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	TO:
	Members, STATE BOARD of EDucation


	FROM:
	Gavin Payne, Chief Deputy Superintendent

for the Assessment and Accountability Branch


	RE:
	Item No. 20


	SUBJECT:
	Standardized Testing and Reporting Program: Designation of Achievement Test and Standardized Testing and Reporting Contractor


Background
California Education Code (EC) Section 60640 establishes the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program. The law requires that schools administer to each of their students in grades three and seven the achievement test designated by the State Board of Education (SBE) and the standards-based achievement tests for students in grades two through eleven, until 2008. In 2008, the standards-based achievement test for grade two will be removed. The achievement test referenced is a national 

norm-referenced test intended to measure achievement in general skills. The standards-based achievement tests are intended to measure the degree to which students are achieving California’s content standards in mathematics, English-language arts, history-social science, and science.

EC Section 60642(b) authorizes the SBE to designate an achievement test for grades three and seven based on the State Superintendent of Public Instruction’s (SSPI) recommendation. EC Section 60642.5 requires the SSPI, with approval of the SBE, to provide for the development of California Standards Tests (CSTs).

Request for Submission 

The current contract for the STAR Program ends December 31, 2006. To ensure continuity and a smooth transition between contractors, the new contract should begin about January 1, 2006. The California Department of Education (CDE) prepared a Request for Submission (RFS) for the STAR Program and brought it to the SBE for initial discussion in May 2005 and further discussion and approval in July 2005.

In May, 2005, the SBE discussed key issues for the RFS. These issues included asking bidders to propose how to: (1) use the CST released test questions to illustrate the meaning of the CST performance levels; (2) assist school districts in using STAR results for education program analysis; (3) expedite the return of test results so that districts would receive results within three to six weeks of completing testing; (4) describe how to increase the reliability coefficient for each CST reporting cluster; and (5) design test materials to allow students to take additional end-of-course tests, such as Algebra I, based on course completion rather than enrollment grade.

Other key issues included the continued development of tests being developed in 2005 and continuation of item development. The SBE wanted to ensure that the successful bidder would continue development of the new STS with rigor equivalent to the CSTs and the CMA for students with disabilities. These tests have been added to the STAR Program in response to recently passed state legislation and additional federal flexibility. The SBE also asked to receive periodic updates on the status of item development for all tests, and asked that the RFS address having the successful bidder assist the CDE and the SBE in developing a long-term assessment plan.

CDE, SBE, and Department of Finance (DOF) will negotiate the successful bidder’s responses to these key issues to finalize the Scope of Work (SOW) which will be brought to the SBE at its January 2006 meeting.

RFS Process

The RFS included five of the six STAR Program tests; three continuing and two new tests. The continuing tests included in this RFS were the (1) California Standards Tests (CSTs) for grades two through eleven, (2) California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) for students with significant cognitive disabilities in grades two through eleven, and (3) a national norm-referenced test (NRT) for grades three and seven. The two new tests, in initial development phase with the current contractor, are the 

(1) Standards-based test in Spanish (STS) for grades two through eleven and (2) New Alternate Assessment (NAA) for students with moderate cognitive disabilities in grades two through eleven—this test is now identified as the California Modified Assessment (CMA). The sixth STAR test is the designated primary language test, Aprenda 3, which is currently administered under a separate contract.

To ensure a fair and appropriate process for all submitters, the RFS provided Web addresses for STAR resources, such as coordinator manuals and the directions for administration, as well as information about test design, copies of the test blueprints, and a listing of item bank content. Additionally, all bidders were able to submit questions to clarify what was being asked for in the RFS, and the complete list of questions and answers were posted as well as sent to the bidders who had submitted an intent-to-submit form. These various resources were made available to ensure that all bidders were provided the same information and had an equal opportunity to become familiar with the complete context of the STAR Program.

The RFS directed the bidders to describe their assessment programs and achievement test in the following critical areas: communication with and support to school districts; test security; content of the NRT; item development and the item bank; ordering, production, and delivery; scoring and analysis; management/staffing and capacity; and the cost proposal.

The RFS was released to potential bidders on July 11, 2005, and submissions were due to the CDE on September 1, 2005. The contract awarded through this RFS will cover three test administration cycles (2007, 2008, and 2009) and will be in effect from 

January 1, 2006, through December 31, 2009, contingent upon funding through the annual budget process. The SBE has the option of extending the contract for the 2010 and/or 2011 test administration cycles, contingent upon legislation and continued funding. 

Review of Submissions Process

The CDE received six submissions from four companies: California Test Bureau/McGraw-Hill (CTB/McGraw-Hill or CTB); Educational Testing Service (ETS) -three submissions, each with a separate NRT; Harcourt Assessment (Harcourt); and Pearson Educational Measurement (Pearson). The three NRTs submitted were the 

California Achievement Tests, Sixth Edition Survey (CAT/6 Survey), submitted by CTB, ETS, and Pearson; the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Abbreviated (ITBS), submitted by ETS; and the Stanford Achievement Test, Tenth Edition, Abbreviated (Stanford 10), submitted by ETS and Harcourt.

Two panels were established to review the submissions. One panel (NRT Panel) reviewed only the norm-referenced test (NRT) requirements. The second panel reviewed everything in the submission except the NRT, including item and test development, administration, scoring, and reporting. The NRT Panel met September 12 through 14, and the second panel met September 26 through 30. For each review, the order for reviewing the submissions was determined by random drawing of the test or bidder names.

1. The NRT panel consisted of third and seventh grade teachers, a district testing director with a technical background, and CDE technical staff members. The panel members reviewed the four NRTs for the following elements:

· All technical elements, including but not limited to the development process, the norming sample, the statistical methodologies used during development, and the descriptive and inferential statistics provided in the technical reports.

· Appropriateness of content and format for grades three and seven.

· Clarity of directions.

· Alignment, to the extent possible, with the state’s English-language arts and mathematics content standards.

2. The second panel consisted of 14 members including Assessment Review Panel (ARP) members, a member of the state assessment Technical Advisory Group, district and county testing directors, district data management specialists, and CDE staff with expertise in working with special education students, statistics, and the state’s accountability programs. Staff members of the CDE’s Standards and Assessment Division provided technical support to the panel. The panel reviewed the submissions for responses related to the following requirements:

· Providing a comprehensive program plan and providing program support services to school districts.

· Ensuring test security.

· Maintaining the CDE electronic item bank

· Developing items and tasks for the CSTs, STS, CAPA, and CMA, including an item utilization plan.

· Developing test forms, test booklets, and answer documents, providing pre-identification services and ordering processes for local education agencies (LEAs), and producing and packaging testing materials.

· Reporting test results, preparing technical reports, and conducting other analyses.

· Providing appropriate management and staffing.

· Providing cost proposals that could reasonably support the resources required for each component task.

Concurrently, all panel members individually reviewed each proposal against the RFS evaluation criteria. At the completion of the individual reviews of each proposal, the panel members convened to discuss each proposal. Panel members arrived at a consensus score for each evaluation criterion. After scoring, panel members had an opportunity to comment on any area they believed might require clarification.

Prior to the second panel’s review, the CDE requested that the ETS explain any differences in the company’s three submissions. An e-mail response from the ETS stated that the only differences among the submissions were:

1. The NRT is completely unique to each test publisher.

2. Component Task 3.11 C in the Riverside proposal explains how Pearson will pass a data file to Riverside for NRT scoring. This process is unique among the ETS’ NRT vendors. Each proposal contains resumes specific to the NRT publishers, but the ETS text is the same for all three proposals. Related Experience sections are specific to the NRT publishers’ experience, but the ETS text is the same for all three proposals. The Portion of Work section specifically references the name of the NRT publisher, but the portion of work is the same for each NRT publisher. The letter of agreement is also specific to each NRT publisher. In the cost proposal, all NRT-related costs are listed under the entries for “NRT Costs.”

Based on this information, the second panel reviewed and evaluated the ETS submission that included the CAT/6 Survey as the proposed NRT and assigned the same comments and scores to the submission that included the Stanford 10 as the proposed NRT. The panel then reviewed Component Task 3.11 of the ETS submission that included the ITBS as the proposed NRT. The panel had no additions or deletions to the comments for this Component Task. Therefore, the only differences among the summary comments and scores for the three ETS submissions are for Component 

Task 3, the NRT.

General Findings from the Panel Reviews

Panel members acknowledged that all the bidders are nationally recognized in the testing industry. The RFS had a total of 200 possible points that the bidders could earn. ETS scored the highest in five out of the eight areas and received the highest overall score of 182 points. Harcourt received the next highest score with a total of 165 points. The attached Summary of Scores and Costs displays the points for each bidder from the Scope of Work Evaluation with the total costs.

Following are strengths and weaknesses the panel noted in each proposal.

ETS

Strengths

· Evaluated the quality of their current work and noted areas in which continuous improvement would be beneficial, addressing options for improving both the STAR Program and the quality of the contractor’s services.

· Provided a comprehensive list of chapter headings from which evaluation standards would be selected for the quality control audit. 

· Described a long-term assessment plan that was straightforward and clear and included principles that should be used when developing such a plan. Proposal addressed all tests as well as the need for the STS and CMA to maintain the same rigor as the CSTs and CAPA. 

· Proposed a good mix of presentation methods to train district STAR coordinators, including monthly Web casts. Staff identified as presenters appear well trained and experienced. 

· Proposed a good method for selecting items for release. Provided examples to illustrate the meaning of performance levels and proposed producing pamphlets for parents. 

· Addressed communication strategies for working with both large and small districts, including collaboration with county superintendents to reach the smallest districts. 

· Provided a very comprehensive discussion of security, including the storage and security of backup files. 

· Addressed the addition of new assessments to the item bank and allocated significant resources to incorporate CAPA tasks into the bank. Discussed maintaining, enhancing, and safeguarding the item bank, and addressed security for different users. 

· Documented the curriculum experience of ETS staff working on item development, including an appropriate mix of staff experience and expertise in general education and special education and included Spanish bilingual/biliterate staff. 

· Provided an item utilization plan that identified where new items are needed by standard.

· Provided three options for increasing the reliability of reporting standards by cluster and recommended only one— using the Objective Performance Index. 

· Provided a specific and useful description of pre-ID options, including providing for both pre-ID labels and answer documents, and addressed matching documents when end-of-course tests are administered on separate answer documents. 

· Included options, with the drawbacks and advantages of each, for expediting the return of test results to schools. 

· Provided a thorough explanation of forms design for students with disabilities.

Weaknesses

· Cost proposal was sometimes not in line with the services to be provided. Only 36 hours are allocated for maintaining startest.org, the Internet site that is a primary communication vehicle for information about the STAR Program. 

· Lacked clarity in description of methods of handling security breaches; however, ETS provided a set of responsibilities for test site auditors. 

· Included no field testing of writing prompts and proposed that the majority of CMA items will come from the existing item bank, indicating that the items will be repurposed without addressing any potential impact on the CSTs. The panel was not clear if repurposing items was appropriate.  Stand-alone field testing for STS and CMA was not addressed.

· Lacked clarity on information about how CDE and districts will be able to track material deliveries and processing. 

Harcourt

Strengths

· Included a complete quality control audit section that provided a good sense of what to evaluate to determine how well the STAR Program is working. 

· Recommended ensuring that the look and feel of the STAR Program remain consistent when transitioning to a new contractor. 

· Provided a plan to staff the help desk during peak periods that included a mock demonstration to ensure familiarity with manuals and other documents about which calls may be received. 

· Proposed using a California Regional Assessment Network under the auspices of the county superintendents to work with districts. The network would include 11 half-time positions to develop training modules and train a cadre of 58 trainers. 

· Proposed a STAR Assessment Institute that expands upon post-test workshops. 

· Proposed Benchmark Tracker software that includes a reporting system diagnostic tests, and teacher reference tools. However, documentation of the quality of the diagnostic test questions and their alignment with California content standards was questioned by the panel. The panel also had questions about who would pay for these services. 

· Description of the item utilization plan showed excellent effort and understanding of the issues involved. However, pages 286-287 proposed that item development for year one and beyond “should be designed to stand independently since it will be used to service a stand-alone CRT test, devoid of NRT collaboration.” Panel members found this confusing since all CSTs have been stand alone since 2003. 

· Proposed a Rapid Forms Development Tool that appeared useful for ensuring that test forms adhere to all technical requirements, but the section did not appear to address tests other than the CSTs.

Weaknesses

· Most costly submission received. 
· Dates used in the narrative schedule and for specific activities do not always match. 
· Description of Web sites for STAR test coordinators was unclear. The panel did not know if the bidder intended having two Web sites for STAR test coordinators or if their Spectrum system would replace Startest.org, the current Web site. 
· Concern expressed by panel about security available for the Spectrum system that districts could use to print reports, correct data, order materials, etc. 
· Provided minimal responses in the sections on releasing test questions, fully communicating the meaning of the performance levels with the use of released test questions, assisting school districts with interpretation of STAR Program data, item bank, test specifications, and reporting cluster reliability, with the responses stating that the company will do what is required without any elaboration.
· Proposed only 15 site visits, nominated by school districts, for security investigations. The panel felt this number was unrealistic given the numbers of schools districts in California. 
· Addressed sampling in the field test plan but did not include any logistics as asked for in the RFS. 
· Did not provide a clear explanation in the response to expediting the return of scores. 
· Mentioned using national experts on special education issues, but did not explain how often or for what areas. 
· Described the Bookmark Method for standard setting, but provided no logistical details for using it in California. 
· Did not provide a budget for designing and constructing answer documents.
CTB 

Strengths

· Proposed using the Bookmark method of standards setting to identify released questions that exemplify a range of performance levels. This area was well thought through and went beyond the minimum requirement of the RFS. 
· Proposed a Web site with different sections for students, parents, teachers, and test coordinators. 
· Provided a well thought-out proposal for assisting school districts in using data from the STAR Program and proposed providing workshops, posters, and leadership guides for program evaluation, and an online professional development center. 
· Proposed using their Objective Performance Index (OPI) for making reporting cluster scores more accurate and reliable; the OPI, however, would be difficult to explain to the public. 
· Described software for designing test forms that appeared to be very good. 
· Included good quality-control processes.
Weaknesses

· Did not always fully address the RFS requirements in key areas, e.g., the help desk having sufficient capacity during peak times, and ensuring test security. 

· Indicated that pre-existing errors or data integrity issues with the item bank were outside of the RFS requirements. 

· Provided a minimal response to the item bank section, stating that the company will do what is required without any elaboration.

· Identified few curriculum experts in the proposal for item development. 

· Included embedding a writing field test into the live test, which would significantly increase testing time. 

· Provided a confusing item utilization plan in the panel’s opinion. 

· Proposed offering only pre-ID labels for student answer documents rather than providing pre-ID answer documents. 

· Did not appear to provide a description of the CAPA scoring reliability studies. 

· Concern expressed about the company’s capacity to provide statewide professional development on curriculum and instruction. 

· Provided a confusing proposal for expediting the return of results in the panel’s opinion. 

Pearson

Strengths

· Proposed a research alliance of nationally recognized experts that appeared beneficial, but funding for this was minimal. 

· Provided a good response for the help desk, including criteria for staff selection and trainings, as well as forecasting to determine scheduling needs, but the cost proposal appeared to include insufficient hours for this activity. 

· Proposed additional support and training for large school districts, but did not address the needs of small school districts. 

· Presented the idea of using Item Response theory in selecting released items to communicate information about performance levels; a good idea but may be difficult to explain to parents. 

· Proposed a strong section on test security, but the panel had questions about FTP security for transferring test forms. 

· Proposed using the Objective Performance Index to improve the reliability of reporting cluster results; however this may be difficult to explain to parents. 

· Proposed using software to model test forms, which appears to be an excellent idea. 

· Proposed using parallel test forms to expedite the return of results to school districts, an idea the panel felt is reasonable and appropriate to discuss. 

· Proposed an interesting sample teacher report that includes results for individual students.

Weaknesses

· Concern expressed by the panel about the number of companies that Pearson planned to use and their ability to coordinate all of them. 
· Proposed frequent suggestions about how they could improve current CDE work, such as preplanning to avoid last-minute SBE items, which the panel found offensive. 
· Suggested establishing a Website separate from the current Startest.org for STAR test coordinators, whereas the RFS required them to receive, host, and maintain Startest.org. 
· Provided few or no details in their response on workshops for STAR test coordinators. 
· Proposed, as an option, one-day institutes to assist school districts with communicating about the STAR Program, but attendance would be limited to one person per school district. The panel expressed concern about districts receiving training for only one person. 
· Concern expressed by the panel about the proposal to have a county office of education investigate testing irregularities for their school districts. 
· Did not clearly address activities for the item bank. Did not address including either the CAPA or CELDT in the bank. 
· Described item development staff of which the majority appeared to have marketing and computer science backgrounds with few staff possessing teaching or curriculum experience. 
· Proposed time for item production and review appeared to be too short. 
· Proposed a confusing item utilization plan.  The panel could not determine how released and replacement items would be handled. 
· Contained inconsistencies between and among sections related to the numbers of field test items, pages in answer documents, pages in writing booklets, etc. 
· Indicated that school districts can suggest changes to the CDS master file, which is not allowed. 
· Did not provide a description for providing student data files to CDE that was responsive to the RFS.
NRTs

CAT/6 Survey

Excellent technical presentation. The discussion of test production, item selection, and test form development revealed a highly sophisticated and thorough test development process. The panel was concerned about changing norms because of the Academic Performance Index (API) and the effect on district trend lines. They were also concerned about the age of the norms in 2009, if a norm change is not made. The panel thought that the content was excellent. A review of the test showed that the test is cognitively challenging, well aligned to California standards for this type of test, and appropriate for these grade levels. In addition, the test format is of high quality and aesthetically pleasing.

ITBS

Fair technical presentation. The bidder described a robust test development process; however important components were unclear or missing (e.g., criteria for item replacement, limitations for item replacement, unclear about the interpretation of scores after item replacement, vast majority of the technical information provided pertains to Form A, not for Form B which was submitted). Much of the discussion of technical elements focused on the desirable characteristics of a test rather than the characteristics of this specific test. The actual norms for 2005 were not provided, and in several instances specific 2005 norms were said to be available on request, but were not provided. No technical data were provided for the spelling section of the survey form, and the limited number of spelling items would result in low reliability. The test forms submitted demonstrated adequate alignment to standards for this type of test; however the range of difficulty was targeted at a level lower than is desirable. State law requires the reporting of a spelling score. There is not a separate spelling score provided for the survey form; the items are embedded in the language score.

Stanford 10

Fair technical presentation. The panel found the test to be technically sound and of high quality. However, the discussion of the technical information presented consisted primarily of defining the statistics without interpreting the performance of this test. The bidder provided limited information regarding inclusion of replacement items and information concerning accommodations used during standardization and the interpretation of accommodated scores. The survey battery takes an hour longer to administer than the current NRT and is likely longer than needed for the state’s purpose. Generally, the language load of the test was high. The format of questions invited confusion, primarily due to large blocks of white space and the layout of the math problems. The tests were grade-level appropriate and were well aligned with California content standards for a test of this type. The panel had a question as to whether the tests would be produced in color (as presented) or black and white.

Cost Proposals

ETS

The cost proposal reasonably reflected proposed activities and demonstrated a clear connection between proposed activities and budget amounts. The cost proposal clearly appeared to allocate sufficient staff and resources; however, it did not provide staff hours or costs for some subtasks. The proposal described a plan to complete those subtasks, but no notation was made in the cost proposal as to staff hours or costs.

Harcourt

The cost proposal reasonably reflected proposed activities; however it did not provide total per-pupil costs under the category of Administrative and Program Support Costs.  It demonstrated a clear connection between proposed activities and budget amounts. The cost proposal adequately appeared to allocate sufficient staff and resources; however, it did not provide staff hours or costs for some subtasks. The proposal described a plan to complete those subtasks, but no notation was made in the cost proposal as to staffing hours or costs. The cost proposal also acknowledged that the hours in the cost proposal were only approximately the same hours as in the management and staffing plan section of their submission.

CTB

The cost proposal reasonably reflected proposed activities. It demonstrated a clear connection between proposed activities and budget amounts; however, NRT costs reflected only costs for replacement of items if necessary. The total cost for the NRT as a separate test was not reflected in the cost proposal. The budget adequately appeared to allocate sufficient staff and resources.

Pearson

The cost proposal reasonably reflected proposed activities. It appeared to demonstrate a clear connection between proposed activities and budget amounts; however, it included a grand total of $22,425,729 under “miscellaneous” in the cost detail 

(Appendix 10) under various subtasks and did not provide break-out operating expenses in the cost proposal detail. The bidder stated that operating expenses were included in the overall price (not priced separately). The budget adequately appeared to allocate sufficient staff and resources, but it acknowledged that the total hours in the cost proposal differ from the totals reported in the management and staffing plan section of their submission.

Attachment 1:  Summary of Scores and Costs
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Attachment 3:  State Superintendent of Public Instruction’s Letter (2 Pages)

	Summary of Scores and Costs

Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program Request for Submissions

	Bidder
	Possible Score
	CTB
	ETS      w/CTB
	ETS w/Harcourt
	ETS w/Riverside
	Harcourt
	Pearson

	NRT
	
	CAT/6
	CAT/6
	Stanford 10
	ITBS
	Stanford 10
	CAT/6

	3.1 through 3.3 (Comprehensive Plan, Program Support, and Test Security)
	25
	19
	23
	23
	23
	21
	16

	3.4 (Norm-referenced Test)
	10
	9
	9
	6
	5
	6
	9

	3.5 through 3.7 (Item Bank, Data Management, Item and Task Development, Test Forms, Booklets, and Answer Documents)
	40
	27
	35
	35
	35
	35
	27

	3.8 through 3.10 (Pre-ID, Ordering, Test Materials Production/Packaging/Shipping, Delivery and Collection)
	25
	18
	23
	23
	23
	22
	20

	3.11 and 3.14 (Test Processing, Scoring, Analysis and Technical Report and Other Analyses)
	25
	16
	23
	23
	23
	21
	20

	3.12 through 3.13 (Reporting Results to LEAs, Reporting Results to CDE)
	20
	18
	18
	18
	18
	16
	15

	5.2 D and E (Management and Staffing and Related Capacity and Experience)
	30
	20
	28
	28
	28
	26
	20

	Cost Proposal
	25
	20
	23
	23
	23
	18
	18

	TOTAL
	200
	147
	182
	179
	178
	165
	145

	Total Proposed Costs:
	$155,017,214
	$169,286,147
	$186,798,792
	$167,235,464
	$189,425,225
	$156,111,752

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NRT Portion of Total Costs:  
	     * 25,717
	$9,758,115
	$27,270,760
	$7,707,431
	$2,923,502
	$7,120,551

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*CTB cost proposal reflected only costs of replacement of items if necessary under NRT costs.  The total cost for the NRT as a separate test was not reflected in the CTB cost proposal.


	COST PROPOSAL SUMMARY 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	CTB*
	ETS**
	Harcourt
	Pearson

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	NRT:
	CAT/6 Survey
	CAT/6 Survey
	Stanford 10
	CAT/6 Survey

	Costs by Test (total costs for three complete administrations)

	Administrative & Program Support
	 $    23,733,765 
	 $    17,976,553 
	 $    29,466,568 
	 $    36,156,531 

	NRT Costs
	 $          25,717 
	 $      9,758,116 
	 $      2,923,502 
	 $      7,120,551 

	CST Costs
	 $  107,972,009 
	 $  113,700,344 
	 $  131,340,001 
	 $    78,596,116 

	CAPA Costs
	 $      5,018,418 
	 $      5,596,820 
	 $      3,574,968 
	 $      8,270,595 

	NAA Costs
	 $      7,043,367 
	 $      9,782,101 
	 $    12,254,407 
	 $    11,195,822 

	STS Costs
	 $    11,223,938 
	 $    12,472,218 
	 $      9,865,778 
	 $    14,772,135 

	Total Costs
	 $  155,017,214 
	 $  169,286,152 
	 $  189,425,224 
	 $  156,111,750 

	 PER PUPIL COSTS 

	Per Pupil Costs by Test -- 2007 Administration

	Administrative & Program Support
	$2.17 
	$0.97 
	not provided
	$2.22 

	NRT Costs*
	$0.02 
	$3.33 
	$1.00 
	$2.46 

	CST Costs
	$7.52 
	$7.65 
	$8.86 
	$5.31 

	CAPA Costs
	$43.43 
	$40.41 
	$25.45 
	$50.54 

	NAA Costs
	$23.08 
	$73.17 
	$153.62 
	$40.56 

	STS Costs
	$50.31 
	$42.67 
	$37.75 
	$63.02 

	 
	Total Per Pupil Cost
	$11.01 
	$226.68 
	$226.68
	not provided 

	Per Pupil Costs by Test -- 2008 Administration

	Administrative & Program Support
	$1.33 
	$0.95 
	not provided
	$1.78 

	NRT Costs*
	$0.00 
	$3.34 
	$1.00 
	$2.42 

	CST Costs
	$7.06 
	$7.60 
	$8.78 
	$5.28 

	CAPA Costs
	$28.14 
	$36.44 
	$22.88 
	$46.47 

	NAA Costs
	$23.84 
	$33.04 
	$42.87 
	$34.33 

	STS Costs
	$36.39 
	$44.69 
	$35.72 
	$36.60 

	 
	Total Per Pupil Cost
	$9.46 
	$111.25 
	$111.25
	not provided 

	Per Pupil Costs by Test -- 2009 Administration

	Administrative & Program Support
	$1.04 
	$0.97 
	not provided
	$1.80 

	NRT Costs*
	$0.00 
	$3.34 
	$1.00 
	$2.42 

	CST Costs
	$7.07 
	$7.56 
	$8.71 
	$5.17 

	CAPA Costs
	$29.04 
	$35.38 
	$23.34 
	$68.85 

	NAA Costs
	$23.73 
	$28.45 
	$43.07 
	$41.66 

	STS Costs
	$34.49 
	$34.02 
	$30.76 
	$29.91 

	 
	Total Per Pupil Cost
	$9.17 
	$8.87 
	$106.88
	not provided 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	*CTB cost proposal reflected only costs of replacement of items if necessary under NRT costs.  The total cost for the NRT as a separate test was not reflected in the CTB cost proposal.



	** ETS submitted proposals with three separate NRTs.  ETS cost proposals were identical except for the NRT costs.  The CAT/6 Survey costs are reflected in the table above, the costs for the other two NRTs are shown below:

	
	ETS Submissions
	NRT Costs
	Per Pupil Costs
	
	

	
	ETS with Stanford 10 NRT
	
	

	
	2007 Administration 
	 $      8,663,498 
	$8.90
	
	

	
	2008 Administration
	 $      9,119,233 
	$9.32
	
	

	
	2008 Administration
	 $      9,488,029 
	$9.76
	
	

	
	Total NRT Costs
	 $    27,270,760 
	 
	
	


	
	ETS with ITBS NRT
	
	

	
	2007 Administration (NRT only)
	 $      2,553,297 
	$2.62
	
	

	
	2008 Administration (NRT only)
	 $      2,584,675 
	$2.64
	
	

	
	2009 Administration (NRT only)
	 $      2,569,459 
	$2.64
	
	

	
	Total NRT Costs
	 $      7,707,431 
	 
	
	


[image: image1.png]JACK O'CONNELL

State Superintendent of
Public Instruction

PHONE: (916) 319-0800




November 3, 2005

Ruth Green, President

State Board of Education

1430 N Street, Suite #5111

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear President Green and Members of State Board of Education:

State law requires that I provide to you my recommendation for the selection of the next Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program contractor for grades 2 through 11 and a norm-referenced test (NRT) for grades three and seven. I am sure you understand how important this decision is as well as the impact this decision will have on our continued efforts to implement a strong and comprehensive assessment program. We were fortunate to receive proposals from four companies: CTB/McGraw-Hill (CTB); Educational Testing Service (ETS) (submitted three proposals, each with a separate NRT); Harcourt Assessment (Harcourt); and Pearson Educational Measurement (Pearson). The three NRTs submitted are the California Achievement Tests, Sixth Edition Survey (CAT/6 Survey), submitted by CTB, ETS, and Pearson; the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Abbreviated (ITBS), submitted by ETS; and the Stanford Achievement Test, Tenth Edition, Abbreviated (Stanford 10), submitted by ETS and Harcourt.

After weighing all the evidence, I recommend the proposal submitted by ETS, which includes, for the NRT, the CAT/6 Survey.

Our submission and evaluation process was designed to ensure fairness and to arrive at a decision that accurately reflected the requirements set forth in the RFS approved by you at your July, 2005 State Board of Education (SBE) meeting. The process was extremely successful and provided me the information necessary to arrive at this recommendation. We had teachers; school district testing, evaluation, and curriculum staff; and California Department of Education (CDE) staff help us evaluate the proposals. They served on panels to review the comprehensive plan and schedule; program support and test security; the content and technical quality of the NRTs; item bank, item development, and test form, test booklet, and answer document construction; ordering, production, and delivery; scoring, analysis, and technical report; reporting test results; management/staffing and corporate capacity; and the cost proposal. A summary report from the panel’s review provides an evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of each proposal. 

The review of the proposals identified ETS as the strongest proposal. This result reflects the panel’s consensus opinion that ETS provided the most solid, well-written proposal that clearly described how they would administer the STAR Program and provide CDE and SBE with the necessary support to carry on the critical elements to maintain and improve our world-class assessment system. The three other proposals often had minimal responses without appropriate elaboration.

My recommendation not only reflects respect for the panel’s deliberation and consensus, but also is based on selecting a proposal that will best meet the challenges that the future holds for the STAR Program. As the demands on the STAR Program and accountability system increase (development of two new tests, upcoming federal peer review of the state’s assessment and accountability system and the changing state and federal landscape), the state will benefit at this time from selecting ETS as the contractor for the STAR Program. 

The SBE faces an important decision in choosing the contractor most capable of managing the STAR Program. After careful review of all the proposals and recommendations offered by the review panels, I believe ETS has submitted the strongest proposal for meeting the STAR Program’s long-term needs. I recommend ETS as the designated STAR contractor with the CAT/6 Survey as the NRT.

Sincerely,

JACK O’CONNELL
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