made up of a wide range of item types, including multi-session extended
performance tasks, achievement scores, annual student growth measures, evidence-based benchmarks to
monitor whether students are on track or have achieved the targets, and ongoing collaborative, professional
work linked to curriculum, administrative support, and parental involvement, Analyses of school
effectiveness across multiple dimensions (e.g., in terms of both “achievement status” and “student growth” }
and comparisori of students' performance across Partnership states and against a widely shared
benchmark of post-secondary readiness will help regulate school-based incentives and interventions.

Finally the Assessment Design Committee includes content leads, assessment experts and teachers from
each member state, and nationally recognized expertise to ensure the quality and fairness of the
assessmenis.

(A)(3) Assessment System Design
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{AX3) Rewewer Comments

The Parinership's proposed assessment system is designed to measure the extent to which students have
acquired the knowledge and skills needed for post-secondary education or the world of work. To this end,
college and career readiness benchmarks will serve as an anchor to the system to identify skill deficiencies

before the end of the 11™ grade—and thus providing timely opportunities for teachers to intervene before
students enter post-secondary classrooms or the workforce. The assessment system includes four through-
course assessments in English/Language Aris (including a speaking and listening assessment), three in
mathematics, and one end-of~year assessment. The through-course assessments will be distributed
throughout the year to ensure that measurement of key skills and critical knowledge occurs near in time to
when they are taught. Performance tasks will include an appropriate range of cognitive skills io provice
measures of achisvement across the ability spectrum, and will apply principies of universal design to make
the assessments accessible to students with disabilities and English language learners. Results from these
administrations will be combined in each subject to calculate weighted “annual combined scores” to monitor
siudents’ progress on college and career readiness.

The proposed assessment system makes use of advances in technology to administer and score students’
ability to apply what they know to real-life tasks. All of the assessments in English/Language Arts will be
online, grades €-11, as will the end-of-year assessments in Grades 3 through 11. Recognizing that
keyboarding and other factors could negatively impact test performance, the Partnership-is opting for paper
-and-pencil tests in grades 3-§ until it can be determined that students in these grades have sufficient
computer skills to respond online within the test time limits. The assessments comprise a mix of
constructed-response items, performance tasks, and computer-enhanced and scored items. The speaking
and listening component is a “live” classroom performance tasks administered by the teacher.

Examination of the proposed content to be measured indicates that the assessments are targeting the full
range of skills and genres that are considered essential for success in college. These include those that
are difficult to measure, such as ability to synthesize information from a range of text formats or
demonstrate conceptual understanding and ability to do mathematical modeling.

b
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The assessment design envisions the generation of various types of information about student
performance, including achievement scores, growth measures, college and career readiness indicators,
and item analyses, Periodic data feedback to support instruction, professional development and
accountability decisions will be available at the individual student level, aggregated at various levels
(classroom, school, district, state), and disaggregated by NCLB and other student groupings. Additional
support includes built-in diagnostic and various activities to support teachers’ formative needs, such

as embedded assessments and ready to use formative assessment tools. Finally, the design plans to
develop online, digital resources to model curriculum frameworks that teachers can use to plan instruction
and gain a deep understanding of the Common Core State Standards, and released items and tasks.

There are some areas in the design that may impact the psychometric soundness of the assessment
system. The use of technological innovations such as video and audio clips may impact some psychometric
standards related to unidimensionality (maintaining the measurement focus of an item on a single
construct) and local independence (ensuring that items do not give clues to other items). Likewise, use of
artificial intelligence routines to score constructed-response performance task items in both
English/l.anguage Arts and mathematics could be problematic. Research has shown that Al current state
of the art is not particularly effective scoring math items, nor at analyzing stylistic elements of writing, such
as hyperbole.

(A)(4) Assessment System Development

Available | Store

(A){4) Assessment System Development ) 35 34

{A){4) Reviewer Comments:

The Partnership’s plan for developing the proposed assessment system includes at least two important
elements to help snsure wide-scale administration of the system in a timely, cost effective and consistent
manner. First, it uses an evidence-centered design approach to developing the system of assessments
while using universal design methods within each component of the system. This combination aliows for the
consideration of a full construct using multiple measures, and ensures comparability of assessments and
preservation of construct validity when modifying presentation and response factors for students with
disabilities and English language iearmners. Secondly, it uses task design templates fo quickly and cost-
effectively deve'op similar but varied tasks that validly measure the same construct in multiple ways.

The Partnership has explicitly described the key processes involved in the development of the
assessments, such as content analysis, blueprinting, performance level descriptors, appropriate disiribution
of items or tasks across the full breadth of the standards for a particular grade level or subject area, item
development ard alignment review. The use of cognitive labs through the item selection and review
process to evaluate student response strategies to different items across all types of students will

help ensure tha! the assessments are measuring the content and performance expectations called in the
Common Core State Standards across the ability spectrum.

The assessment system development plan considers accessibility from the beginning. Not only does it
inciude the active participation of expert reviews from the National Center on Educational Outcomes
(NCEQ), the Center for Applied Special technology (CAST) and others, but also envisions common
procedures for identifying eligible students, selecting and accepting accommodations, and

implementing accommodations. Furthermore, the plan anticipates the use of a NAEP-like stratified matrix
sampling approach to investigate the impact of accommodations and special populations on construct
validity. Piloting of some assessment components will take place in 2011-12, field test in 2012-13 and 2013
-14 and implementation in 2014-15.

The plan also has built a quaiity assurance system to ensure the reliability of scoring. In this sense; the plan
will include double scoring and read behinds. Artificial intelligence scoring will be validated by human
scoring. Rangefinding will take place to identify key characteristics of a representative sample of responses
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across all score points and lead to the production of a set of “anchor” responses and annotations from the
most common types of responses at each score point, scoring guides, and training materials. Engagement
of teachers, assessment experis, higher education, state content teams, and other experlise wili

further contribute to the score quality assurance system.

While computer-delivery of the assessments can be much more efficient than traditional paper-and-pencil
test, hardware limitations may have a minor impact on the types of items that can be administered by
computer. ltems involving detailed art work and graphs or extensive reading passages, for example, may
be hard to present.

(A)(S) Research and Evaluation

Available Bgore

(A}{S} Haaparoh aiid Evaluation 3 | 30

(A)(5) Reviewer Comments.

The Partnership’s research agenda inciudes two phases designed to ensure that the assessments are
valid, reliable and fair for the intended purposes and for all students. The first phase will involve issue-
focused task forces to provide guidance and expertise on college readiness benchmarks, setting
performance standards, and ensuring comparability of results when testing students with special needs
(accessibility and accommodations), age and grade appropriateness of text complexity, and the pros and
cons of vertical scaling and best way to implement it.

The Research Strategy Group advisory group will provide advice and guidance during the design and
development of the assessment system. The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation will host “resource
roundtables” on pooling resources, technology platforms, professional development validation and research
methodology. and comparability issues.

The second phase wili focus on the impact of the assessment system on teaching learning and student
readiness. Several topics wil guude this phase, such as the: psychometnc and other measurement
properties of the assessment components, including the validity of achievement levels cut scores, criterion-
related studies, and the consequential impact of the assessments. The Research Sirategy Group, for
example, is recommending a set of consequential validity studies to evaluate whether the system has a
positive impact on classroom instruction for all student populations. Critical questions to be explored include
the extent to which the common assessment items and tasks and the formative tools provide teachers valid
and useful guidance for planning units and lessons, and the degree to which teachers and administrators
use the data provided by the assessment system to make adjustments to the curriculum to improve
instruction. Another set of predictive validity studies will focus on the impact the system has had on student
achievement in general and on rates of student readiness for college and careers in particular. One basic
question relates to whether high school students who meet the college and career readiness standards
succeed in entry-level, credit-bearing college courses or in apprenticeship and fraining programs.

Finally, and as an indication of the thoroughness of the research agenda, the Partnership p'ians_ to conduct
a study on the fiscal impact of the assessments on member states in order to ascertzin costs, hidden and
unintended, tha: may impact the implementation of the project after the four-year grant period and how
leveraging economies of scale migh help drive down costs.
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{A)(6) Reviewer Comments: s

The Partnership recognizes that effective implementation of the proposed assessment system rests infarge
part on sound professional capacity-building. In line with this idea, the Partnership's professional
development plan includes a training and certification program to support teachers and administrators in
implementing the system in ways that ensure reliable and valid use of results. A central feature of the plan
is the building of a leadership cadre of content experts with an in-depth understanding of the essential
elements of the assessment system and their connection to the Common Core State Standards to provide
a framework for local training and support efforts. The plan also envisions the development of effective
training tools to help educators implement the system, score student responses, interpret and use
assessment resulls, and understand and address the curricular and instructional implications of the
Common Core State Standards and the assessments. Appropriate deliverables include the development of
informational materials such as FAQs, brochures, presentations, sample assessment items and tasks with
accompanying annotations, and examples of student work from the field tests. Partnership members will
have access 1o these resources on the Partnership’s web site along with detailed recommendation for how
to use the materials.

The Parinership's capacity-building plan includes collaborative sfrategies among its members to take
advantage of existing funding streams, such as professional development dollars provided under Title I

and ESEA and state resources devoted to teacher training related to standards and assessments.
Considering the funding challenges that states and districts face to secure sources of funding for their
educational initiatives, especially in the context of current and anticipated budget pressures, the formulation
of such strategies is an effective tool to sustain the delivery of professional development supports and
services.

Given the amount of testing that the proposed assessment system holds for students and teachers,
Partnership members are also proactively working on a Public Outreach and Stakeholder Engagement Plan
to build public support and-higher education engagement. This is a phased, multi-tiered effort to ensure that
parents, K-12 and post-secondary educators, policymakers and members of the public understand what
they system intends to accomplish and its rationale. It i is also an effeclive strategy to address expected
parental and community fears of “more test days” and “over testing.”

(A)(7) Technology Approach

Avattabi“ : Sgore

(A)(?} Technology Approach | | 10 9

(A)(?) Reviewer Commants

The Partnership’s use of technology to facilitate the implementation of the assessment sysiem is extensive. _
Assessment administration, scoring and reporting will be done by computer for all students in grades 6 i
through high school starting in 2014-15. Online tutorial sessions and practice tests will be available to i
familiarize students and educators with the online assessment delivery platform, interfaces and tools of the :
assessment. The Partnership also plans to use Web conferencing to reduce the need for large, costly in-
person meetings. All of these elements create the conditions necessary for the implementation of the
assessment system inan efficient and secure manner.

The Partnership's use of open source solutions to build a technology platform for assessment delivery for
field testing and for full operational administration in 2014-15 is a cost-efficient strategy. By using programs
whose source code is made available for use or modification through public collaboration and &s users see
fit, member states are likely to save on those costs associated with purchasing, maintaining and upgrading
computer programs. Data from summative assessments will be housed in the Interactive Data Tool, which
will be open source, compliant with platform aligned data standards for easy accessibility and use and
FERPA regulations. Access to this tool will be based on user roles and passwords.
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The Partnership will also benefit from the use of cloud-based, distributed technology architeciure as the
framework for data mining, data access and exchange of data. This should help mitigate the difficulty of
local systems to integrate, extend or change as quickly as the requirements for assessment delivery,
scoring-and reporting.

The Partnership claims that the only local technology requirements will be an Internet connection and a
standard Web browser. While this may be a true statement, it omits the fact that online administration is
feasible if a school has enough computers for a large number of students and the students are at least
partially computer-iiterate. The absence of one or both these requirements at any level in the Partnership's
membership continuum from state to district to a school building can be a significant limitation on the
Partnership’s ability to successfully implement the proposed system.

(A)(8) Project Management
| | Available | Score

{A){S) Pro;ect Managemant P30 25

{A){8) Rewewer Comments:

The Partnership has identified Achieve, a Washington DC firm, to serve as the project manager.
Examination of the firm's credentials shows that it has the expertise and the resources to carefully pian,
manage and coordinate the Partnership’s proposed assessment system not only in terms of the overall
project but also in terms of coordihating the work among the states to ensure quality control and coherence
across the work of the various experts and contractors that the Partnership plans to employ.

Achieve’s project work plan inciudes the use of timelines and milestones to guide ihe work and ensure that
deadlines are met and important decisions necessary to keep the work on track are made. Multiple levels of
information appropriate for different audiences with the Partnership are part of the work plan as well. This
approach represents an effective communication plan to disseminate information about the plan and
expectations to enough people, including external stakeholders.

A positive element in Achieve’s plan is the inclusion of risk management as a way to monitor progress,
evaluate mid-course corrections and introduce adjustments to the design, the development process or
cther significant areas of the project,

While the proposed budget supports the costs associated with staffing, assessment design and
development, research and evaluation, and others, not all costs for the Technology item have been
estimated. Given the extensive use of computer technology to administer, score, report, communicate, and
train, it is recommended that the plan should include conducting a needs assessment among the member
states and associated cost to define the current status of technology staff, equipment and infrastructure,
and to establish a built-in mechanism for periodic review, evaluation, and revision for projecting future
needs and affordability. '

Compentlve Preference Prlonty Collaboration and Alignment with ngher Education

i d L et L o B g

«i»a [ab’ Sc:; re

' Competatwe Pre{arence Prlority Coliaboration and Ahgnment with H|ghar 20 20
f Educat:on :

N r— e

Com petmve Rewewer Gomments

Through formal letters of mtent,lpartlcipa_t_}_ng_lHE_s have expressed sirong support for the Partnership and
pledge to work collaboratively with their K-12 state counterparts and higher education colleagues across

| (b)
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the Partnership states to develop high school assessments that can serve as an indicator of readiness for
non-remedial, credit-bearing, college-level courses in mathematics and English.

The total direct matriculation students in participating IHEs as a percent of state total is 90 percent.

Absolute Priority — Comprehensive Assessment Systems Measuring Student
Achievement: Agamst Common Coilege- and Career-Ready Standards.

Qqailabic Score

b TS et s Srm AR e e b G S 53 5

Absolute Priority - Comprehanswa Assessment Systems Measuring Student | Yes
Achlavement Against Common Cullega— and Career-Ready Standards

Absolute Reviewer Comments

The Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers {(PARCC) provides a strong vision
and theory of action of what an assessment system ought to be in the pursuit of preparing students for
college and carser readiness. The system, as designed, is equitable and accessible, and may reflect the
fact that it can tap the collective experience and expertise of member states that have played leading
roles in advancing standards-based reform and building sophisticated assessment systems.

e e S A1 B b A 15 S0 Bl 8 b B S kit o i

Grand Totai o220 | 206

Budgets

Level 1 Budget

e T S0, 4 i e o

Name Level 1 Budget(s} _

- May be adequate to defray the development phase of the assessment system. May not be sufficient to
address the costs, particularly those associated with the maintenance and potential upgrade of technology
infrastructure, during the implementation years.

. : b ¢ ik fi
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Race to the Top
Comprehensive Assessment Systems

Technical Review Form
PARCC Application #PARCC %

(A){1) Consortium Governance

Available | Score

L e O e e 1 P 5 L e S i st e

(A)(1) Consortium Governance fo20 0 15

{A)(1) Reviewer Comments:

Consistency of the consortium'’s vision, goals, role, and key deliverables with the theory of action. The
consortium’s assessment system consists of the following: (1) A summative assessment system for grades
3-11 comprised of four componenits distributed throughout the year in English language, three components
distributed throughout the year in mathematics and one end-gf-year component in each subject area; (2) A
technology platiorm for delivering and scoring all assessment components; (3} A scoring platform and
moderation system; (4) A reporting system that provides data from the assessments to key stakeholders
shorlly after each through-course component as well as annually and that allows users {0 access data on
their own through an interactive online platform; (5) Tools for professional development and capacity-
building to deliver the assessments and use results to inform instructional decisions. Overall, these are
very closely aligned with the Theory of Action proposed by the consortium. Each of these deliverables
constitute aspects of an assessment system envisioned in the Theory of Action for measuring whether
students are on frack towards college and career readiness throughout the year as well as an end of year
summative assessmert.

Missing. The vision presented by the consortium does not include specific strategies for improvement of
learning. In particular, how the proposed assessment system will enable teachers to improve instruction
and learning are not described or discussed. Consistent with this, there is no emphasis on teacher
professional and capacity development. This is a major weakness in the proposed plan in terms of its
effectiveness for improving learning. Improvement in learning can only be expected if targeted changes are
made to instructonal practices and student learning processes. The consortium's vision does not include
strategies for changing teaching and learning in classrooms across the participating states.

(Theory of action components are: (1) using college and career readiness as an anchor, (2) measuring
rigorous content and ability to apply that content, (3) measuring learning and providing information
throughout the school year using through course assessments, (4) through course components, and (5)
end of year assessment.). '

Structure and QOperaticns. Twenty-six states are participating In this consortium. The consertium has put
together a detailad and well thought-out governance structure. The elements of the governance structure
include a comprehensive vision of involvement of consortium members, clear roles and responsibilities for
the consortium members, identification of state barriers and a plan of action in order for states to fuily
participate in the consortium. The application process for new members, and how to opt out are clearly
identified.

The Governing and Advisory States are clearly defined and identified. The governing structure consisis of a
Fiscal Agent; a Governing Board, a College-Ready Advisory Board, an Assessment Design Team, a
Technical Advisory Committee and a Research Strategy group. In addition, a Project Management Partner
has been identified through a competitive process. These commitiees cover the key functions of the
Governance Structure. The members, roles and functions of each of these committees are clearly
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identified. The decision-making processes within and across committees are described clearly (e.g.,
recommendations by consensus, if consensus cannot be reached alternatives to be proposed o the
Governing Board). The funds will be managed by one of the Governing States who will serve as the Fiscal
Agent.

The consortium’s purposes and uses for the assessment system resulls ere clearly identified in the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). By signing the MQUs, each participating state makes a
commitment:

(1) To measure and document students’ college and career readiness by the end of high school and
progress toward this target. Students meeting the college and career readiness standards will be eligible for
placement into entry-level credit-bearing, rather than remedial, courses in public 2- and 4-year post
secondary institutions in all participating states.

(2) To provide assessments and results that:

« Are comparable across states at the student level;

» Meel internationally rigorous benchmarks;

+ Allow valid measures of student longitudinal growth; and
» Serve as a signal for good instructional practices.

{3) To support multiple levels and forms of accountability including:

= Decisions about promotion and graduation for individual students;

» Teacher and leader evaluations;

= School accountability determinations;

« Determinations of principal and teacher professional development and support needs; and
* Teaching, learing, and program improvement.

(4) To assess ali students, including English learners and students with disabilities.

These commitments. reflect common goals and vision for the participating states in the consortium that are
necessary for the successiul implementation of the assessment system.

(A)2) Theory of Action
Available | Score
_(A)(2) Theory of Action i 5 1 2

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments:
 The.primary goal for the consortium is identified as " to dramatically increase the rates at which students
graduate from high school prepared for success in college and the workplace” and four components of the
assessment system are identified as (1) using college and career readiness as an anchor, (2} measuring
rigorous content and ability to apply that content, (3) measuring learning and providing information
throughout the school year using through course assessments, and {4) leveraging technology for
innovation, cost efficiency and speed.

There is a poor alignment between the primary goal of the consortium that is improving learning and these
four components. An essential element of education improvement is engagement and professional
development of teachers. This element is missing from the theory of action. No details are provided sbout
what the expeclation is regarding how improvement in teaching and learning will be established without
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consideration of how teachers and learners will be engaged in using assessment information. It is
unrealistic to expect real improvement in education simply by setting high standards and sending messages
to educators about expected learning outcomes. This approach ignores the importance of teacher agency
and preparedness in using assessment information for achieving improvement in education,

Component 3 addresses distributing through-course assessments so that assessment of 'Eearning can take
place closer in tme to when skills and concepts are taught. However, it does not describe any provisions
for variations across districts and states. This raises questions about opportunity fo learn for all students
across the states in the consortium as well as how the assessment program will provide good
measurement accuracy for examinees at different ability/competency levels.

(A)(3) Assessment System Design

: Available. Score

Wi ikt A 5 R O T R T T e S e i i A b b

(A){S) Assessment System Demgn 55 30

S e i e o s B I T S S R S

(A)3) Reviewer Comments.

The consortium presents a very detailed description of most aspects of the assessment system. This
demonstrates the consortium’s progress in working together and capitalizing on existing expertise and
resources to identify many elements of the assessment system.

Innovativeness. The assessment system is innovative in its use of combination of through-course and end
of year assessments to support both formative and summative purposes. The ELA/ Literacy assessmenis
will consist of two focused literacy assessments, an extended research/writing assessment, a speaking and
Irstenmg assessment, and an end-of-year assessment. The mathematics assessments will have three
through-course and an end of year component and together will contribute to an annual combined score.
The through course assessments will give opportunities to teachers to time them closely to insiruction as
well as obtain scores/feedback soon after the administration of these assessments. The multiple test
administrations will give multiple measurements of student learning as well as provide opportunities for
teachers to evaluate teaching/learning over the course of the year. These assessments will still be
“external”, in other words will not be created by teachers and have the potential of not being well aligned
with teaching and learning in the classroom. Therefore, their success depends on the extent to which they
will be aligned with instruction in the classroom and the extent to which they promote valued learning
outcomes. These assessments will also make it possible to assess the full range of standards (over
multiple test forms and administrations over the year).

Samples of innovative items are presented in the application. In these items computer use facilitates asking
questions in ways that are different than they are used in paper and pencil tests. However, these uses do
not constitute innovative ways of assessing ELA or Math. Rather, they are versions of similar items/tasks
commonly used in paper and pencil tests using computers. For example, one ELA item asks students (o
read two passages and think about similarities and differences between the opinions expressed. Students
are then asked to click and drag one sentence from each paragraph that shows how the two opinions are
similar (into a Similar box) or different (into a Different box). Another item asks the students: “Highlight the
word in the passage that refers to a famous temple. Use the highlighting tool to click on the word and
highlight it.”

Similar examples could be found in the Math assessment. One item presents the students with a trapezoid
and asks students: “Using the drawing tool found in the lower left hand corner of your screen, connect the
two points that would connect the line of symmetry for this figure”.

These examples demonstrate that the items that are presented as. “innovative” by the consortium are in fact
very ordinary items that assess relatively routine knowledge but enable students to do on computers what
they normally do on paper and pencil tests. '
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Measurement accuracy across abilily levels. The consortium is proposing to measure ail ability Jevels with
similar measurement accuracy by including tasks that will be targeted to assess compeiency at the low end
of the scale as well as at the high end of the scale. The assessments will be computerized (grades 6-11)
but not computer adaplive. Administration of single forms of assessments cannot be expected to provide
similar levels of measurement accuracy for all ability levels even when tasks with different difficulty levels
are included in the assessment. Flexibility of administering different test forms with different difficulty levels
is not included in the plan. Good measurement accuracy for all ability levels is essential in order to measure '
growth for all ability levels. Tests that are too difficult or too easy do not provide scores with sufficient
measurement accuracy to be able to measure growth accurately. In such a scenario, examinees do not get
an opportunity to demonstrate improvement in their knowledge, skills and competencies. This can
seriously impact the extent to which assessment data can be used to inform acoountability, evaluate
teacher, school and principal effectiveness.

Formative assessment. Formative assessment tools will be in the form of ready to use assessments. The
consortium will support development of resources for teachers and leverage current and planned efforts in
member states lo develop fools. The resources will include curriculum frameworks, released items and
tasks (including performance tasks) and a text complexity diagnostic tool. These will be useful for allowing
teachers to familiarize students with test items. However, this strategy focuses on testing driving instruction
without giving teachers relevant professional development to improve learning. This can result in
classroom teaching that is very heavily focused on testing and re-testing to get ready for the through-course
and summative assessments.

Els and SWDs. The consortium has developed clear plans that will help them develop assessments that
are valid for ELs and SWDs. They will establish two committees, the Committee on Accessibility and
Accommodations and the Research Strategy Group. These committees will provide guidance and technical
assistance in making assessments accessible to ELs and SWDs. The consortium will explore innovative
technologies as well as guidelines from previous research and operational experience to develop
assessments for ELs and SWDs.

Extensive detail about data and its uses. The consortium provides detailed information about the data that
can be used to qunpoft instruction, profasswna! development and accountability decisions. Four kinds of
data will be provided about student performance. These are data on student achievement levels, student
growth measures, college and career readiness; and item analysis of released items. In addition, the
consortium presents detailed information about how data can be used to inform teaching and learning,
identify professional development needs and additional program supports, for evaluating teacher and
principal effectiveness and inform student placement into entry level, credit bearing college courses ir
English and mathemalics.

In addition to providing detailed information about the assessment system in text, the application presents
extensive tables of information about assessment components, type of data that will be produced and how
it can be used, number and types of items and distribution of item types, administration mode {online, paper
based), scoring method and estimated turn-around time, score reports and their targeted audiences.

Recommendation. A major revision fo the assessment design is required in order for assessments
to provide meaningful and accurate data about student learning and growth for all students across
the performance spectrum. This revision should include the flexibility of administering different test
forms with different difficulty levels that will be targeted to student performance levels. This
flexibility can be in the form of alternate forms, multi-stage branching tests or computerized
adaptive testing.

(A)(4) Assessment System Development
e A R RRETER e R ,éwauabie;_s;:me :

( ){4} Assessment System Deve!opment i 35 35
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- (A)(4} Reviewer Comments:

The applicant’s plan for developing the proposed assessment system is well designed for the assessment
to be ready for wide-scale administration in a manner that is consistent with the proposed design and
incorporates a process for ongoing feedback and improvement. The proposed plan has thorough piloting,
field testing, pilcting and validity investigations. Comprehensiveness of the consortium’s plan is evident in
their descriptions of all aspects of the assessment development. For example, with regards to validating
test items, the validity investigations address the following questions:

Does the item or task measure what it intends to measure?

Does the item or task respect the diversity of the assessment population?
Does the item or{ask material have a clear format for text?

Does the item or task material have clear visuals (when essential to the item)7
Does the item or task material have concise and readable text?

The approaches for developing assessment items. Several committees will be established to ensure quality
and fairness of the assessments. In particular, an Assessment Development Committee that consist of
content leads, assessment experts and teachers from each member state will be established to oversee the
assessment development process. The consortium provides a clearly explained rationale for using
evidence centered assessment design to develop summative assessments and universal design within
each component of the system. The consortium sees benefits to the explicit articulation of claims, evidence
and data from assessments in evidence centered assessment design. Universal design approach will be
used to consider accessibility of all students from the beginning of the assessment design.

(A)(5) Research and Evaluation

Available | Score

(A)(5) Research and Evaluation -3 20

e

e s . B i R 4

(A)(5) Reviewer Comments:

The consortium has an extensive list of research studies thal are targeted to verifying and documenting
properties of the assessment system, as well as identifying areas for revising and improving the system. It
has two phases; (1) research and design and (2) future studies to evaluate the theory of action, including to
-measure the impact of the assessment system on teaching, learning and student readiness for college.

Research and Design. The proposed research and design plan includes psychametric analyses of the
assessments, research on accessibility of the assessment for ali students, timing of est administrations
and opportunity to learn, testing time, growth models, inter-rater reliability, efficacy of the computerized

assessments for younger students (in grades 3™ through 5", test data structure (dimensionality, etc.),
construct-irelevant variance, standardization and flexibility, content related validity evidence, reliability and
generalizability across assessment components, and validity of inferences made based on test scores by
different stake-holders including classroom teachers.

Some excellent elements of the research plan include validation of the readiness scores by using external
criteria. These criteria include statistical relationship between performance on the consortium’s
assessments and other examinations such as NAEP, ACT, SAT, ASVAB, Workkeys, among many others,
as well as performance on college courses. In addition, the content of the high school exams will be
compared to the content measured by college admissions tests, placement tests and entry-level college
courses. This research is essential for gathering validity evidence for scores that can be compared o
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college and career readiness empirically. It provides evidence that the scores indeed reflect college- and
career readiness and is a good starting place for extrapolations for tracking progress. All these efforts are
necessary for credibility and utility of the scores by the public in general and higher education institutions.
Trustworthiness of the scores from the assessment system and these external criteria can be empowering
to maintain students on a believable college readiness track, and in enabling them to enter and be
successful in college.

In addition, the consortium plans to conduct validity studies to examine the extent to which the
assessments have been internationally benchmarked by comparing performance on the consortium
assessments and those on TIMSS, PISA and PIRLS for the age groups in the consortium who are taking
these tests. It will also investigate the assessment content on these tests with those of the assessments in
the consortium. These two sets of validation studies, (1) linking to college admission and work readiness
tests and (2) linking to international assessments are essential for validity of college- and career readiness
scores and one of the key elements of the consortium’s excellent research and evaluation plan.

Research and Evaluation. The consortium plans to conduct research and evaluation studies after the 4-
year granting period once the assessments have been implemented. The plan includes researching and
evaluation of the impact of the theory of action such as whether the system is improving instruction as
intended and the impact the system is having on student achievement in general and on rates of student
readiness for college and careers in particular.

Missing. Three issues are missing from the research and evaluation plan. These are (1) ongoing quality
assurance procedures for examining and verifying the quality of processes and deliverabies; (2)
cognitive studies for examining what the items are measuring; and (3) research for examining
measurement accuracy for all performance levels.

No specific research studies or quality control procedures are described for examining the alignment of the
assessments with CCSS. Alignment of assessments with curriculum and instruction is essential for
formative use and broader interpretations of assessment results. In addition, such alignment information is
necessary for determining the types of changes needed in curriculum and instruction to improve learing.

One aspect of the validation that is missing is gathering evidence to demonstrate that the tests are i
capturing the intended cognitive processes. This type of validation research would utilize cognrtwe iabs and
or think-aloud protocols. In particular, it is essential to examine what kinds of cognitive demands i
*innovative” items are tapping in order to evaluate their contribution to the assessment. The proposed plan
does not include any cognitive studies to investigate what the items are measuring.

Measurement accuracy is closely tied to the match between the ability levels of students and the difficuity
level of the assessment. The proposed plan states that the assessments will provide similar measurement
accuracy for students at different performance levels. However, obtaining similar levels of measurement
accuracy with a single test form is unlikely. The consortium has not presented a plan for research and
evaluation to examine the degree to which the assessments will meet the requirement of good
measurement accuracy for all performance levels.

(A)(6) Professional Capacity and Outreach

‘:’ﬁ\fdﬂuLbEP | Score

{A){G) Profess:o nal Capacity and Outreach 1 5 : 5

ISR U —— b e i B Ao N R o 55 AR M B S e b ' e Wt S e i 1

{A)(6) Re\nawar C omments:
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The consortium's plan for professional capacity development and outreach includes four main components:
(1) building a leadership cadre of content experts, (2) developing training tocls to help educators implement
the assessment system, (3) developing training tools for them to interpret and use assessment results, and
(4) sharing advice to help educators and administrators understand and address the curricular and
instructional implications of the CCSS and the Partnership's aligned assessments. All of these components
are essential for proper implementation of the assessment system. However, they lack explicit efforts to
provide professional development for educators to help improve learning. The plan’s Training tools for
interpreting and using assessment results are described as

» Conduct gap analyses between the state standards and the CCSS, with a focus on curricular and
instructional planning necessary to address the gaps and changes;

+ Create model curriculum frameworks to serve as a bridge between the CCSS and the new
assessment system; and

+ Create and share exemplar lesson plans and student work nominated and evaluated by teaching
experts and subject-matter leaders in the Partnership.

Provision: of these tools electronically is anfiindirect-way'of engaging teachers with the assessment data. No
information is provided about how the teachers are expected to make to use of these materials to improve
learning.

Possible effects of the lack of teacher agency and choice in the proposed assessment plan is evident to the
consortium; *the Partnership's distributed approach to summative assessment might be interpreted as an
attempt to introduce “more test days” into the school calendar and raise fears about "over-testing” of
students.”

As a preventive strategy * Partnership will develop materials and messages that help prevent such
misunderstandirigs while emphasizing the benefits of the new system of common assessments.” The
proposed plan’s strateg'y isto 'explain and illustrate that Iearning wiII not stop whiie assessments are being

from ass_essments is much more re!e\rant and useful

These strategies are to remedy problems that have been associated with large-scale assessments for
decades. In assessment systems with useful information for teachers and students, which give teachers
and students agancy about their teaching and learning, the benefits of the assessment system should not
require such justification. The proposed assessment system is overall well-designed and psychometrically-
sound but gives only cursory consideration to teacher choice, agency and involvement on an ongoing
basis. Without full teacher involvement, assessments can drive instruction as a way to improve
performance on tests rather than student fearning, in the best case scenario.

Outreach. The consortium has four components to its communication and outreach activities.

system.

Targeted Coalition Building will build coalitions of supporters among key stake-hoider groups by
engaging them in different aspects of the gystem.

Coliege-Ready Qutreach Strategy for Students and Families by informing students and parents about
how information from the assessment system can be used to ensure that students are college and career
ready.
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The three strategies for outreach to the public and students and families are essential for public
accountability of the assessment system. However, these plans lack details about how states will develop
communication and outreach strategies that are targeted to the needs of particular states. They also
assume a one-way communication strategy can ascertain development of support for the assessment
system, instead of a more interactive communication strategy with focus groups or other mechanisms that
aliow stakeholders and the public to provide feedback and suggestions for the system which is more likely
to develop support for the system.

Higher Education Engagement Strategy by involving higher education leaders and faculty in design and
development of the assessment system. The consortium has identified strategies to deepen understanding
and commitment between the IHEs and the consortium. The College Ready Advisory commitiee will (1)
convene several times a year to plan for critical junctures in the Partnership’s work plan; (2) will reach out to
higher education associations to seek regular feedback from their members and promote alignment with the
Partnership’s work; (3) will collaborate with the Partnership’s design committees to design and develop the
high school assessments; (4) will engage colieagues to review the CCSS, discuss how the standards will
address the gaps that students’ bring to their classrooms and provide input on how the Partnership’s high
school assessments can measure the CCSS soresults can be used for placement decisions; (5) will lead
research on the implementation and implications of using results from the high school assessments for
placement decisions. The regular engagement of IHE members through the College Ready Advisory
Committee in the assessment design and development and implementation of the assessment system are
effective strategies for enabling the assessment system to function as a bridge between grades 3-12 and
higher education and for preparing students for college and career readiness.

(A)(7) Technology Approach:

i Available | Score

(}U)TechnologyApproach - ” 10 -3
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(AXT) Rev:ewer Comments:

The consortium is planning to use technology to support all aspects of the assessment system. These
include item development, item and assessment management, test administration, scoring, data
management, reporting, data availability and professional development. No details are provided about the
centralization of these functions and processes at a single portal or how systems for different operaticns will
be connected to create an efficient system that can be easily monitored for quality control.

An open-source integrated system will be created to host, manage and supply data according to the
interests and needs of stake-holders. The consortium will work with the pariner states to develop online
system specifications and minimum school and district technology requirements. However, since the
consortium has not yet documented technology related barriers in the participating states, the proposed
plan may not address some of the challenges that will arise.

The consortium will develop a site certification process so that states can ensure all schools meet minimum
technology requirements for implementation of the assessment system. This is a necessary step for
determining preparedness for all school sites for the assessment system. However, no information is
provided about systematically identifying and taking into account existing barriers for schools within the
participating states and how the barriers will be addressed so that all schools will be able to fully participate
in the assessment system. Identification of the barriers for states in the application development phase in
collaboration with the participating states would have enabled the consortium to propose pians that would
take into account at least some of these barriers in the initial planning stage.

Inadequate use of technolfogy . In the proposed plan, the assessment design does not include effective
use of technolegy for creating tesis that can be adapted for different performance levels. For example, in a
computerized testing environment, students ¢an be routed to different test forms depending on their
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performance level on the routing test. This type of multi-stage testing is expected to provide better
measurement accuracy with shorter tests targeted to student performance levels. With the wide ranging
student performance levels across the states in the consortium, such use of technology is not adequately
explored in the proposed plan.

(A){8) Project Management

’ Avariabie Scc;s:—:

{ }(8) Pro;ect Management 30 ! 22
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(A) (8) Reviewer Comments:

Project management partner. The consortium identified Achieve as their Management Partner through 2
competitive process. Achieve presents information about their involvement in other projects and lists
extensive experience in many areas that are relevant to the successful management of the consortium’s
activities. These include multi-state consortium management, multi-state assessment development,
development of educational standards, including CCSS, quality reviews of standards and
assessments;establishment of college-ready assessments and cut scores, facilitation of K-12 and higher
education collaberation on college-ready agenda nationally and in states, strategic advice on the
development and implementation of state CCR policies, including standards assessments graduaticn
requirements, data and accountability policies, outreach and communications support to states around
CCR policies; and support to stales in building sustainability plans for large-scale reforms.

Achieve’s role is o manage and coordinate the work of relevant design committees and
contractors,including those responmb!e for developing the assessments. Successful coordination and
management of the work across committees and contractors is essential for the assessment system.
Achieve's experiences and capacities in assessment and muili-state consortia will be a great strength for
the consortium,

Project work plan and Timeline. The proposed work plan presented a detailed timeline for all major
milestones, associated tasks, start and end dates and the responsible parties. The proposed work plan is
very ambitious but doabie within the time frame and the consortium presents a carefully thought out plan to
meet the goals identified in the Theory of Action. i

Sustainability over time. The consortium estimates cost per student as $32.68. This estimate will constitute
savings for mos! states in the consortium. The states are expected to use funds currently allocated to
existing state assessments that will be replaced by the Partnership assessments, and, if necessary, secure
additional funding. As part of their MOUs, states indicate their plan for securing the funds necessary to
implement the assessment system statewide. Overall, savings in most states will make the sustainability of
the assessment system feasible.

The consortium’s consideration of the range from $17-818 to $45-$50 per student, as well as their
identification of factors that may affect the cost the most (as scoring procedures).demonstrates their
thoughtful approach to the cost estimation. However, it is not clear what these estimates are based on.
These costs are expected to be for maintaining and updating the system. Since no details are provided
about how the states will engage in the maintenance and updating process, it is not possible to determine
the accuracy of these estimates.
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The consortium has allocated too little resources to quality control and quality assurance processes. This is
evident in the budget allocation of less than $200,000 funds for four years for quality control procedures.

Competitive Preference Priority: Collaboration and Alignment with Higher Education

' 'Av.ailahia Score

Compet:t:ve Preferenca Pnonty Coiiaboratlon and Altgnment wlth Higher 20 20
Educatlon

Competltwe Rewewer Comments

The consortium has secured commitment from 188 public institutions and systems of higher education, !
representing 90% of the direct matriculation students in public IMEs in all participating states. The letters of
commitment indicate participation by states in '

(1) A collaborative and comprehensive effort by K-12 and higher education faculty and leaders across the
[Partnership] on test design and development.

(2) A coordinated effort across the consortium to design and participate in validity studies and comparisons
with current placement instruments to ensure that the assessments developed are an accurate measure of
college readiness.

(3)A thorough, research-based process fo establish common achievement standards on the new
assessments that signal students’ preparation for entry level, credit-bearing coursework.

(4) Use of the assessment in all partnership states’ post secondary institutions as an indicator of students’
readiness for placement in non-remedial, credit-bearing college-level coursework.

Signatures by the State’s higher education executive officer (if the State has one) and the president or head
of each participating IHE or IHE system have been obtained. Twenty-four of the participating states

obtained commitments from IHEs that represent large proportions {well over 50%) of the direct

matriculation students in the respective states. The rest of the two states (Mississippi and New Jersey)
obtained commitment from IHEs that represent a smaller proportion of direct matriculation students in these
states (20%, 21% respectively). All states signed letters thal indicated their strong commitment to the
consortium’s goals.

The consortium will involve higher education stakeholders in the ongoing design and development of the
assessment system. This collaboration has great potential to have an impact on college- and career
readiness in over naif of the states in the country.

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

1  Available | Score

- Absolute Priority - Comprehensive.Asseéé r'.nent. éystems Measuring Student - Yes

; Achlevement Agamst Common Collega- and Career—Ready Standards

Absotute Reviewer Comments

The consortium has demonstrated in its application that the proposed assessment system will measure
student knowledge and skills against a common set of college- and career-ready standards in mathematics |
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and English language arts. These assessments will be targeted to cover the full range of those standards,
including standards against which student achievement has traditionally been difficult to measure.

The consortium plans to use a variety of item types that will be designed to assess complex higher order
thinking. The current plans do not include verification and validation of measurement of complex thinking
processes using cognitive labs or interviews.

The assessment design includes the use of both easy and difficult items in order for assessments to
provide similar levels of measurement accuracy across the full performance continuum, including for high-
and low-achieving students. Whether the assessment system will provide accurate measures of student
growth over a full academic year or course will depend on the degree to which the assessments have
appropriate difficulty for students. Administration of single test forms (for a given administration, not
including tests forms with accommodations), is not sufficient to ascertain similar measurement accuracy
across the performance spectrum, The great diversity in the performance spectrum across the states and
the limited number of test items each student can take create key challenges to meeting this requirement.
The proposed p'tan does not indicate whether multiple test form administrations will be considered to
establish similar measurement accuracy for all performance levels.

The assessment system includes ELA/Literacy assessments which consist of two focused literacy
assessments, an extended research/writing assessment, a speaking and listening assessment, and an end :
-of-year assessment. The mathematics assessments will have three through-course and an end-of-year
component and together will contribute to.an annual combined score. These assessments will be used to
produce student achievement and growth data that can be used to determine whether individual students
are college- and career-ready.

All students, including English learners and students with disabilities, will be assessed using the proposed
assessment system.

can be us_ed to inform {1) evaluations af schooE prmcapaf and teacher eﬁectweness___ (2) for ;dentifymg
needs for support and professional development for school principals and teachers; and (3) teaching,
learning, and program improvement.

Key recommengation.

In the current plan, details are not provided about how similar measurement accuracy will be established for
all performance levels. A single test form for each grade is unlikely to ascertain this type of measurement
accuracy. If the current plan is based on a single test form, a revision to the assessment design is
recommended. This revision should include the flexibility of administering different test forms with different
difficulty levels that will be targeted to student performance levels. This flexibility can be in the form of
alternate forms, multi-stage branching tests or computerized adaptive testing.

I3

“Grand Total 2

I =
[

Budgets

S PSSP I L v R A A

_ ;..eve' 1 Budqet

Name: Level 1 Budget(s}

The consortium presents a detailed budget that is consistent with the Theory of Action and the project pian,
timelines and deliverables identified in the application. The Level 1 Budget is presented with great detail
organized by each of the selection criteria: Governance ($2.7 million); Fiscal Agent Budget (32 million);
Support for Governing States ($7.3 million); Assessment Design and Development ($80.5 million); Research
and Evaluation ($8.5 million); Professional Capacity and Outreach ($6.5 million); Technology ($22.5 million);
Higher Education Zngagement (34 million); and Project Management ($16 million).The allocation of costs to
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these components is proportional to the emphasis indicated in the Theory Action, with the majority of the
- budget (70%) being allocated to the design, development and technol ogy associated with the assessment
. system.

The budget is presented by each of the modules above as well as by the different budget categories
(personnel, equipment, etc.) by year for the four years of the project. A close review of estimated salaries,
travel, supplies and other budget categories indicate a reasonable estimation for each of these categories
and for the great majority of the modules.

The budget for quality assurance for assessment design and development is estimated to be $184,690. itis
indicated that this amount will cover the labor to review test decks, scoring systems, and other programs.
This amount seems very low given the size of the project. Over a 4-year project, the estimated cost for
quality assurance will be less than $50,000 annually. This amount is less than one full time content or
technology expert’s salary which is not sufficient for reviewing test items, test decks, scoring systems and
other programs.

Level 2 B:f"f-ets

............................................................ g s et o L 1 0 S0 . S 5., B b, oo

Name: Formatwe Assessment Tools for K-2

. The Level 2 budget includes requests for the following two Level 2 modules: Formative Assessment Tools
- for K-2 (Priority 1) and Technology Enhancements (Priority 2). The consortium is estimating approximately
. $10 million for each of these modules. Formative assessment tools are essential for supporting teachers to
improve leaming, as are the technological capabilities of states for successful implementation of the system.
. However, more information is needed to judge the reasonableness of the estimated costs for these efforts.

Formative assessment tools for K - 2 Literacy and Mathematics. These formative assessment tools can
indeed be useful for teachers in K - 2 to tailor their teaching to student needs. However, it is difficult to judge
the reasonableness of the cost estimale of $10,000,000 for these assessments. Details are not provided
about why the cost for content development would add up to $7.2 million. Also, the consortium does not
provide information about exploring cost efficiencies that may be gained from using existing K - 2 tests (in
some states) for formative purposes.

S— TR — i - - 5 SEPREEEPS A ARy e e o o] e R T b S AR 4

Name: Technoiocy Enhancements
Technology enhancements. The technology enhancements are intended to support infrastructure to minimize
the risk of system overload during test administration and accelerate the development of test delivery and
scoring technologies. Too little information is provided about the necessity for such an enhancement, in other
wards, what the risks are associated with not having this enhancement. In addition, cost estimates are given
in two broad categories (Technology Infrastructure and Test Delivery and Scoring) with no details about these
categories. For example, no details are prowded aboat how the cost is divided between equipment, software
and labor.
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Race to the Top

Comprehensive Assessment Systems
Technical Review Form

PARCC Application #PARCC Eg}

(A)(1) Consortium Governance

Available © Score

A A e 4 R e . T a4 55 0 0 4 A g 1 ot B T R 22021

'\' (A)(T) Consortium Governance 20 18

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments:

The organizational structure of the consortium and the differentiated roles for states: seem clear. Rights and
responsibilities {or each role are nicely described. The consortium’s decision-making processes seem
thoughtful and representative of the roles that states are taking. These include that each Governing State
chief state school officers will serve on the Partnership's Governing Board and the governing states will
directly nominats chair candidates. Decision-making is specified by consensus, with a clear protocol for
super majority decision procedures when complete consensus is not present. The Assessment Design
Committee is described and reports appropriately to the Governing Board. Policies for how day-to-day
decisions will be made without calling on the governing board more frequently than may be possible is
unclear, and could lead to some delays given the infrequent meetings of the Governing Board.

Protocols for joining and leaving the consortium seem clear, with both an application process for new _
members clearly stated including requirements for approval of the application, and procedures to be carried
out for membership opt-out processes. Participation requirements include a recommitment requirement
policy if the state leadership of governor or chief state school officer changes during the four-year project
period, which should help keep states focused on both achieving the partnership goals and
educating/informing during leadership changes.

The plan for managing funds through the fiduciary state seems reasonable. With one state serving as fiscal -
agent, procurement issues are likely o be streamlined or at least possible to negotiate within more of a
single context of state regulations, The contract with Achieve can also be managed by the fiduciary state.
However, the streamlining of the financial process does not compromise decision-making authority, as
decisions regarding expenditures and disbursements remain the jurisdiction of the Governing Board of all
Governing States.

As described in the Theory of Action review section, the consortium's vision does seems somewhat limited
or incompletely described in terms of use for learning outcomes. Strategies for how teachers and

schools should or could use the data to make differences in instruction and change learning outcomes
directly for students are minimally described in the proposal. However, for what is described in terms of
design, development, deployment and data coliection of the operational system, the governance structure
‘seems reasonably robust.

Most of the consartium's goals, roles and key deliverables seem consistent with the theory of action (though -
the theory of action itself is limited as described above). The professional development activities seem less
coherently described, and it is unclear what deliverables will resuit for teacher professional development,
particularly how teachers and administrators will be instructed to use the assessment system to make
actionable instructional decisions for students.

Processes and timelines for setting key policies and definitions are established. The preliminary stancard
setting process is helpful.
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The state diversity represented here is commendable. Plans for identifying any state barriers may need
strengthening and more detailed policy and role assignment. Timelines seem as if they should allow more
sufficient opportunities for impact dialogues and resolution.

Recommendation: It would be helpful for the Governing Board to generate some more specific bylaws for
delegation of decision-making, so that subcommittees and working groups do not experience too many
delays and miss key milestones on timelines.

(A)(2) Theory of Action

P— - . A 34 MO0 S,

(A}{Z} Theory of Action [ 5 3
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(A)(2) Rewewer Comments

The applicant’s theory of action seems logical and coherent in terms of data collection and display. The
degree of innovation seems not as extensive as might be employed to support the theory of action’s intent

to substantially enhance learning gains. The instructional uses seem insufficiently described to fully support
the theory of action as credible in instructional decision-making for teachers and administrators. The system
is described as primarily summative, but the theory of action does not adequately describe how summative
uses of the system will bring about the gains described. :

The anchoring to the common core standards, the quarterly opportunities for assessment, and the
opportunity for inclusion of some richer tasks should be helpful to students. It is helpful for support of the
theory of action that all states remaining in the partnership have agreed to engage in all the time points
once the system is operational. The components. of through-course tasks and end- of—year assessment
seem well-related to each other. All will be framed around the common standards, and seem to inciude
sufficient commeonality but also'unique roles and structures between and among the components.

More clarity and vision on how the results will inform teacher practice and will be used instructionally and/or
for accountability to change learning outcomes would suppert a more compelling theory of action. There is
insufficient information on how the assessment results produced by each component will be used as
compared to simply collected and displayed. This also brings into some question exactly how the
educational system as a whole will improve student achievement and college/career readiness; in essence,
having information is not the same as showing how use of the system will influence learning outcomes in
effective ways.

(A)(3) Assessment System Design

(A)(S} Assessment System Desngn 55 25
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: {A)(S) Rewewer (.omments.
Designs of the end-of«th’e’-yea'r summative assessmen‘is"and the thr0ugh year interim 'summa'tfve

theory of actzon but substantial :ssues and concemns do arise. First, a basic overview of the specmc
constructs and scores to be reported is not sufficiently detailed in the proposal. Such information is needed
to help determine if it is feasible to generate accurate scores within the design and constraints of the
system specified. While constructs and scores are described as reflecting coverage of the common core,
important information such as how many separate scores are expected to be reported st the quarterly
timepoints is needed o evaluate some aspects of feasibility. How PARCC intends to translate the domain
(Common Core State Standards) into operational measurement constructs and what at least a high
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level overview of these measurement constructs would be is essential to evaluate this portion of the
proposal. This makes it difficult to assess the adequacy of the assessment system design.

The number and types of components for formative assessment are not well described, except fo the extent
that the proposal does acknowledge this is not a major focus of the initiative. This is an important concemn
in evaluating this proposal, since formative assessments are closely linked in many studies in the
educational research literature with large effect sizes in improving student learning outcomes. Yet formative
assessments are not employed to much effect to'help students and teachers in this proposal.

At the item level, the assessment system does describe how innovative assessments will be used to
consider student knowledge and skills across the full range of standards, and in areas traditionally difficult
to measure. Concerns remain as described above that insufficient detail is presented on the constructs and
aggregation to determine if students will actually be well measured across the standards, as called forin '
the NIA. The longer performance tasks are commendable, and will be helpful for college readiness

measures if valid scores can be reported.

Itis unclear in this proposal how or whether the system will be able to provide an accurate measure for
student performance for high- and low-performing students. Without knowing what and how many
canstructs will be reported, and over what amount of test-taking time, it is hard to gauge this for any
students, at any proficiency level. The challenges become even more comp!ex for students more at the
extremes. These appear to be fixed-form instruments, except for possibly selection of reading passages.
For fixed-form instruments it would be important to know much more about the test characteristics to form a
judgment on this. However, the key personnel associated with this project do have substantial experience
in these areas, at least for more well-defined and previously assessed constructs. Research studies are
specified and there is good attention to concerns of universal design.

The intended timing, types of items, and mode of administration for the summative components are clear.
However, regarding timing, for through-course assessments to be feasible and fair, and to be meaningful

and useful for educators, students should have all had the opportunity to learn the material on which they

are being assessed. Since the states will not have adopted common curricular materials, nor agreed to time
points at which standards are taught according to this proposal it is unclear how in this proposal the
sequence of instruction and timing of instruction relative to the common core standards will be established

in each school and classroom quarterly, such that lhrough-«:ourse assessments can deliver meaningful
information for students, teachers and schools.

The methods for scoring seem reasonable except in the case of where Al (Artificial Intelligence) is
specified. The presentation in the proposal does not provide sufficient detail to know what Al will be used,
how and whether concerns could be addressed. Also, the proposzl does mention at one point that states
may choose to do a lower percentage of read-behinds or overlap scoring, which could undermine the
scoring arguments made in this section of the proposal, since a sufficient number of read-behinds and
overlaps can help identify problems and issues with automated scoring.

(A){4) Assessment System Development

Availabie @ Score

{A)(4) Assessment System Development 3 25
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{A)(4) Rev:ewer Commen_ts.
The Consortium proposal for developing the assessment system has aspects suggesting readiness for
wide-scale administration that can be timely, cost-effective and consistent with the proposed design.
However, significant concerns exist.

The approaches for developing assessment items are evidence-centered and the intention is to incorporate
universal design practices. The rationale for using these approaches is well-supported. Development
phases and processes as well as personnel to be involved seem robust, in most cases, though a few
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critical concerns do present themselves. The main concerns here are (i) the date for standard setting is late
and is past the duration of the proposal, {ii) the building of test forms and all the stages of data aggregation
into constructs and scores and test assembly seem either extremely underdefined for the intents, purposes,
and needs of this proposal, or are specified far too fate in the process, (iii} the procedures for growth
modeling and sufficient consensus among the states in such areas as vertical scaling do not seem present
for the methodclogy described in tracking and reporting, and for comparability requirements of the proposal,
and (iv) the empirical validation process with the higher education institutions is likely under scoped.

In relation to concern (i) above, it is helpful that there is preliminary standard setting stage specified earlier
in the process This may allow some concerns to surface and be addressed. A primary issue is likely to be
that the standards needed to actually ensure college/career readiness may be far higher than state
achievement levels, leading to substantial impact concerns.

The approach and strategy for designing and developing accommodations involves asking appropriate
questions and seeking appropnate expertise. Designing and developing accommodations and associated
policies and methods seems possible within this plan. However, as described previously it is not entirely
clear that the assessment design can accommodate all levels of learners, providing accuracy of
measurement across the full continuum, within a fixed form format as seems 1o be specified in most areas.

Although there is no specific quality control plan fully described in the proposal, a number of approaches for
addressing quality control have been included. In most areas these seem reasonably robust, including field
testing, research studies and the expertise of the personnel involved. However, a caveat in the research

and evaluation plan, as mentioned in that portion of this review, is that not all studies will be implemented,
and there is no orioritization of the studies. Additionally, a key aspect of quality control for development
involves how accurate measures for all students will be generated from fixed forms. This is not thoroughly
addressed, and may require out-of-grade test forms and alternate assessments, which are not well
described in the proposal..

Recommendation: An external evaluator to provide formative evaluation and to review the accuracy of
student measures across the distribution seems helpful to the implementation of this project. Suggestions
and ideas from an external viewpoint would help to provide perspective.

(A)(5) Research and Evaluation

e T

(5) Research and Evaluatlon

i A St o i I A A i oo o b i et e i i s e i T

(A)(S) Reviewer Comments

This proposal includes an extensive array of associated research studies. However, it should be noted that
the prcpbsai also states in one brief concluding section that not all the studies will be completed, and
priority and range of studies are yet to be determined. This suggests that some unspecified subset of the
studies will be completed, which makes it difficult to determine to what degree information will be available
for research and evaluation.

If all the studies were be to be completed, and in robust ways, it does appear that sufficient information
would be available to assess the appropriateness of the summative components (not the formative
components though), and to come to some conclusions on the validity, reliability, fairness, precision and
comparability. The information may reveal that some aspects of this system are inadequate in certain of
these areas, as described previously. How the information will be addressed by the consortium so that the
end result ensures that the assessments have these characteristics, as required by the NIA, is not clear.

In particular, the plan for determining if the assessments are being impiemented as designed suggests the
need for clarity from the consortium on external evaluation. Establishing whether the intended effects on
individuals are being achieved seems to call for a strengthening of the empirical validity studies at the post-
secondary level with the identified IHEs, and also the establishment of some studies at initial career for
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those not pursuing higher education goals. in RFI-1 on pg. 197, the consortium acknowledges that the
system will address “constructs that rarely, if ever, have been measured by large-scale assessments in the
United States.” This seems to support the need for more extensive empirical studies of post-secondary
validation of the theoretical consfructs. One study is mentioned on p. 204 ("analyzing the relationship
between scores on the Partnership's assessments and actual performance in college courses). This is good
but the extent, range and length of the study; whether it will actually happen given the caveat mentioned
above; and the degree of involvement and commitment of the many IHEs that would be integral fo such a
study contribute fo concerns of whether the measures indeed are well associated with actual subsequent
career and college readiness.

Other key guestions are raised but not addressed, such as teacher effectiveness and evaluation. The
proposal discusses as a concern that teachers gain valuable and useful information, but the consortium's
proposal specifies litle and designates -only 2-small percentage of discussion and funding toward how
teachers will operationally make the information valuable and useful in their teaching and decision-making
processes.

The intended involvement of the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation as specified in the proposal to host
resource roundiables is helpful, due to the empirical work the foundation is doing in posi-secondary college
readiness studies.

(A)(6) Professional Capacity and Qutreach
el 2l A B e SR _ma%iabiéj L
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{A)(G) Profess:onal Capac:ty and Outreach 15 8

(Al(8) Rev:ewer Comments!

The consortium's plan for supporting teachers and administrators in the stage of implementing the
assessment system seems fairly robust. The described courses and workshops for implementation of the
system's data coliection processes, along with the experience of the personnel, seem well suited to these
needs. It is not clear how many and to what extent teachers will take part in these activities, for. instance
whether they will be required or at the discretion of states or other local entities that may have to compete
for teacher time and availability with other school processes.

Despite some of these strengths, the proposal seems weakly described in developing the professional
capacity of educators to use the assessments and results to inform and improve instructional practice.
Strategies are not well described for this. It seems as if this trend can be seen systematically throughout the.
proposal: practices for data collection and summative use of the system to help judge student performance
tend to do a good job of following current accepted practices in large-scale assessments, However, often
large-scale assessments in the U.S. have been less used for the second target, of directly informing
classroom and school decision-making. Here is where the theory of action, proposal outlines, goals,
objectives, components, funding and the experience of the professional team for this consortium seem
somewhat limited to fully address the needs, scope and opportunity of the NIA.

The communications strategy and plan for informing the public and key stakeholders, including legislators,
seem adequate in most respects. However, a challenge for this proposal will be gaining support from
schools and communities for what may be seen as an increase in testing and assessment, especially if the
utility of the data use within schools and for students to directly improve learning outcomes is not well
described or well understood by schools. Having the theory of action more robustly address direct data

utility in schools would improve the ability to communicate to stakeholders.

Recommendation: It might be important to more robustly inform legislators sooner of the need to investigate
any barriers to adoption of the system. This is mentioned briefly as a role of the fiduciary state on pg. 22 of
the proposal but seems to have limited focus in the proposal. Additionally, it is important to provide state
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leadership and policy makers with sufficient standard setting and impact data sooner so that they can
engage in any dialogues that may result in needs for adjustment in the systems.

(A)(7) Technology Approach

: Available | Sonre
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{A)(T) TechnologyApproach 10 .7

{A)T) Re\n ewer Comments

The technology approach described has some nice strengths. These include the desire to estabiish inter-
operability standards and to establish a marketplace for technology partners to provide services.

Additionally, the integrated modular approach described is also very much to be appreciated, if it can be
achieved, especially the desire to integrate data systems. This is a challenging but very important goal, to
well-position schools for use of data. If numerous data systems are in play, with a vast variety of interfaces,
tools and reports that schools need to master, and this proposal's assessment system becomes an
additional add-on system, the burden on schools, teachers, and administrators becomes large, and
effective evidence in decision-making processes is less likely to happen. Not only consolidating systems
but allowing integration where other data sources will need to continue to exist is a helpful priority of this
proposal. However, systems architecture, back end and database deveiopment are not yet well described
for this project, and need considerable attention to meet the proposal's specifications of what will be
accomplished.

Technology Use in item development and item analysis is well described and seems promising, except for
(i) the scoring approaches as: discussed previously, 'sévhere more clarity on the Al involved would be helpful,
and (i) examples of innovative item types in this proposal tend to be more migratory from paper-and-pencil
and less transformative in full use of the computer platform. The various technology tools described for data
management, reporting, data availability, and professional development seem helpful.

The Partnership does state that there are large challenges in ensuring that schools and districts have the
necessary techriclogy infrastructure to support schoolwide CBT (computer-based testing) several times per
year. How these challenges will be addressed is not sufficiently discussed. It should be noted that
depending on existing infrastructure to contribute much of the digital resource will likely mean taking
important technology resources that are operational in schools now for teaching and learning away from
their current uses. This can mean monopalizing the technology resource in schools and using them nearly
exclusively for the purpose of assessment, which would indeed be unfortunate for students.

(A)(8) Project Management

e b s b e 31 i 4y g T A A O e i e o e e

{A)(S) Project Managemant 30 25

i g i A P P RS 4 D P £ b b P it MR A
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{A){B) Reviewer Gomments.

The quality, qualifications and role of the project management partner seem reasonably matched to the
Partnership goa's, The experience of the personnel involved seems to especially match the summative
aspects of the proposal guidelines, and the Partnership acknowledges primarily pursuing asummative set
of goals and objactives.

The project timeline, major milestones, deadlines and division of duties seem weil conceived, except where
discussed previously in the construct explication, test aggregation, and standard setting areas. These
previous concerns are described more at length in the Assessment System Design and Assessment
System Development section, but are mentioned here again because important deliverables that seem
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missing or problematic are clear operational definitions of the constructs, more information on how tests will
be aggregated to provide valid and reliable assessments at extremes of the scale without aliernate
assessments, and earlier milestones for the standard setting final impacts. The experience of the project
management pdrtner does help fo. mitrgate risk of the many unknowns in the proposal, as pncr experance

not been done before based on mformahon pro_\nded in this p_roposai.

Some concerns overall for the funding priorities are discussed elsewhere in this review and they include: (i)
the extensive body of research siudies seems not possible to complete under the funding allocation, and

the proposal should more clearly describe which studies will actually be engaged in rather than presenting

a catch-all that suggests more than will be done, (i} the partnership with Higher Education should better
‘support empirical validation of constructs and outcomes, as well as establish initial career validity studies,

(iii) the estimated costs to the State should include more information on addressing the digital infrastructure
and professional capacity building costs, which are likely to be substantial under this proposal. Alse,

caveats about state decisions on lower rates of read-behind scoring and other investments that support the -
complexity of the system should be more clearly detailed as either required or optional in the proposal, and
the validity and use arguments adjusted accordingly.

Competltwe Preference Prlorlty Collaboration and Allgnment with Hagher Education

:wa';%‘:ue Score

S TR by sl i e e e i

Compet:t:ve Preference Prionty Collaboraﬁon and Allgnment wnth ngher = 2D 12
Educatnon - { :

Competltlve Revzewer Comments
Most states in the consortium do seem fo represent a large percentage of matriculating students within the
IHE agreements, although a few states have more limited student inclusion. The palicy: statements do seem
to agree with the understanding that students who meet the consortium-adopted achievement: standard for
each assessment and any other placement requirement established by the iHE will be exempted from
remedial courses. A concern for this proposal and the commitment of the IHE's to the Partnership to ensure
that the assessments assess college readiness (priority portion a) is that only one validity study empirically
evaluating the relationship of the assessments to the intended outcome is described. This seems
insufficient commitment by the IHEs to the needs for establishing (2) as a foundation for this section. This is
a critical foundation so a large limitation in the commitment. There also is a caveat in the proposal stating
that only a subset of the research studies will be completed, further undermining the commitment.

Recommendation: Encourage each of the IHEs to include empirical work in addition to the specified policy
position and expert opinion in their commitment to the success of the proposal.

Absolute Priority — Comprehensive Assessment Systems Measuring Student
Achievement Agamst Common College- and Career-Ready Standards

#f\vaii’%km.l Score

Absoiute Pnont)r Comprehensive Assessment Systems Measurmg Student .~ Yes
Achlevement Agamst Common Col!ege— and Career-Ready Standards :

S SHF W A S R ) T e e T

Absolute Rev:ewer Commen_ts._

The Absolute Priority seemis to be reasonably well met in this proposal. The degree of actuzl demonsiration
in the proposal that accurate scores can be generated across the full performance centinuum within

the specified design seems potentially weak due to some of the techniczal characierisiics as described in the
Assessment Design section, such as standard errors over the continuum, change scores and the capacity :
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of the fixed form tests to generate sufficient information at four time points given the likely available test-
taking time. However, the proposal has indicated a structure to consider and address questions of technical
adequacy that provides reasonable assurance that such concerns if they arise will be identified and
addressed.

Recommendation: An external evaluator to _provide- formative advice and to consider questions of technical
adequacy described above would be helpful. Addiiionaliy, the Parinership shou!d be asked to more fully

and how the assessment c__jes;gn wrll__be abie o generate a_ccurate scores over the fu!i pefformance
continuum for these constructs within these constraints.

Grand Total 220 14

Budgets

Lovel 1 Budget

.............. N - B, 4 o e T R

Name: Level 1 Budget(s)

 After combining costs on summary {able for Governance, Fiscal Agent Budget, Support for Governing States
and Project Management, the tolal cost of governance and management together seems high es a
percentage of the total budget for the Level 1 Budget Module.

 Professional Capacity and Outreach seems under-resourced for the needs of the schools and teachers. it is
not clear where additional resources will be obtained or drawn from existing resources repurposed for this
' need.

. Research and Evaluation funds seem appropriate as a percentage of the total Budget 1 module; however, the '
' Partnership acknowledges they will be msufﬁc;em for all the studies described in the tables of research
studies. It would be important to see the pnontmng of the studies, and how the money will actually be spent
“to achieve or not achieve the various objectives.

Higher Education Engagement funds grow over time. It seems essential that the involvement of higher
education be prioritized to better include the initial stages, such that alignment studies are established from
the outset.

Travel funds seem high and perhaps possible to reduce through more virtual meetings and dialogue,
especially considering the strong technology focus and priority of the proposal.

e e

chc‘ 2 ELI’JQ\.ES
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Name Formatwe Asaeasment Too!s for K 2

The content development; labor, production, scoring, travel and coordination costs for the Budget Module
2/Priority 1 of Formative Assessment for K-2 seem reasonable. However, whether this priority should be
implemented at this time should be carefully considered and some thought given to whether it is well
positioned within this proposal at this time. First, there is a very limited agenda for formative assessment in
the main proposal. This has been detailed as a limitation in other sections of this review. Rather than trying to
expand outside of the goals of the competition, it seems more attention to teacher use and decision-making
for instruction should be addressed within the main pricrities before taking on additional efforts. Secondly,
efforts at achieving success for career and college readiness at the grade levels specified in the main
_ proposal should be established, researched and evaluated before altempling to expand the range to earlier
ages.

However, itis true that many teachers and schools would like more assessment information for the K-2
- grades. Funding this budget priority might be an opportunity to provide them with useful information, if
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_questions of how PARCC will use information formatively and how the data collected in such early grades
connects with constructs of career/college readiness can be addressed.

Name: Technology Enbancements
The $10 million ir: this portion of the budget request is divided into two parts. The first portion of $5 million is
for strategic investment in scoring and automated scoring approaches. This could be an important addition to
this proposal, because the $5 million in requested funding would be helpful to move the field forward and
 better support the ability to use innovative and richer assessments for higher order thinking. However, the ;
budget detail for how this funding will be used is sparse, and therefore it is not possible to fully evaluate how it
will be spent. :

The other half of the requested funding for this proposal under Budget Module 2/Priority 2 is to support

technology infrastructure. This is an operational cost engendered by the assessment design in the main

proposal. As such, it seems as if it should not be considered a technology enhancement, but should be
incorporated within the main funding as an operational cost, or the partnership should shown how existing
- state resources will be repurposed for this need,
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Race to the Top
Comprehensive Assessment Systems
Technical Review Form

b
PARCC Application #PARCC|g)

{A)(1) Consortium Governance

. Available | Score

i e i L b s arnttinty

(A){1) Consortium Governance 20 18

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments:

Overall, the evidence provided by the proposal indicates that the consortium is capable and qualified with
regard to governance.

(@)
PARCC's vision is clear and concise, i.e. o develop an assessment system that will provide the kind of

information parents and educators need to improve student college and career readiness and thereby
ensure that more students graduate from high school prepared for postsecondary success.

However, the vision emphasizes “postsecondary success” at the expense of “career success.” Balance is
needed regerding students who do not continue at an institution of higher education (IHE}. The proposal
discusses collaborating with higher education stakeholders to develop a clear definition of "college and
career readiness.” It does not sufficiently consider the needs of students who do not continue their
ecducation at an [HE.

(b)

PARCC's structure and operations with regard to siates are well described and reasonable. The explicit
reference to by-laws for the Governing Board and to charters for commiitees is laudable. The expiicit
involvement of the chief state school officers should help to provide necessary leadership. Roles and
responsibilities of the participants were well described.

A qualified project management partner (ACHIEVE) has already been selected through a competitive
process. (See section (A)(8) for evidence of capacity and qualifications.) Although Kentucky conducted the
procurement process, the agreement is to be renegotiated with Fiorida. Because different states have
differing contracting procedures and regulations, it is to be hoped that the negotiation will go smoothly. The
organizational chart is vague with regard to the project management partner's (PMP} lines of authority and
reporting.

PARCC wisely includes a recommitment requirement for states that experience a change in political
leadership.

(c)
The memorandums of understanding (MOU) are consistent across states. Appendix 2 documents states’
plan for identifying barriers. However a number of states provided a formulaic plan that merely refers o a

review of law and regulation. An immediate study is needed to describe existing barriers and fo begin to
assist states in implementing the assessment by 2014-15.

(d})

The MOU documents states’ commitment to the procurement process, which will conform to the lead
procurement State’s (Florida) laws and regulations.

: [(b) |
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Recommendations

PARCC should consider augmenting its vision statement to address the interests of non-college bound
students and community/junior college job training programs.

(A)(2) Theory of Action

Avaitable | Sgore

[— : - . - - e ey .55 e et 1505

)(2) Theory of Action _ r 5 1 B

{A)(Z) Rewewer Comments

L T e TR

Overall, the evidence provided by the proposal indicates an exceptional theory of action.

The proposal clearly lays out a logical extension of the theory of action that underlies current ESEA policies
- standards aligned with curriculum, teaching and assessment, plus an accountability system that provides
incentives. The extension is to include CCR as a goal using commeon standards and assessments across |
states. Assessment components, uses, systemic application and processes are clearly and credibly
described.

The theory of action clearly relies on school and staff accountability to leverage improvements in student
achievement. Also present in the theory is the concept that the assessment should help to guide instruction. -
For example, summative tests in the form of "through-course-assessmenis” can be used formatively to

guide teaching.

(A)(3) Assessment System Design

Available © Beocore

s " o i X o P I g

(A)(3) Assessment System Desngn 55 51

(A)3) Revsewe_r Com ments:
Overall, the propesal describes a high quality assessment design.
(a)

The proposal describes in clear detail the number and types of components of the assessment system.
Included are several components administered throughout the year for English Language Arts (ELA) anc
Math, followed by an end of year component. The summary tables for ELA and Math are comprehensive.

Laudably, the tests are to be heavily weighted with performance tasks and constructed response (CR)
items.

Useful formative tools include an on-line resource center, a tool to assess student reading levels, and
optional performance tasks. Resources already under development by member states are to be
disseminated more widely.

(&)

The proposal explicitly describes how test content is to align with the CCSS and assess the core standards {
in each grade./cluster.

A strength of the proposal’s approach to Math testing is the flexibility with regard to both traditional and
integrated curricula.

Decisions regarding the approach to high school assessment are to be guided by consultation with IHEs
and policymakers.

http://www.mikogro up.com’r_tt&«compﬁtcghnical'rcvicw.a'spx?i'dmPARCC@—‘ 8/3/2010



Technical Review Page 3 of 10

(©)

The proposal’'s commitment to timely reporting of all assessment components, so that teachers may act
upon the information, is commendable.

A strength of the proposal is its recognition that some paper/pencil administration and scoring may be
needed for younger students with limited computer skills, versus computer administration for older students.
However, computer administration will be used where feasible and is needed to keep costs within reason.

The proposal suggests that final College and Career Readiness (CCR) standards cannot be set until after
the 2014-15 operational administration (after the grant period is ended). While it is reasonable to wait until
after the operational administration to finalize standards, it is possible to set good preliminary standards on
the basis of a well-designed fisld test.

Testing in grades 9— 11, not just once in high school, should yield better measures of growth towards CCR.

- The proposal confirms that data will be available to identify professional developmeni needs. However, a
study is to be conducted to assist states in developing or refining their teacher/principal accountability
systems. This suggests that PARCC does not intend to implement a centralized approach to measuring
student growth for teacher and principal evaluation.

The proposal describes an comprehensive approach to testing SWDs and ELLs, embracing itlem
development, the use of technology, training, administration, scoring and reporting.

PARCC recognizes that an essential component of calculating student growth for teachers, principals, and
schools evaluation is a system for identifying and tracking students, teachers, and principals.

Recommendations
Decisions regarding high school tests should take into account the interests of non-college-bound students. |

PARCC should consider setting preliminary CCR standards on the basis of field-testing. Depending on the
quality of the field-test, the final standards would change little, if at all. As time is allowed to pass, political
difficulties can erise in setting the standards.

PARCC should implement a centralized approach to determining growth for teacher and principal
evaluation. Encouraging States to implement customized approaches wili likely result in inconsistencies.
The same concern applies to school accountability and CCR measures.

(A)(4) Assessment System Development

Avaudbie Score

(A)(4) Assessment System Deve!opment 35 Co3

B CISCTEs GSVERE PR R A S Dt P R A e e

(A)4) Rewewer Comments.
Overall, the proposal provides evidence of a good plan for assessment system development.

(a)

The evidence centered design (ECD) and universal design (UD) approaches to developing items reflect
industry standard practices. The proposed assessment development commitiees will possess the experiise
needed to analyze the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), develop the fest blueprint, and begin '
development of performance level descriptors (PLDs), prior to confracting for item and test development.

The proposal clearly describes the committees and processes employed to assure content validity,

fairness, and fidelity to UD principles.

The plans for piiot and field-testing, commendably based on National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) sampling designs, aliow for good studies of item bias and accom modatio'ns for students with
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disabilities (SWDs) and English language learners (ELLs). The plan for early pilot-testing should give
teachers a valuable “heads-up” regarding the future tests.

The proposal rightly foresees the difficulty in obtaining adequate participation for the field-tests. While it sets
reasonable goals for participation, it is not fully persuasive as to how those goals can be met.

(b)

PARCC intends to develop an accommodations manual that member states must adopt. A preliminary
policy document, based on existing practice and current research, is to be developed early so that it can be
used to guide test development. PARCC wisely foresees the need to assist member states in the difficult
tasks of making changes to existing law/regulation in this area and training Individualized Education
Program (IEP) teams.

(¢}

The proposal envisions a mix of human and Al scoring, each serving to check and balance the other.
PARCC clearly lays out the issues related to consistency and comparability of human scoring and explicitly
describes reasonable strategies (e.g., vendor training, standardized rubrics) to address them. An
opportunity for all teachers to use online modules for unofficial scoring will provide useful professicnal
development.

(d)

PARCC foresees the need for managing IDs and unique identifiers. However the proposal does not
consider the ex:ent to which changes in state law/regulation may be needed for states to participate in the
data system,

The proposed data system would permit tracking of studentsfteachers/principals, cleaning data, and
comprehensive reporting. However, this section of the proposal does not discuss plans for timely reporting.
This topic was briefly addressed in (A)3)(c), but more discussion would be appropriate here.

(e)

The proposal documented quality/control (Q/C) processes in the earlier sections of (A}(4). However, it does
not address the issue of detecting and managing irregularities in test administration.

Recommendations

Inadequate participation in stand-alone field tests (versus embedded field-tests} is often & serious problem.
PARCC should develop a plan (possibly including teacher/school incentives, SEA encouragement, eic.) to
assure the needed participation.

Requirements and management of student/teacher identifiers are often set in state law/regulation. PARCC
should consider earlier implementation of plans to assist states in making the needed changes.

PARCC shouid commit to a specific schedule for timely reporting to teachers and parents.

PARCC should develop policies and procedures for detecting and managing irregularities in test
administration.

(A)(5) Research and Evaluation
S, o S S SRS U A\,?:E"bla o

(A){S) Research and Eval uatlon 3 . 28
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(A)(S) Revnewef Comments
Overall, the proposed research and evaluation plan is excellent.
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PARCC's approach to research and evaluation frames a coherent research agenda in terms of a validity
argument for the assessment system. An exhaustive set of studies is proposed which would inform the
design of the system and which would evaluate the system.

Wisely, the implementation of the research plan is {o be guided by recommendations of the Ressarch Siudy
Group and the Technical Advisory Group.

Recognizing the challenges posed by the innovative nature of the assessment, PARCC will commission a
series of research papers at the beginning of the project on various topics, including item development,
artificial intelligence scoring, teacher effectiveness and evaluation, text complexity, accessibility, standard
setling, and vertical scaling. The research papers should provide valuable guidance regarding test
development and further research needs.

Recommendations

The timing of some but not all of the proposed studies is dictated by the schedule for assessment design
and development. PARCC should develop a comprehensive agenda for oonduchng and reporting the
proposed studies.

(A)(6) Professional Capacity and Outreach

B lbndvia i
VLG S EOMR
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(A)(B) Professuona] Capacny and Outreach 15 10 .

(A)(6) Rev:ewer Comments.
Overall, the propesal's approach to professional capacity and outreach is adequate, but could be improved.

(a)

PARCC proposes {0 build a leadership cadre :in_each state by involving 2 _smai_[ group of teachers in the
design and development pracess, which is good. However, it is not clear how this cadre is to carry out its
activities.

PARCC laudably proposes to develop an online training and certification program to cerlify staff for
administration of the test. However, it does not describe how it will obtain SEA and LEA cocperation in
allocating teacher time (a scarce resource) to training.

The proposal wisely considers providing materials to encourage alignment of local curricula with the CCSS. -
However, successful alignment will likely depend more on the existence of suitable textbooks and states’
adoption policies, which is beyond the scope of the grant.

(b)

The proposal describes an appropriately scaled, effective set of public relations campaigns that are focused
on important constituencies: the public, parents; K-12, and IHEs. Specific issues have been identified (e.g.,
too much testing, the benefits of the CCR approach to testing), and talking points outlined. Opinion leaders

and state and national leadership organizations would be enfisted. Outreach activities would be conducted
in-phase with the development of the assessment system.

Recommendations

PARCC should develop a training of trainers plan that each state could use to expand professional
development using its leadership cadre.

PARCC should consider that non-certified staff may be drafted by LEAs and schools to assist in test
administration, particularly if large amounts of time ‘are needed. Minimum qualifications for test
administration (e.g. English speaking, education level} should be developed.

http:/fwww.mikogroup.com/rita-comp/technicalreview.aspx?id=PARCC % 8/3/2010
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In 2 project of this scope, complexity, and duration it is impossible to foresee every possible public relations
issue. PARCC should consider conducting periodic focus groups with teachers who will be working directly
with the assessment, students, and their parents. Such focus groups will be more valuable once the
assessment is operational in early years when large-scale administration uncovers inevitable unforeseen
problems, but may provide important insights during pilot- and field-testing.

(A)(T} Techno!ogy Approach

(A){?) Technology Approach 10 8

(AT Rewewer Comments:
QOverall, the proposal's use of technology Is excellent.

(@)

The proposal thoroughly described the types and uses of technology in the sections (A)(3) - {A)(6). The
descriptions are briefly recapped in (AX7).

PARCC's commitment to open source and interoperable technology is' commendable.

The proposal's reliance on artificial intelligence scoring is essential to manage scoring costs.

PARCC intends 1o integrate various existing separate data systems to improve overail management of test
administration.

(b)

PARCC wisely foresees a potential barrier in the technological readiness of state and local education
agencies (SEA/LEA) to operationalize the assessment system. Part of the proposed solution is to provide
incentives for the technology marketplace to emphasize interoperability and open source standards.
PARCC would &lso coordinate with various existing national projects that have a similar focus.

Recommendalions

Despite good planning and best efforts, it may be overly optimistic to assume that all SEA/LEA pariners will
be technologically ready to implement the assessments by 2014-15. PARCC should conduct a stucy to
identify which agencies are best equipped to implement the assessments for piiot- and field-testing.
Lessons learned from these agencies could then be used to inform capacity building elsewhere.

(A)(B} Project Management

Available . Score

(A)(S) Pro;ect Management | ” | | 30 22

(A)(8) Reviewer Cemments.
~ Overall, the proposal's management plan describes a feasible approach that will implement the system on-
time and within budget. Long-term financial sustainability will depend on replacing most human scoring with
computer-basec scoring.

(a)

The project marager partner (Achieve) possesses the quahﬁcanons and experience required to implement
the assessment system (e.9., the American Diploma Project (ADP) Network, the ADP:Assessment
Consortium, the College & Career-Ready Policy Institute, and the Common Core State Standards

http:/www.mikogroup.com/rtta-comp/technicalreview.aspx7id=PARC( (-b-)@ 8/3/2010



Technical Review Page 7 of 10

Initiative). Achieve personnel currently on staff are suitably qualified and experienced. If the grantis
awarded_, Achieve intends to hire a new director and staff to manage the project. Because these individuals
have not yet been hired their experience and qualifications cannot be evaluated.

(b)
Summary Table (A}8)(b) displays a thoroughly detailed workplan and timeline that summarizes the work

described in previous sections of the proposal. However, some of the more general tasks should be
milestones in their own right. For example, under the technology platform milestone, a task is for schools fo
develop and implement specific plans to address technology barriers. It is unrealistic to expect that this task
can be completed by 6/30/2012 as proposed. There are too many tasks listed under the milestones for
higher education engagement and under public outreach.

The proposal indicates that there will be a number of committees with state and national experts to ensure
quality, including the Passage and Media Review Committee, Test item Review Committee, Bias and
Sensitivity Review Committee, Data Review Committee; and the Committee on Accessibility and
Accommeodations,

(c)

The budget summary table indicates that 10.6% of requested funds would go for project management. This
percentage may seem high, but is actually quite reasonable given the scope and com plexity of the
proposed assessment system.

i

The proposal assumes that the costs will be less than or equal to the per student costs of a majority of
states’ current systems. This assumption is not realistic for those states that decide fo use human {versus
computer) scoring.

The proposed budget for the fiscal agent (Florida) wisely notes that the state will need four full time
equivalent (FTE) staff to fulfill its role. The support for governing states provides one FTE per state. This is
realistic given the scope and complexity of the proposed assessment system.

The proposal prioritizes two level 2 budget modules: formative assessment tools for K-2 (priority 1); and
technology enhancements (priority 2).

The proposal to develop K-2 formative assessment tools that are “developmentally appropriate” does not
address two important developmental issues: (1) individually variable rates of developmental growth in
young children; and (2) individual variability in social skills (shyness, confidence, etc.). Both factors make K-
2 test scores hard to interpret. The costs are adequate and reasonable.

The proposal for technology enhancement wisely recognizes the risks of system overload during
administration and Al scoring of the assessment. The risk is serious since an overloaded and broken-down
system threatens the credibility of the project. The costs are adequate and reasonable. '

(d)

The proposal correctly notes that the cost of administration in each state depends on the type of scoring
(e.g., human versus artificial inteliigence (Al)) the state selects. However, an average cost of $32.68 per
student is forecast for 2014-15, which is reasonable given the content of the assessment.

Recommendations

PARCC should provide additional detail regarding the milestones for “higher education engagement” and
“public outreach.”

PARCC should require the fiscal agent and governing states to assure that the FTEs budgeted are in fact
appropriately assigned {o the project.

PARCC should conduct a more detailed study of the sustainability of the system after the project ends.
Given the high costs of human scoring, it may be important to promote the acceptability of Al scoring.
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‘if the level 2 budget proposal to develop K-2 formative assessment toois is funded, it should include test
interpretive materials that alert teachers and parents to limitations in the meaning of the scores.

Competitive Preference Priority: Collaboration and Alignment with Higher Education

Avaitable | Score

T T — o A E LN

Competitive Preference Priority: Collaboration and Alignment with Higher i 20 20
Educat:on :

Competmve Rewewer Comments
The letters of intent signed by the heads of IHEs and IHE systems meet the requirements of this priority.
Although the letiers themselves do not provide numbers of direct matriculation students, the required
numbers were provided in the proposal.

PARCC's strategy for engaging higher education commendably includes establishing advisory committees,
inciuding a College-Ready Advisory Committee and College-Ready Werk Groups. PARCC will have a
Director of Postsecondary Engagement to work with the committees and state lizisons to develop and
sirengthen relationships with IHEs.

The proposal indicates commitments from 188 public institutions representing 90% of direct matriculation
students in public IHEs in all membership stales.

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

{ Available | Score

b s i e i o i

Absolute Pnonty Comprehenswe Assessment Systems Measuring Student Yes
Achlevement Agamst Common College- and Career-Ready Standards | |

———— S e M s e

Absolute Reviewer Comments:

This is an extremely ambitious project, considering the heavy emphasis on performance tasks and
co’nstructed response test questicns, together with the innovative approach to computer- based

p{an the d emonsirated capacity of the project management partner, the clar:ty of the assessment system's
design, the strong plan for development, the exceptional use of technology, and the thoroughness of the :
plan for research and evaluation, all strongly suggest that it can succeed. The proposal specificaily
addresses all of the requirements for this program.

e
Bt

- Grand Total P 220 o

Budgets

Level 1 Budast

v e TR 0 45

:Name Level 1 Budget{ }

The proposed budget for content development assumes that 1.85 items must be developed for each
operational selectad response item and that four performance tasks must be developed for each operational

b
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task. This errs on the conservative side. However, if more items survive than assumed they could be used
later in operationz! tests.

e e O B 1A 4 0 B 1t B e S 5520 1

Level 2 Budgets

Name: Formative Assessment Tools for K-2

' The proposal to develop K-2 formative:assessment tools that are “developmentally appropriate” does not
address two important developmental issues: (1) the prevalence of individually variable rates of

- developmental growth in young children; and {2) individual variability in social skills (shyness, confidence,

ete.). Both factors make K-2 test scores hard to interpret.

If the proposal to develop K-2 formative assessment tools is funded, it should include test interpretation
materials that alert teachers and parents to limilations in the meaning of the scores.

Name: Technology Enhancements

The proposal for technology enhancement wisely recognizes the risks of system overload during
“administration and Al scoring of the assessment. The risk is serious since an overloaded and broken-down
system will threaten the credibility of the project.
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